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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 (BP A) 
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 (NEP A) and State Environmental Policy Act (SEP A) 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 SEP A and 
NEP A, 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/SEP A 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. 

• Revisions 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 piS 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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• Corrections and Modificntions 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 J 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 SEP A lead agency for the EIS. Bonneville Power Administration 
is the lead agency under NEP A. 
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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 
Building Permit(s) 
National Pollutant Discharge 

Elimination System (NPDES) 
General Permit 

Section 404 Nationwide Permits 

Klickitat County 
Klickitat County 
Washington Department of Ecology 

for crossing intermittent streams 
Section 401 Water Quality Certification 
Electrical Permit(s) 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

Washington Department of Ecology 
Washington Department of labor and Industries 
Bonneville Power Administration Transmission Services Agreement 

Bald Eagle Management Plan Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife 

Authors and Principal Contributors 

R. W. Beck 

Jones & Stokes 
Associates, Inc. 

Historical Research 
Associates, Inc. 

Project Management 
Earth 
Water 
Botany 
Aesthetics 

Avian Resources 
Wildlife 
Noise 
Air Quality 
Aesthetics 

Cultural Resources 

land Use 
Transportation 
Public Services and Utilities 
Health and Safety 
Cumulative Impacts 

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 NEP A 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 1 2 ,  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 A venue, Public Information Office, Portland, 
Oregon, 9723 2. 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, 199 3 ). 

• Record of Decision for RP-FEIS (April 22, 199 3 ). 

Cost to the Public for a Copy of the EIS 
$30.00 per copy of the DEIS 
$30.00 per copy of the FEIS 
$ 4.00 per copy of Botanical Resources Field Survey 
$10.00 per copy of the final Cultural Resources Assessment 
$ 2 4.00 per copy of the Avian Use Report 
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Summary 
S.l 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 5-1). 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 BP A and the purchasing utilities would therefore be required 
for this Project. Investor-owned utilities have submitted to BP A 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 BP A transmission system. 

S.1.2 Existing Setting 

The Washington Windplant #1 site is located in the Columbia Hills area of Klickitat County, 
9.6 krn (6 miles) southeast of Goldendale and to the east of U.S. Highway 97 (U5-97). 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 krn (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 Darn-is located below the 
Project site. A large industrial facility-Columbia Aluminum-is located adjacent to John Day 
Darn. 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 commercial-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 krn ( 17 miles) to the north. Traditional cultural 
use of Project lands by Native Americans is discussed in Section 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 

Final Environmental Impact Statement 
Washington Windplant #1 
May 1995 

Summary 

S-1 



(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 BP A 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 Darn 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 BP A make excess transmission 
capacity available to utilities requesting transmission service. The Energy Policy Act of 1992 also 
requires utilities, including BP A, to make arrangements to provide transmission wheeling subject 
to certain constraints. Certain investor-owned utilities have submitted to BP A 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 BP A transmission system. BPA needs to 
respond to this request. The BP A purposes that will be considered in evaluating the utilities' 
request include: 

• Restoring and enhancing environmental quality and avoiding or minimizing possible 
adverse environmental effects. 
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• Assuring consistency with BP A's statutory responsibilities, including the Pacific Northwest 

1 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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• Preserving transmission capability for future BP A 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 S-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 Wind plant #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 I 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 Pennanently 
Features Disturbed Occupied 

Hectares Acres Hectares Acres 

Turbine String and New Secondary Access Road1 98 243 33 82 

Powerl ine 1 5  36 1 1  28  

New Primary Access Road2 2 7  66 24 58 

Substation <1 1 <1 1 

Upgraded Access Road 8 20 7 1 8  

Construction Staging Area 4 1 0  0 0 

TOTAL (rounded to closest hectare/acre) 1 53 3 76 76 1 87 

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 :vary · 
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 krn 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 5-3) 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 I 
voltage equipment and buried cable. 

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

• Designing turbine structures to fall below the 61-meter (200-foot) requirement for lighting I 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 
I 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 any 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 S-4. 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 5-S. 

The objective of this alternative 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. 

5.3.5 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 Alternativ� 
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 pr�ceed (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. 

5.3.5.3 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 power line 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. 

• A void, 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, 0, U, Y, Z, AA, BB, CC, 
DD, GG, and 00 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. 

• 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 J 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. 

li Coordination with the CARES' Columbia Windfarm #1 project"to 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 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: 

• 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. 

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

• 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. 

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

• 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, 0, U, Y, 
Z, AA, BB, DD, GG and 00 if final Project design confirms that they can be avoided. 

• 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 Yakarna 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 Storm water 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 wottl:d 
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 quantity 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 lllurnination 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 00 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. 

Summary 
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• 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. 
• 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. 
• Select the quietest effective setting for back-up alarms. 
• 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. 

• Restore temporary roads and staging areas to preconstruction grades. 

• 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. 

Summary 
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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. 

S.3.6 No Action 

The No Action Alternative consists of KENETECH Wind power, 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 SEP A 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. 

• 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. 

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

• Potential exceedence of the nighttime noise standard (50 dBN) at some residential 
locations. 

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

• Potential for obstruction of line-of-sight microwave signal transmission at certain turbine 
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 

1 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 )  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. 

2) Impacts to Potentially Eligible Archaeological Resources Sites Located on Turbine 
Strings J 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. · With 
appropriate data recovery, impacts would not be considered significant. 

3) 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) Aesthetics. The Project would be visible to viewers along Hoctor Road, portions of U5-97, 
near Maryhill, and from locations along 1-84 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. 

5) 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 Y akama 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 J 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 until development of subsequent phases 
of the Project. 

• 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. 

• No Action. The No-Action Alternativ:e 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.P.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. 
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TABLE S-2 
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation 

Elements 

Earth 

-

Proposed Action 

AE: Project site extends along 1 4  miles of The Columbia Hills on ifie 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. 

1: Clearing and grading would disturb approx. 1 53 hectares n 76 acres) resulting in the potential for erosion and 
sedimentation. Up to 99,000 cubic meters (1 30,000 cubic yards) 
of gravel would be required for roadways. Construction on steep 
slopes would be required. 

.t:t_ 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. 

� ��e expected. 
-----······-----------··· --·· 

Ahemative Powerline Route 
Restricted Areas 

Ahemative 

� Same as Proposed Action. No restrictions 
identified. 

1: Minor increase in the amount 
of disturbed soils (approx. 2 
hectares, 5 acres) relative to the 
Proposed Action. 

.t:t_ Same as Proposed Action. 

� None expected. 

--·· -·- -- ---· 

Subarea Development Ahemative Preferred Ahemative No Action 

AE: Option 1 would restrict Phase AE: Same as the Proposed AE: Same as in 
Tdevelopment to the western area Action except that the site PrOposed Action. 
of the Project site. Option 2 would be divided into 
would restrict Phase 1 three subareas, in the t_ None. 
development to the east<entral western, central, and 
portion of the Project site. eastern portions of the site. .t:t_ None. 

1: Option 1 would disturb about 1: Initial soil disturbance � None. 6s hectares ( 1 6S acres) of on-site \Vould be limited to 
soils and would avoid disturbing Subarea 1, subsequently 
the east-central portion of the site Subarea 2, and finally 
prior to the development of Subarea 3. This would 
subsequent phases. Option 2 reduce the amount of 
would disturb about 81 hectares disturbance in any one 
(181  acres) and would eliminate phase, and if Subarea 2 or 
the disturbance of the western Subarea 3 were not to be 
portion of the site during phase 1 • developed would result in 
Under both options the amount of less disturbance at total 
gravel required for Phase 1 Project bui ldout. 
construction would be reduced to 
approx. 54,000 cubic meters M: Same as the Proposed 
(70,000 cubic yards). ACtion, but initially 

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

� None expected. 
� None expected. 

Key: AE: Affected Environment 1: Impacts M: Mitigation Measures SUAI: Sign ificant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 

Summary 
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Elements 

Water 

� �· - - -

Proposed Action 

� The Project site is located in the semi-arid region of east­
central Klickitat County where most precipitation occurs from late 
fal l  through early spring. Average annual rainfall ranges from 25-
40 em (10 . 1 5  inches) per year. The 100 year, 24 hour storm 
events results in approx. 8.9 em (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. 

1 : Erosion during Project construction could result in sediment 
discharges 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. 

.t::t_ 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 a regular basis and take corrective action as 
necessary. Provide oi l adsorbing pads under turbines during 
maintenance. 

5UAI: None expected. 
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Ahemative Powerline Route 

AE: Same as the Proposed 
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. 

� None expected. 

- - - - - :- - .. '·-

Restricted Areas 
Ahemative 

No restrictions 
identified. 

Subarea Development Ahemative 

AE: Option 1 would restrict Phase 
Tdevelopment 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 
6'5 hectares ( 1 65 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, '!iiii required over a more restricted 
area. 

� None expected. 

Preferred Ahemative 

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 . 

1: Initial soil disturbance 
'Would be l imited 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 bui ldout. 

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

� None expected. 

No Action 

AE: Same as the 
Proposed Action. 

.!.:. None. 

.t::t_ None. 

� None. 
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Elements Proposed Action Ahemative Powerline Route 

Plants AE: No special status plants were found on site. The majority of AE: Same as the Proposed ihe site is range (60%) and cultivated (20%) lands. Priority Action. 
habitats include Oregon white oak, shrub-steppe, and juniper. 
Shrub-steppe habitat contains examples of several native 1: The alternative powerline 
grassland communities; Douglas' buckwheat/ Sandberg's route would disturb slightly 
bluegrass and others (see Table 2.3.3 in Section 2.3). Three more vegetation than the 
major habitat complexes exist on the site. The two most Proposed Action. However, it 
important habitat complexes are located in the western and would reduce the amount of oak 
eastern areas of the site. The western habitat complex covers habitat affected by about 
approx. 360 hectares (900 acres) of the project site, the eastern 1 0 percent and the amount of 
covers about 1 25 hectares (310 acres) on site, and the central shrub-steppe by about 
habitat complex extends over 73 hectares ( 1 80 acres). Wetlands 10 percent. It would also 
located on-site consist of excavated stock ponds heavily used by reduce the extent to which 
livestock and would not be considered jurisdictional wetlands Project features break up the 
and are not located in areas of Project disturbance. western habitat complex. 

1: Approx. 1 53 hectares (3 76 acres) of vegetation would be 
removed or disturbed during project construction. Most 

M: Same as the Proposed 
Action except for mitigation 

disturbance would occur within cultivated or degraded related to routing the proposed 
rangeland. The remaining disturbance would affect about powerline through the western 
1 0  hectares (24 acres) of oak and 2 2  hectares (54 acres) of shrub- habitat complex. 
steppe habitat, including high quality Douglas' 
buckwheat/Sandberg's bluegrass communities. Indirect impacts � Same as the Proposed 
could result from increased soil erosion, compaction fracturing Action. 
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. 

SUAI: 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. 

Summary 

llli;22- .. �· - - - ·- .. .. 

Restricted Areas 
Ahemative 

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 Ahernative Preferred Ahemative No Action 

AE: Option 1 would restrict Phase AE: Same as the Proposed AE: Same as the 
Tdevelopment to the western Action except that the site Proposed Action. 
portion of the site. Option 2 would be divided into 
would restrict Phase 1 three subareas, in the 1: On-going grazing 
development to the east<entral western, central, and and cultivation could 
portion of the site. eastern portions of the site. result in continued 

displacement of 
1: Both options would reduce 1: Relative to the Proposed native grassland 
impacts to shrub-steppe, oak, and Action would reduce communities and 
juniper habitats. Option 2 disturbs impacts to Priority Habitats priority habitats on 
more oak, juniper, and shrub- and high quality shrub- the Project site. 
steppe habitat than Option 1, but steppe grass I ands by 
would avoid impacts during Phase requiring powerline and � None. 
1 development to the western road routing in Subarea 2 
habitat complex, which is the to avoid these resources to � None. 
largest contiguous priority habitat the maximum extent 
complex on site. feasible prior to 

development in that 
M: Same as the Proposed Action subarea. 
except under Option 2 impacts to 
the western habitat complex would M: Same as the Proposed 
be avoided and therefore, ACtion. 
mitigation for those impacts would 
not be necessary. SUAI: Same as the 

Proposed Action except 
� Same as the Proposed that on- or off-site 
Action. preservation of Oregon 

white oak and Douglas' 
buckwheat/Sandberg's 
bluegrass would be 
required to replace losses 
due to development. 
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Elements Proposed Action 

Wildlife & No non-avian federally threatened or endangered species 
(Non-Avian) were found on the Project site. The site contains habitat suitable 

for 9 Washington State listed species, including 1 state-threatened 
species (western 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. 

1: 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. 

t::t, Mitigation discussed for plant communities and habitats 
would also help partially 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 1 20 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 1 20 meters (400 feet) of any western gray squirrel nest 
between May 1 9  and September 30, and avoid blasting during 
that period within 396 meters (1 ,300 feet). 

SUAI: Minor reduction in western gray squirrel and juniper 
hairstreak habitat. --- --- - ----
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Alternative Powerline Route 

& Same as the Proposed 
Action. 

1 : Would reduce impacts to the 
amount of oak and oak/pine 
habitat d isturbed by approx. 
1 .2 hectares (3 acres). This 
would reduce construction 
disturbance to the western gray 
squirrel nests associated with 
oak habitat. 

t::t_ Same as the Proposed 
Action. 

� None expected. 

- .. - - .. .. - .. -

Restricted Areas Subarea Development Alternative Preferred Alternative No Action 
Alternative 

No restrictions AE: Option 1 would restrict Phase AE: Same as the Proposed AE: Same as the 
identified. Tdevelopment to the western Action except that the site Proposed Action. 

portion of the site Option 2 would be divided into 
would restrict Phase 1 three subareas, in the .!:. None. 
development to the east-central western, central, and 
portion of the site. eastern portions of the site. M: None. 

1: Option 1 would avoid 
disturbing juniper habitat in the 

1: less than the Proposed 
Action because mitigation 

� None. 

east-central portions of the site, to protect wildlife is 
which supports the juniper included in this alternative. 
hairstreak, during Phase 1 Phased development would 
construction. Option 2 would reduce impacts to Priority 
reduce impacts to the large Habitats and the wildlife 
western habitat complex and that depend upon them. 
therefore, reduce impacts on 
western gray squirrel nests in that M: Included in this 
habitat complex. ali"ernative. 

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

� None expected. 

� None expected. 

Summary 
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Elements Proposed Action Alternative Powerline Route R��icted
t
i�as Subarea Development Alternative Preferred Alternative No Action ••nema ve 

Birds & Twenty-two special-status species could potentially be & Same as the Proposed No restrictions AE: Option 1 would restrict Phase & Same as the Proposed & Same as the 
present in the Project vicinity. Of these 1 5  were observed in the Action. identified. Tdevelopment to the western Action except that the site Proposed Action. 
study area. One species, the peregrine falcon, is listed as both portion of the site. Option 2 would be divided into · 
state and federally endangered. In the Columbia River gorge .!:. Same as the Proposed Action. would restrict Phase 1 three subareas, in the .!:. None. 
management unit there are up to seven nesting pairs of peregrine development to the east-<entral western, central, and 
falcon nests not including the pair frequently found at Rock !:t_ Same as the Proposed portion of the site. eastern portions of the site. !:t_ None. 
Creek. Another species observed on site, the bald eagle, is listed Action. 
as threatened both state and federally. In addition to the special- 1: Option 1 would avoid .!:. Mitigation identified � None. 
status species observed on site several other non-listed species � Same as the Proposed development of turbine strings under the Proposed Action 
were observed in the study area. Waterfowl concentrations along Action. along the flight path between the would be included In this 
the Columbia River immediately south of the study area were Columbia River and a night roost alternative. In addition, 
observed. area used by wintering bald eagles development in Subarea 3 

and reduce impacts to peregrine could not proceed until .!:. Potential impacts to raptors and other birds using the study falcons that were observed in the additional studies of bald 
area include collision with wind turbines, loss of habitat, eastern portion of the site. Both eagle and peregrine falcon 
disturbance to foraging and breeding behavior, collision with options would provide the use were completed. 
overhead powerlines, and electrocution. Construction activities opportunity to monitor partial 
at some turbine strings could disrupt bald eagle nests if they development of the site and actual M: Included in this 
occur in winter. Construction activities at other turbine strings avian impacts prior to full Project Tternative. 
could disrupt red-tailed hawk and Swainson's hawk nesting development. 
activities. Operation of the Project could cause some birds to � Same as the 
alter their flight paths which could in· turn reduce their foraging .t:t_ Same as the Proposed Action. Proposed Action. 
efficiency. Although use of the site by peregrine falcons is 
infrequent (2 sightings), peregrine falcon populations within the � Same as the Proposed 
Columbia River gorge could be measurably reduced from Action. 
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 • 

.t:t_ 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. 

SUAI: Incidental mortality as a result of collisions with wind 
_n _, turbine� would �unavoid<IIJie. _ 

_ _ _ _u _ 

Summary 

--2·· .. �' - - ... .. .. .. - .. -

Final Environmental Impact Statement 
Washington Windplant #1 

- .. .. .. •  19ii111 



.. .. 

Elements 

Cultural 
Resources 

' 

- :� � - ,,. 

Proposed Action 

AE: Human occupation of the Mid-Columbia region dates back TO,soo years. The Columbia Hills cultural resources include sites 
from pre-historic Indian tribes to the early settlers of the 1 9th 
century. Field surveys identified 60 cultural resource properties 
on the site. Fourteen of the properties are sites and the other 46 
are isolates. E leven of the sites are potentially eligible for l isting 
on the National Register of Historical Places (NRHP). Various 
ethnobotanical plant resources were also found on the site. 
Juniper Point appears to be el igible as a traditional cultural 
property. 

.!.:. Project construction could adversely affect 1 1  sites and 
5 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. 

� Precisely locate and Rag potentially eligible sites and design 
Project features to avoid the ldentl fied 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 
Ragged 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. 

SUAI: Impact to the traditional cultural qualities of Juniper Point. -- --- · ···--··· ------- ----
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Alternative Powerline Route 

AE: Same as the Proposed 
Action. 

1: Additional sites could be 
identified along alternative 
powerline corridor. 

M: Any sites identified along ihe alternative powerl ine 
corridor could be avoided with 
minor adjustments to the 
corridor or placement of power 
poles. 

� Same as the Proposed 
Action. 

- - - - .. , .. - .. � 

Restricted Areas Subarea Development Alternative Preferred Alternative No Action Alternative 
AE: Same as the AE: Option 1 would restrict Phase AE: Same as the Proposed AE: Same as the 
Proposed Action. Tdevelopment to the western Action except that the site PrOposed Action. 

portion of the site. Option 2 would be divided into 
1: Would reduce would restrict Phase 1 three subareas, in the 1: Cultural properties 
impacts to cultural development to the east-central western, central, and Tocated on site could 
properties and isolates portion of the site. eastern portions of the site. potentially be 
by restricting disrupted by ongoing 
development on .!.:. Option 1 would initially avoid 1: Development in agricultural and 
turbine strings J and EE impacts to sites and isol ales Subarea 1 would initially grazing practices. 
should further testing located along turbine strings 0, U, avoid impacts to sites 
prove those sites Y, Z, AA, BB, CC, EE, GG, and located along turbine M: None. 
eligible for the NRHP. 00 during Phase 1 . Option 2 strings 0, U, Y, Z, M, BB, 

would avoid impacts to potentially CC, EE, GG, and 00. � None. 
M: Same as the eligible sites and isolates located Development in Subarea 2 
PrOposed Action, along turbine strings A,B,E,J, and L would initially avoid 
except that further in the western portion of the site impacts to sites located 
testing for turbine during Phase 1 .  along turbine strings Y ,  Z, 
strings I and EE would M, BB, CC, EE, GG, and 
not be needed. � Same as the Proposed Action. 00. Impacts to Juniper 

Point as a traditional 
SUAI: Same as the � Same as the Proposed cultural property would be 
Proposed Action. Action. 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. 

SUA!: Same as for the 
Proposed Act ion. 

Summary 

S-25 



Elements 

Aesthetics 

land Use 

Summary 

--2-

Proposed Action 

AE: Project site consists of rolling hills and bluffs above the 
Cofumbia River and lies outside of the Columbia River Gorge 
National Scenic Area. Similar landscapes occur in east-central 
Washington and Oregon. The site is visible from 1-84 within the 
scenic area and from portions of US-97, 1-84, and SR-1 4 outside 
of the scenic area. The site is also visible from Hoctor Road, the 
Maryhill area, John Day Dam, and from towns on the Oregon 
side of the Columbia River. 

1: Turbines and roads would be most visible from Hoctor Road, 
The Maryhi l l  area, and small towns along the Oregon side of the 
Columbia River. From within the scenic area, turbine strings 
would be visible as a series of white lines along the hillside, but 
may be indistinguishable as turbines. Research suggests 
inoperative turbines give visual impression of unreliability and are 
viewed negatively. The Project would not block significant views 
or alter a unique landscape. Indirect impacts could include 
attracting sightseers along US-97 and Hoctor Road. 

M: Prohibiting on site storage. Decommissioning plan. A sign 
directing traffic to safe viewing areas at established recreational 
sites. 

SUAI: With mitigation turbines would continue to be visible. son:;; would view project favorably while others would view it as 
in adverse Impact. 
AE: The Project site is located southeast of Goldendale, which haS an estimated population of 3,730 in 1 993. Population 
density is 8.7 persons per square mile. Project site lands are all 
privately owned and are currently used for range, and to a lesser 
degree, dryland agriculture, primarily wheat cultivation. Approx. 
60 percent of the site is rangeland and approx. another 20 
percent is cultivated land. There are a number of recreation 
areas frequented in the summer months south of the site. 

.!:. Project would be compatible with ongoing agricultural and 
adjacent land uses provided mitigation measures for impacts to 
other elements of the environment are implemented. Royalty and 
lease payments would provide a source of financial support to 
agricultural landowners. Construction jobs and a few (9) 
permanent jobs would be created. 

� Screening and fencing around Project substation. 

� None. 

Alternative Powerline Route 

_6h Same as Proposed Action. 

.!:. Same as Proposed Action. 

� Same as Proposed Action. 

SUAI: Same as Proposed AcilOn. 

AE: Same as the Proposed 
Action. 

.!:. Same as the Proposed Action. 

M: Same as the Proposed 
Action. 

� None • 

- i� - - ! .. ·- - .. 

Restricted Areas 
Alternative 

None identified. 

No restrictions 
identified. 

Subarea Development Ahernative 

_6h During Phase 1 ,  Option 1 
would be l imited to western area 
of site. Option 2 would be limited 
to the eastern area of the site. 

1: Option 1 would be similar to 
The Proposed Action. Option 2 
would eliminate views of the 
western part of the site. 

� Same as Proposed Action. 

SUAI: Same as Proposed Action. 
Option 1 would be visible to more 
viewers. 

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

.!:. Option 1 would initially avoid 
impacts to existing land uses in the 
east-central portion of the site. 
Option 2 would initially avoid 
impacts to existing land uses in the 
western portion of the site. 

� Same as the Proposed Action. 

� None. 

Preferred Alternative 

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. 

1: Same as the Proposed 
Action except that 
development would be 
phased and impacts to 
viewers seeing the central 
and eastern portions of the 
site would be lessened for 
a period of time. 

M: Same as the Proposed 
ACtion. 

SUAI: Same as the 
PrOPOsed Action. 

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. 

1: Same as the Proposed 
Action except that phasing 
development would delay 
or, if Subarea 2 or 
Subarea 3 were ultimately 
not developed, potentially 
avoid land use impacts in 
the central and eastern 
portion of the site. 

M: Same as the Proposed 
ACtion. 

SUAI: Same as the 
Proposed Action. 

No Action 

AE: Same as 
Proposed Action 

1: Ongoing visual 
impacts from 
agriculture and utility 
uses would continue. 

AE: Same as the 
Proposed Action. 

.!:. Existing 
agricultural, grazing, 
and utility land uses 
of the site would 
continue. 

� None. 

� None. 
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Elements 

Noise 

Air Quality 

- .. - ,. .. 

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 64 and State Route 1 4. Other noise 
sources include trains, off-road vehicles, farm equipment and 
vehic les 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. 

.!:. Noise from construction would generate noise levels between 
60-90 dB at a distance of 1 5  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 
461 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 n ighttime 
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. 

SUAI: None expected. 
AE: Primary stationary sources of particulate emissions in 
KllC:kitat 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 .6 to 9 metric tons (2 to 10 tons) 
per year from wind and water erosion. 

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

� Same as identified for 'Earth'. 

� None expected. 
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Alternative Powerline Route 

AE: Same as the Proposed 
Action. 

.!:. Same as the Proposed Action. 

� Same as the Proposed 
Action. 

� None. 

AE: Same as the Proposed 
ACtion. 

1: Same as the Proposed Action 
with minimal additional 
c;onstruction disturbance and 
associated fugitive dust relative 
to the Proposed Action. 

M: Same as the Proposed 
ACtion. 

� None expected. 

.. - .. -· .. .. .. ... .. 

Restricted Areas 
Alternative 

No restrictions 
identified. 

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. 

1: Neither option would exceed 
ille 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. 

� Same as the Proposed Action. 

� None. 

AE: Option 1 would restrict Phase 
Tdevelopment 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 3.6 metric tons (1 0,000 
lbs.) of fugitive dust in the western 
portion of the site during Phase 1 
construction. Option 2 would 
generate an estimated 4.7 metric 
tons (1 2,000 lbs.) of fugitive dust 
during Phase 1 construction. 

� Same as the Proposed Action. 

� None expected. 

Preferred Alternative 

� 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. 

.!:. Same as the Proposed 
Action except that initially 
only Receptors 2 and 1 6  
might exceed the nighttime 
noise standard. AI. full 
Project buildout, noise 
impacts would be the same 
as the Proposed Action. 

M: Same as the Proposed 
ACtion. 

SUAI: Same as the 
"PrQ'PPsed Action. 

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. 

1: Construction of Subarea T would generate 
approximately 3.6 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 2.6 metric tons 
(7,000 pounds) of fugitive 
dust. 

M: Same as the Proposed 
ACtion. 

SUAI: None expected. 

No Action 

AE: Same as the 
Proposed Action. 

.!:. None. 

� None. 

� None. 

AE: Same as the 
Proposed Action. 

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

� None. 

SUAI: None. 

Summary 
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Elements Proposed Action Alternative Powerline Route 

Transportation � Four roadways provide access to the general site area. U.S. � Same as the Proposed 
Highway 97 (US-97) west of the Project site, Washington State Action. 
Route 1 4  (SR-1 4), south of the site, Interstate 64 U-64), south of 
the site in Oregon, and Hoctor Road which runs along the .!:. Same as the Proposed Action. 
northern border of the site. A network of other paved and gravel 
roads serve the site area and adjacent properties. Sections of � Same as the Proposed 
Hoctor Road are scheduled for repairs by Klickitat County in Action. 
May-Sept. of 1 99 5. 

� Same as the Proposed 
1: Construction traffic is estimated to be 2 71 vehicle trips per Action. 
iray. Approx. 65 percent of daily trips during construction would 
be heavy vehicles. Average Daily Traffic Volume (ADT) would 
increase by five percent on US-97 south of Hoctor Road and 
three percent on SR- 14  east of Stonehenge Drive. Average daily 
traffic volumes on Hoctor Road are estimated to increase up to 
67 percent during Project construction. Heavy vehicle traffic 
along Hoctor Road could result in schedule conflicts with 
scheduled road repairs and some heavy vehicles may exceed 
seasonal load restrictions set by Klickitat County. Traffic conflicts 
could arise due to left turning vehicles at Hoctor Road and site 
Access Roads. 

� Coordinate Project construction traffic routing and travel 
times with Klickitat County Public Services for work scheduled on 
Hoctor road in spring and summer of 1 995. Require Applicant to 
pay for repair/restore Hoctor Road to satisfactory condition 
following completion of Phase 1 construction. Schedule the 
Project to avoid use of Hoctor Road during freeze/thaw cycles to 
the extent economically feasible and comply with temporary 
County weight restrictions. Use on site materials for gravel 
production. 

� With mitigation, no significant unavoidable impacts are 
expected. 

Summary 
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Restricted Areas 
Alternative 

AE: No restriction 
identified. 

1: Schedule conflicts 
with other 
construction projects 
around the project site 
do not allow for ready 
access to the eastern 
portion of the site, 
alternative routes wi II 
require investigation. 

M: Same as the 
Proposed Action. 

SUAI: Same as the PrOpOsed Action. 

Subarea Development Alternative Preferred Alternative No Action 

AE: Option 1 would restrict AE: Same as the Proposed AE: Same as the 
Phase 1 development to the Action except that the site Proposed Action. 
western portion of the site. would be divided into 
Option 2 would restrict three subareas, in the .!:. None. 
development to the east-central western, central, and 
portion of the site. eastern portions of the site. � None. 

1: Under both options sub-area 
development would reduce heavy 

.!:. Qualitatively, the same 
as the Proposed Action 

� None. 

vehicle traffic by approx. 50% except that phasing would 
during Phase 1 construction. reduce traffic by at least 
Option 1 would further reduce 50% initially. 
impacts to Hoctor Road by 
avoiding the east-central portion of M: Same as the Proposed 
site, therefore most of the site ACtion. 
could be accessed off of US-97 
and SR-14. With construction of a 
new on-site access road from the 

� None expected. 

western portion of the site to the 
central portion of the site, use of 
Hoctor Road could be eliminated 
during Phase 1 construction. 

� Same as the Proposed Action. 

� None expected. 
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Elements 

Pub I ic Services 
and Utilities 

Health & 
Safety Risks 

.. .. - - .. 

Proposed Action 

AE: The areas surrounding the Project site are serviced by the 
'KTICkitat County Rural Fire District #7 and the Klickitat County 
Sheriffs Department. Communication systems in the general 
Project vicinity include microwave, television, radio and 
navigation systems on juniper Point, luna Point, Haystack Butte, 
and Observatory Hill. A number of utility corridors currently 
cross the site including transmission l ines and a natural gas 
pipeline. Potable water is supplied by individual domestic wells. 
Waste disposal is provided by a private company. 

1: Potential increase in demand for fire and medical service 
during construction and to a lesser extent, operation of the 
Project. Potential for turbines in a few strings to block 'line of 
sight' microwave transmissions. Existing utilities are not expected 
to be effected by Project construction or operation. Construction 
debris is not anticipated to be generated in significant quantities. 
Impacts could result from broken or decommissioned equipment 
being stored on site. 

M: A readily accessible water truck should be located on site 
during all Project construction and welding operations. Restrict 
high fire-risk activities during extreme dry periods. Provide staff 
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. 
AE: Potential environmental risks on the Project site currently 
70Clude: existing powerlines, farming-related risks, and existing 
gas pipeline and pumping stations. 

1: Potential for electric shock, fires, and worker injury from 
construction, operation and maintenance of the Project. No 
significant impacts to air traffic safety or from electromagnetic 
fields are expected. 

M: Develop and maintain an on-site health and safety plan 
TnTorming employees and others on site what to do in case of 
emergencies, including the locations of fire extinguishers and 
nearby hospitals, important telephone numbers, and first aid 
techniques. 

SUAI: None expected. 
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, .. - -

Ahemative Powerline Route 

AE: Same as the Proposed 
Action. 

.!:. Same as the Proposed Action. 

M: Same as the Proposed 
Action. 

� None expected. 

AE: Same as the Proposed 
Action. 

.!:. Same as the Proposed Action. 

M: Same as the Proposed 
Action. 

� None expected. 

.. - .. - .. .. .. .. .. 

Restricted Areas 
Ahemative 

No restrictions 
identified. 

No restrictions 
identified. 

Subarea Development Ahemative 

AE: Same as the Proposed Action, bui Option 1 would restrict 
Phase 1 development to the 
western portion of the site. Option 
2 would restrict development to 
the east-central portion of the site. 

1: Option 1 would avoid potential 
Phase 1 impacts to communication 
systems in the east-central portion 
of the site and reduce the overall 
area of construction activities near 
the natural gas pipeline prior to 
development of subsequent phases. 
Option 2 would avoid potential 
Phase 1 impacts to communication 
systems in the western portion of 
site. 

t::!;. Same as the Proposed Action. 

� None expected. 

� Same as the Proposed Action. 

.!:. Same as the Proposed Action. 

t::!;. Same as the Proposed Action. 

� None expected. 

Preferred Ahemative 

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. 

1 : Same as the Proposed 
Action except that phasing 
would initially avoid 
impacts to communication 
systems in the east-central 
portion of the site. 

M: Same as the Proposed 
ACtion. 

� 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. 

1: 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. 

.!:. None. 

t::!;. None. 

SUAI: None. 

AE: Same as the 
Proposed Action 

1: Existing risks 
'Would continue. 

t::!;. None. 

� None. 

Summary 
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Figure S-2 - Proposed Site Development 
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NACELLE \ 
Houses gearbox, 

generator, 
and control equipment 

TOWER 
Material: painted 

structural steel 
Height: 24 - 37 M 

(80 - 1 20 ft) 

+--- BLADES 
Material - fiberglass 
Diameter 33 - 39 M 
(1 08 - 1 28 ft.) 

Proposed Turbine 
with Tubuler Tower 

Figure S-3 

+--- BLADES 

NACELLE 

Typical 
Lattice Tower 

Proposed Turbine with Tubuler Towers vs. Typical Lattice Tower 

Source: KENETECH Windpower 
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Figure S-4 - Alternative Powerline Route 
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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, R1 6E near an existing 1 15-kV Klickitat 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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Figure F .1 - Proposed Site Development 
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NACELLE \ 
Houses gearbox, 

generator, 
and control equipment 

TOWER 
Material: painted 

structural steel 
Height: 24 - 37 M  

(80 - 1 20 ft) 

+--- BLADES 
Material - fiberglass 
Diameter 33 - 39 M 
(1 08 - 1 28 ft.) 

Proposed Turbine 
with Tubuler Tower 

Figure F-2 

+--- BLADES 

NACELLE 

Typical 
Lattice Tower 

Proposed Turbine with Tubuler Towers vs. Typical Lattice Tower 

Source: KENETECH Windpower 



I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 



I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

PART 2: PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 



I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 



I 

I Part 2 - Preferred Alternative 
I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

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. 

• 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 
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. 
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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 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 
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 I (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: 

I 
• 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. 

• A void, 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: 

• Precisely locate sites and isolates along turbine strings A, B, E, L, 0, U, Y, Z, AA, BB, CC, 
DD, GG, and 00 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 J 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. 

• 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. 

• 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 Windfarrn #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: 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 
• A site access plan that designates roads and directs construction workers to use existing 

1 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 I Section 2.2.2 and 2.2.3 of this document while still meeting the Project objectives. 
Environmentally sensitive areas include: 

• 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. 

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

• 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�00 feet) of red-tailed hawk nests from April through July. 

• The southern portion of the turbine string NN from Apri1 1 to September 1 (breeding 
season for Swainson' s hawk). 

• 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, 0, U, Y, 
Z, AA, BB, DD, GG and 00 if final Project design confirms that they can be avoided. 

• 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 Yakarna Indian 
Nation to ensure that flagged environmentally-sensitive areas are avoided. 

Preferred Alternative 
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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 Baseline General Permit for Storm water 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 

I 

I 

I 

I 
• 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 I 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 I 
Building Code requirements for seismic zone 2B. 

• Design drainage ditches and culverts considering the effects of snowmelt, and use rock or I other channel protection in steeper drainage ditches and channels to reduce the potential 
for erosion and sedimentation. Where technically feasible, limit utility trenches across 

1 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 I under foundations wherever foundations are less than 2 feet deep. 

• Design turbines to heights that do not require lighting. Design other limited site lighting, 
I 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 00 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 Windfarrn #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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I 

I 2.2.6.2 Construction 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

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 U5-97, SR-14, and 1-84. 
• 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: 

• Tum off idling motor vehicles and construction equipment when not in use. 
• Select the quietest effective setting for back-up alarms. 
• 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. 

• Restore temporary roads and staging areas to preconstruction grades. 

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

2.2.6.3 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 uneconornically 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: 

• 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 warning 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. A void 
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 E IS  

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 I ncluding 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 � � hectares (8 ,& 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 � capacity to three itwestor 
O'\'ffled electrical utilities (Pacifi.Corp, P-aget Soaftd Power aftd Light CompaHy, 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 -tftfee investor-owned utilities or once the Applicant 
has entered into other sales agreements for the remaining � capacity. 
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Make the following modificntions to Section 1 .2.1, Applicant's Objectives, second paragraph, second 
bulleted item: 

• Using medifled 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 modificntion 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.l, which is included in Part 2 of this 
document. 

Make the following modificntion to Section 1 .4.1, Proposed Site Development, second paragraph, third and 
fourth, sentences: 

Construction of the powerline would temporarily disturb about � 12. hectares (�� acres). 
The powerline would permanently occupy about -l4 .ll hectares (� � acres). 

Make the following modificntion to Section 1 .4.1, Proposed Site Development, fourth paragraph: 

The total amount of land that would be disturbed during construction is about � 
ill hectares (� � acres). After restoration of temporarily disturbed areas, Project 
features would permanently occupy about 79 Z2, hectares (-1-93 l§Z acres). Less than 
2 hectares (less than � §.  acres would be impervious surface (see Taele 1.2). 
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Replace Table 1 .2 with the following: 

TABLE 1 .2 
Summa ry of Project Features 

1 

2 

Features 
Area Temporarily Area Permanently 

Disturbed Occupied 
Hectares Acres Hectares Acres 

Turbine String and New Secondary Access Road1 98 243 33  82 

Powerl in e +7 1 5 4J 3 6  +4 1 1  J.4 28 - - - -
New Pri mary Access Road2 27  66  24 58 

Substati on <1 1 <1 1 

Upgrade d Access Road 8 20 7 1 8  

Construe tion Staging Area 4 1 0  0 0 

TOTAL ( � 1 53 � 376 +9 76 � 2£  - - -rounded to closest hectare/acre) 

As sumes 30-meter (1  00-foot) d isturbance corridor a long turbine strings except where steep terrain  
die tates the use of road switchbacks. Secondary roads along turbine strings are about 4 meters (1 2 feet) 

de plus associated drainage d itches. wi 

As 
d it 

sumes area required for an approximately 5-meter (1 6-foot) primary road and associated dra inage 
ches. 

Make t he following modification to Section 1 .4.2.1 - Turbines, first paragraph, second sentence: 

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

Replace Figure 1 .7 and all references thereto with Figure F.2, which is included in Part 2 of this 
t. documen 

Make t he following modification to Section 1 .4.2.1, Turbines - Towers, first paragraph, first sentence: 

Th e Applicant proposes to use medified tubular steel towers as shown in Figure � g 
Make t he following modification to Section 1 .4.2.1, Turbines - Foundations, first paragraph: 

T urbine foundations would be constructed in the 30-meter-wide (100-foot) corridor 
dis turbed along each turbine string during Project development. Following construction, 

ncrete foundations would occupy a cleared and graded area measuring approximately 
meters by 6 meters (20 feet by 20 feet). Portions of +She graded area would have a 
bgrade of compacted native soil and a gravel surface. Concrete foundations would 
nsist of a slab measuring approximately 6 meters by 6 meters (20 feet by 20 feet) that 

co 
6 
su 
co 
wo uld support the turbine tower. Concrete turbine foundations would be approximately 

to 3 meters (5 to 10 feet) deep. CeacFete fouadatieas weuld ceasist ei: 1) tluee eF fouF 
acFete �ief feuadatieas tef tJ::\e tuFeines, eaffi measuriag aeeut 76 em (30 i:ftffies) ia 

1.5 
ce 
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diameter; 2) a eellerete slaB fouftdatiell fer eeFtaill eleetFellie eeftft'els measuriflg af'f'Fe)(i::mately 1.25 ey 2.5 meters (4 feet ey 8 feet); Elfl:d 3) a eefterete SlaB feundatiell for tl'\e 
aeeess ladder measur.ng af'f'Fexi::mately 0.6 meter ey 1 meter (2 feet ey 3 feet). B*eavatiell 
ef tl'le f'ier feUlldatiells , ... ,euld ee eelldueted using aft auger er drill. P4er fetmdatiefts weuld e*telld te seuftd eedreek. The turbine towers would be secured by anchor bolts to 
the f'ieF foundations. 

Modify Section 1 .4.2.3, Overhead Powerline, first paragraph last two sentences as follows: 

The length of the powerline corridor would be approximately �� km (� � miles). 
Pf'em tl'le suestatiell seutl'l te 6eetiell 13, T3�1, R16B (aBeut 3.2 km er 2 miles), twe 34.5 kV 
f'ewef'lilles weuld fUll f'arallel alellg tl'le same eeffider. 

Modify Section 1 .4.5.1, Bird Protection, first paragraph, second bulleted item as follows: 

• Reducing the f'etelltial fer tureille tewers te attraet eirds perching opportunities for 
raptors by using a medified 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: 

• Redueing tl'le f'etelltial fer eellisiell and eleeft'eetitiell ey leeatiftg f'ewerlmes Ulldergreulld wfiere tl'ley FUll alellg tureille striftgs. 

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 raf'ter f'reteetieft measures the most recent available 
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: 

• A voiding the use of pesticides and rodenticides during construction and operation of 
the Project. 

Modify Section 1 .4.5.2, 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 underground. 

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 C02 and NOx 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 BP A 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 a commercial-scale wind power 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 � �  hectares (� lli acres) 
during construction. Approximately � £  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 � ,!2 hectares (� � 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 � of Bigby Road is generally to the Swale Creek basin. Drainage 
to the west � 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 � 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 148 J:teeares (36!; aeres) 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 (2.2 aeres) (21 acres) of Oregon white oak � 
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 (21 aeres) (20 acres) of shrub-steppe habitat including: 

• 2 hectares (4 acres) of high-quality Douglas' buckwheat/ Sandberg's bluegrass 

• 5 hectares (12 acres) of high-quality bluebunch wheatgrass-Idaho fescue 

• Disturbance of about 2 hectares (; ,! 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)4 
Estimated 

Turbine String �mum lt Range Cuhivated Oalc/Oak-Pine 
(I I uilanes' 

A 1 3 4 0 0 
B � 30 0 0 
c � 1 3 0 0 
0 om 6 0 0 
E .,.,. 5 0 0 
F 23 1 9  0 0 
G !r 1 2 0 0 
H "!!" 3 0 0 
I � 2 0 0 
J m 3 0 0 
K 1 2 5 0 0 
L ,., 6 0 0 
M ,. 2 0 0 
pp ,. 1 0 0 
N ,. 0 0 5.5 
0 1 9  5 0 0 
p � <1 0 0 
Q 1'!l 3 2 0 
R "!!" 1 0 0 
s ! 0 0 0 
T 5 0 1 0 
u ! 0 0 0 
v ! 1 0 0 

w lJ' 3 0 0 
X � 1 0  0 0 
y 7 0 0 3.2 
z , 4 0 <1 

AA T 1 0 0 
BB ' 5 1 0 
cc , 3 3 0 
DO 8 3 2 0 
EE � 2 0 0 
FF ' 5 0 0 
GG ' 2 0 0 
HH lJ' 5 0 0 
KK 7 2 0 0 
LL lJ' 3 0 0 

N N  n 8 0 0 
00 'T'!!' 3 3 0 

Subtotal Turbine Strings 1 81 1 2 1 0  
Roads 43 4 6 
Powerline +3 1 9 3 6  9 5  

- - -

TOTAL' � 243 � 2 2 � 2 1 
(9 8 hec"rnes) (.W 9 h�ares) (9 hec'ral!es) 
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Shrub-Steppe 
Juniper Riparian 

Bunchgrass1 Buckwheat' 

0 0 1 0 
0 0 4 0 
0 3 3 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 2 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 2 2 0 
0 5 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 1 0 
1 2 0 0 
0 3 0 0 
0 0 1 0 
0 <1 1 0 
0 0 1 0 
0 <1 1 0 
0 1 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
7 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 2 0 
0 <1 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
8 1 9  1 9  0 
4 4 7 0 

� ....i. � ..2.. 
1 3 2 7  2 7  0 (5 hectares) (1 1 hectares) (1 1 hectares) 
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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: 

• 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 :Aeef:aFes (39 aeFes) 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 H lQ percent (about � !& hectares or � i acres) and potentially a¥eiti reduce potential impacts to nesting gray 
squirrels (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) 

Total Rangeland Cultivated Oak Juniper 

Option 1 ee (te41 9� (t�t) � 2 � � 0 (0) 
67 (1 66) 54 (1 32)  � 

Option 2 77 (t!H) 44 (Hlg) � 8 (1 9) 5 (1 3 )  
78 ( 1 93) 45 ( 1 1 0) 8 (20) 

Shrub-Steppe 

Bunchgrass Buckwheat 

5 (1 3 )  5 (1 3 )  

e-+1-4+ 6 (1 4) 
7 (1 7) 

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

Riparian 

0 (0) 

0 (0) 

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 Wildl ife (Non-Avian) 

Make the following modifications to Sedion 2.4.4.1, Proposed Action - Impads - Habitat Loss, first 
paragraph: 

As discussed in Section 2.3.4.1,  about 148 heetares 96§ aeres) 153 hectares (376 acres) of 
vegetation would be disturbed during construction. About 79 heetaFes (193 aeFes) 
76 hectares (187 acres) would be permanently occupied by Project features. This represents 
about 1.5 percent of the total site area. About 14 heetaFes (34 aeres) 1 1  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 - Impads - Habitat Loss, third 
paragraph, first fl'l'fd seamd sentences: 

Disturbance of Priority Habitats would include about 9 heetaFes {2-2 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 Adion - Impads - 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 Adion - 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 Adion - Impads - Special Status Spedes, 
first paragraph, first sentence: 

The projected loss of less than 9 heetaFes {2-2 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 Sedion 2.4.4.2, Proposed Adion - Mitigation, second and third 
bulleted items: 

• To the extent existing in the environment, d�etain 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 1.2 fieetafes a aeFeS) 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 fieetares (§ 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 2.52, 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 wind plant 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 25.3.1, Special Status Species - General, third paragraph, first 
sentence: 

Osprey, long-billed curlew, loggerhead shrike, sandhill crane, northern goshawk, 
ferruginous hawk, and ash-throated flycatcher;,;, afl:d Lev.-cis' weed�eelter 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: 

I 

I 

I 
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• A void construction activities within 400 meters (1,300 feet) of bald eagle roosts during 

1 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 

� �  I 
Add the following mitigation measures at Section 25.4.2, Proposed Action - Mitigation Measures, 
following the second bulleted item: 

• A void construction activities on the southern portion of turbine string NN during the 
breeding season for Swainson's hawk (April 1 to September 1). 

• A void 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 �al 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 gamed to 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: 

Ethnographic bands that included the Columbia Hills within their territory and taat Sf30ke 
the Sahaf3tiB laagtiage 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, � 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. ln 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.) .. \s ef}aftuaFy 11, 199§, Yakama staff ftaEI. 
conducted and taped oral history interviews with fl¥e � 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. ln 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 guestions 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 Tune 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 eft f!:2!!!. review of oral history tapes indicates the area's ethnographic 
uses included plant gathering. aBEl hunting, tr�vel, aBEl camping, and vision guesting. 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 � of U5-97 [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, J3aftieHlafty 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. 

Y akama Nation members have stated that its Dreamer Prophets received guidance from 
spirits 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 guesting 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 migftt 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 
guests. 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. 

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 vt'eHld Ret llelf tllis sHtiatieR could further restrict their access to 
the area. The elders do no! 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, migftt appears 
.12 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 krn (0.6 miles) to the west/northwest of the top of Juniper Point. Turbine string 
K would be located about 1 .6 krn (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 4.8 krn (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 krn (2 miles) away. 
CeRBaltatie:Ft: is e:Ft:geiftg lrffili t.fte Yalema :Nafl:e:Ft: te assist ift deteFmi:Ft:i:Ft:g w.ftetfteF tlie 
turei:Ft:e stri:Ft:gs weald adveFSely af.ieet tlie tFadUie:Ft:al ealt=l:H'al E[Haliftes ef }u:Ft:if'eF Paint if 
it f'F8VeS te ee eligiBle fep tJ:ie P.latie:Ft:al RegisteF, a:Ft:d if Se Wftat meaStifeS miglit ee ta*e:Ft: 
te ar:eid, mi:Ft:i�e, eF mitigate imraets. 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 iri 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 Yakarna 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. Hewe·:eF, aAccess 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. TheFefeFe, 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 Yakarna 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. A voidance is generally the preferred mitigation strategy for 
archaeological ettltu.Fal properties � 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 Yakarna Nation. 

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

• 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 BP A 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 Yakarna 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: 

¥lith the �essihle ecee�tiefl: ef a �etefl:tiaR-y eligible tFaelitiefl:al ettltuFal �Fe�eFty at }Hfli�eF 
Peifl:t; Significant unavoidable adverse impacts 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 implemented. 
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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 148 J:\eeffires (36§ aeres) 153 hectares (376 acres) of the 
site, e*ek:taifl:g e*istiftg reaas, would be disturbed. Disturbed lands that are currently used 
directly for range or agriculture include about 97 J:\eeeres (24Q aeres) ef Faftge, 1Q J:\eeffires 
(24 aeres) ef lafta etifl'efltly liftd:er eHltivatieft, &llEi 22 J:\eeffifes (§ 4 aeres) ef sftf:t:le ste��e 
J:\al:litat taat may ee ifl:tefftlittefttly usee fer grazing. 98 hectares (243 acres) 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 71 J:\eetares (176 aeres) 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: 

lft aaE:iitieft, FeEJ:l:lH'iftg laftaseBf*Bg aftEi fefteffig Bf&l:H\S tae PFejeet Sliestafteft te S€i'eeft it 
frem vie·w wealEi reaaee im�aets frem Eievele�meftt ef tae saestatieft. Although site 
lighting has not been proposed, any future modification to include limited site lighting 
must conform to the Klickitat County illumination ordinance. Turbine structures are not 
proposed to heights that would require lighting by the FAA. 
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Section 2.1 1 Transportation 

Make the following modification to Section 2.1 1 .4.2, Proposed Adion - 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 2.1 2 Publ ic Services and Util ities 

Make the following modification to Table 2.12.1, Communication Systems Near the Washington 
Windplant #1 Site: 

TABLE 2.1 2.1 
Communication Systems Near the Washington Windplant #1 Site 

Owner/Operator Type 

Kl ickitat County Rural F ire M icrowave Repeater 
District # 7 
Klickitat Valley Hospital 2 Radio Repeaters 

Mid Col umbia Medical Radio Repeater 
Center 

Kl ickitat County Sheriff's 2 Radio Repeaters 
Department 

Kl ickitat County Roads Radio Repeater 
D ivision 

Kl ickitat County Publ ic M icrowave Repeater and 
Uti l ity District Radio Repeater 

lntertribe F isheries Radio Repeater 
Department 

Wheeler Communication 2 Radio Repeaters 

Immigration Department 2 Radio Repeater possibly 

Department of Natural 2 Radio Repeaters, 
Resources possibly 

Army Corps of Engineers Radio Repeaters 

Columbia Aluminum Radio Repeater 

Not Known Ham Repeater 

BATS Towing 2 Rad io Repeaters 

Don Coats Radio Repeater 

Col umbia Basin Cable Microwave Repeater 

Cel lular One 2 Microwave Repeaters 

Valley Communication Radio Repeater 

KLCK Radio Microwave Repeater 

KMCQ Radio 2 Microwave Repeaters 

KYYT Radio Microwave Repeater 

Corrections and Modifications to the Draft EIS 
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location Description/ 
Direction 

juniper Point U H F, 2 .3 GHz to Goldendale 
omnidirectional 

juniper Point U H F  repeater, VHF 
transm ission, omnidirectional 

juniper Point VHF, 75 Mhz, 
omnidirectional 

Juniper Point VHF, omnidirectional and 
U HF, l ink to Goldendale 

Juniper Point VHF, omnidirectional 

juniper Point VHA and m icrowave to 
Goldendale, omnidirectional 

juniper Point VHF, omnidirectional 

Juniper Point U H F, omnidirectional 

Juniper Point VHF, omnidirectional 

juniper Point VHF, omnidirectional 

Juniper Point VHF, omnidirectiona l  

Juniper Point U H F, omnidirectional 

Juniper Point 1 40 M Hz 

Juniper Point VHF l ink to B iggs and U H F  
base to Pasco 

juniper Point U H F, omnidirectional 

Observatory H i l l  To Goldendale 

Luna Point and Haystack To Roosevelt and to 
Butte Goldendale and between 

Luna Point and Fla:t:stac� 

� 
Haystack Butte To Goldendale 

Haystack Butte To Goldendale 

Haystack Butte and To Goldendale 
Stacker Butte 

Haystack Butte To Goldendale 
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Make the following modification to Table 2.12.2: 

TABLE 2.1 2.2 
Potentially Affected Communication Systems 

Owner/Operator Location Turbine Strings Potentially 
Affecting Station 

Kl ickitat County Rural F ire District #7 Juniper Point M 

Kl ickitat County Sheriff's Department Juniper Point M 

Kl ickitat County Public Utility D istrict Juniper Point M 

BATS Towing Juniper Point G, I, K 

Cel lu lar One luna Point and Havstack Butte Z CC DO EE NN, 00 

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, I, K, Z, CC, DD, EE, NN, and 00. Required clearances between turbines 
and signals should be determined using methods generally accepted by the 
communications industry. 

Changes to Part 3, Cumulative I mpacts 

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

• � � kilometers (� � 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 lee fiedaFes (382 aepes) 153 hectares (376 acres) or about three percent of the site 
would be disturbed during construction. Project features would permanently occupy about 
79 fieeta:Fes (193 aCFes) 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 

Features 
Area Temporari ly 

Disturbed 
Area Permanently 

Occupied 
Hectares Acres Hectares Acres 

Turbine String and New Secondary Access Road1 98 243 33 82 

Powerl ine ++ 1 5  � 36 -l4 1 1  M- 28 

New Primary Access Road2 2 7  66 24 58 

Substation <1 1 <1 1 

Upgraded Access Road 8 20 7 1 8  

Construction Staging Area 4 1 0  0 0 

TOTAl (rounded to closest hectare/acre) � m � 376 79 z.2.  +QJ. 1 87 

Assumes 30-meter (1 00-foot) disturbance corridor along turbine strings except where steep terrain dictates the 
use of road switchbacks. Secondary roads a long turbine strings are about 4 meters (1 2 feet) wide plus 
associated dra inage ditches. 
Assumes area requ ired for an approximately 5-meter (1 6-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 187 heetafes (466 aa:es� 185 hectares 
(460 acres) of soil. 

Replace Table 3.3 with the following: 

TABLE 3.3 
Cumulative Soil Disturbances 

KENETECH CARES Cumulative1 
Soil Type 

Hectares Acres Hectares Acres Hectares Acres 

Silt loam (slope > 1 5%) 37 92 2 6 39  98  

Si lt loam (slope <1 5%)1 � 27 W 66 1 4  34 � 37 � 91 

Cobbly S i lt loam, loamy Sand � 35 83 86 1 5  39  � 49 � 1 23 

Rock Outcrop 3 8 6 1 5  9 23 

Non-Classified, U nmapped1 -9+ 50 � 1 24 0.4 1 5 1  � 1 25 

TOTAL � 1 53 � 376 38 95 � 1 85 � 460 

The existing access road at the Hoctor Road and Mi l ler Road intersection wi l l  be upgraded for access to 
CARES site and would be upgraded to access KEN ETECH 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 H.eeffiFes (6 aeFes) 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 

B uckwheat1 � 2  8 4  1 7  43 � 1 9  -3-+ 47 

B unchgrass1 5 � 1 2  1 5  37 20 � 49 

Oak/Oak Pine 2 & 4  <1 <1 3 9 5  

Tota ls +Q 9  � 20 33 81 4:l 42 � l2l  
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 eultufal 
Fesel:lfee archaeolowcal properties on the KENETECH and CARES project sites. Twenty­
tow of tlie properties are sites, while the remaining properties are isolates or cairns. 
Nineteen of the eu:l:tural archaeological sites on the KENETECH Project site and eight of the 
el:llfl:tfal archaeological sites on the cARES Project site are eligible or potentially efigible 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: 
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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 BP A) 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, 
WDFW staff acknowledged that a regional plan could not be required under NEP A or SEP A 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 Wind plant 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 NEP A or 
SEP A 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 NEP A nor SEPA requires the evaluation of cumulative impacts of speculative projects. 
It is not reasonable or feasible to study the potential impacts 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. 

BP A 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 
BP A consideration-the CARES Columbia Wind Farm No. 1 and the Wyoming Wind plant #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 BP A's 
increasingly noncompetitive market position, BP A 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 BP A is not actively pursuing the acquisition of any other wind­
generated power. 
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BP A 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 BP A 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 NEP A and SEP A. 

4.2.3 General Response No. 3 - Consistency of the Draft E IS  with 
BPA Policies and Responsibil ities 

Several commentors asserted that BP A 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 NEP A and SEP A, 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 I mpacts 
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 cornrnentors 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 cornrnentors 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 
cornrnentors 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 Yakarna 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 I ndian 
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 

February 1 0, 1 994 Letter 

April  20, 1 994 Letter 

April 20, 1 994 Meeting 

April 26, 1 994 Letter 
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p articipants Subject 

From Francin e Havercroft, Klickitat Offer to schedule a separate EIS 
County, to Fr ed Ike, Sr., YIN scoping meeting with YfN. 

From Curt Ore yer, Klickitat Confirm April 22 meeting; request 
County, to Jo hnson Meninick, YIN YIN concerns; introduce Project 

consultants. 

YIN Culture C ommittee Members; Describe KENETECH and CARES 
Kali Robson, YIN Botanist; Rose Projects; d iscuss environmental 
Leach, YIN W ildl ife B iologist; Curt review processes; government-to-
Dreyer, Klick itat County; Kathy government relations; YIN 
Fisher, BPA concerns. 

From Kathy F isher, BPA, to Jerry Request YIN's active participation 
Men inick, YIN in  the environmental review 

process. 
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Date of Contact Type of Contact Participants 

June 1 3, 1 994 Letter From Kathy F isher, BPA, and Curt 
Dreyer, Klickitat County, to Jerry 
Meninick, YIN 

June 1 6, 1 994 Telephone cal l  Gai l  Thompson, H RA; Johnson 
Men inick and Fred Ike, Sr., YIN 

J u ly 8, 1 994 Letter From Gail Thompson, HRA, to 
Johnson Meninick and Fred Ike, 
Sr., YIN 

J u ly 2 1 ,  1 994 Telephone cal l  Gai l  Thompson, H RA, and Johnson 
Men inick, YIN 

August 8, 1 994 Meeting/field Johnson Meninick, Fred Ike, Sr., 
visit Russel l  B i l ly, Jo Anna Meninick, 

Gordon Lothson, YIN; Dana Peck, 
KENETECH; Ben Wolff, CARES; 
Kathy Fisher, BPA; Paul Spies, 
Col umbia Aluminum; Scott King, 
Gai l  Thompson, H RA 

August 1 5, 1 994 Letter From Scott King, H RA, to Johnson 
Meninick, YIN 

August 1 6, 1 994 Letter From Scott King, HRA, to Guy 
Moura, CTU I R  

August 23 , 1 994 Letter From Kathy Fisher, BPA, to Jo 
Anna Meninick, YIN 

August 25, 1 994 Letter From Scott King, H RA, to Jeff Van 
Pelt, CTU IR 

August 26, 1 994 Telephone cal l  Scott King, H RA, and Tom Baylor, 
CTU I R  

September 1 ,  1 994 Telephone cal l  Scott King, HRA, and Greg 
Cleveland, YIN 

September 1 994 Archaeological J ul ia James, YIN 
field survey 

November 3, 1 994 Meeting CARES Staff and YIN Tribal 
Council  

November 7, 1 994 Letter Johnson Meninick, YIN, and Kathy 
Fisher, BPA 

November 1 7, 1 994 Letter From Kathy F isher, BPA, and Curt 
Dreyer, Klickitat County, to 
Johnson Men inick, YIN 

Final Environmental Impact Statement 
Washington Windplant #1 
May 1 995 

Subject 

Request YIN participation in Project 
E IS scoping; offer to schedu le 
scoping meeting; extend deadl ine 
to July 22,  1 994. 

Discuss H RA request to conduct 
oral h istory interviews; YIN 
concerns about Projects; YIN 
review of archaeological research 
design. 

Request YIN information on 
cu ltural resources and a 
meeting/field visit to d iscuss YIN 
concerns. 

Arrange meeting! field vis it for 
August 8, 1 994. 

Describe Projects; discuss 
government-to-government 
relations; YIN concerns. 

Request review of cultural 
resources survey study plan. 

Request review of cultura l  
resources survey study plan. 

Request YIN proposa l for 
participating in oral h istory 
interviews. 

Enclose additional copy of cultura l  
resources survey study plan and 
request review. 

Discuss CTUIR comments on 
cultural resources survey study 
p lan; ava i labil ity of CTU IR 
techn icians for field crew. 

Discuss archaeological survey and 
ava i labi lity of YIN technicians for 
field crew. 

Member of archaeological field 
crew. 

Presentation on CARES Project to 
YIN Tribal Council.  

YIN proposal for oral h istory 
interview. 

Clarifying expectations for oral 
h istory interviews by YIN and H RA. 
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Date of Contact Type of Contact 

November 29, 1 994 Letter 

December 1 5 , 1 994 Letter 

January 3, 1 995 Letter 

January 1 1 , 1 995 Meeting 

January 1 7, 1 995 Letter 

January 24, 1 995 Meeting 

February 1 5, 1 995 Letter 

April 1 1 ,  1 995 Letter 

Apri l  1 3, 1 995 Letter 
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Participants Subject 

From Jerry Meninick, YIN,  to Kathy Requesting extension of deadl ine 
F isher, BPA, and Curt Dreyer, for oral h istories to January 1 5, 
Kl ickitat County 1 995. 

From Curt Dreyer, Klickitat Extend ing dead l ine for oral histories 
County, and Kathy F isher, BPA, to to January 1 5 , 1 995. 
Jerry Meninick, YIN 

From Jerry Meninick, YIN, to Kathy Enclosing a Tribal Council  Culture 
F isher, BPA, and Curt Dreyer, Committee Action changing the 
Kl ickitat County deadl ine for oral h istories from 

January 1 5 , 1 995,  to June 30, 1 995.  

Johnson Meninick, Fred Ike, Sr., Meeting at YIN Cu ltural Resources 
Russell  B i lly, Walter Speedis, Program Office to d iscuss cultural 
Wil liam Yal lup, Sr., Amelia resource and other Project 
Sohappy, B i l l  Bradley, Gordon concerns. 
Lothson, YIN; Ben Wolff, CARES; 
Dana Peck, Steve Steinhour, 
KENETECH; Gail Thompson, HRA 

From Sverre Bakke, Kl ickitat Discussing the County's SEPA 
County, to Jerry Meninick, YIN review process and offering to enter 

into an intergovernmental 
Memorandum of Understanding 
with YIN. 

Johnson Meninick, F red Ike, Sr., Discussing YIN concerns regard ing 
Reverend Russel l  B i l ly, Shirley consultation process, Project 
Spencer, Rory F l int Kn ife, Sharon schedu les, and potential Project 
Goudy, B i l l  Bradley, Gordon impacts on natural and cultural 
Lothson, YIN; Kathy Fisher, BPA; resources. 
Knute Rife, Tom Pars, Klickitat 
County (Foster Pepper & 
Shefelman); Pat Tangora, 
R. W. Beck; Greg Poremba, Mark 
Matthies, Jones & Stokes; Craig 
Holstine, Eastern Washington 
University 

From Curt Dreyer, Klickitat D iscussing schedule for SEPA 
County, and Kathy Fisher, BPA, to review process, request for YIN 
Lonnie Selam, Wil l iam Yal lup, and comments on environmental 
Sharon Goudy, YIN Culture impacts, and National Historic 
Committee Preservation Act Section 1 06 

consultation process. 

From Jerry Meninick, YIN, to Kathy Commenting on Draft 
F isher, BPA Environmental Impact Statements 

for the Projects. 

From Kathy F isher, BPA, to Discussing comment period for 
Johnson Meninick, YIN Draft Environmental Impact 

Statements, s ite visit p lanned for 
April 26, and BPA's desire to 
d iscuss potential National Register 
e l igibil ity of Jun iper Point as a 
trad itional cultural property. 
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Date of Contact Type of Contact 

April 26, 1 995 F ield vis it/ 
meeting 

Participants 

F lorence Agui lar, Russel l  B i l ly, 
Sharon Hi l l ,  Fred Ike, Sr., Sandy 
Kiona, Gordon Lothson, Johnson 
Men inick, Amelia Sohappy, Walter 
Speedis, B i l l  Yal lup, Sr., YIN; Curt 
Dreyer, Tom Pors, Klickitat County 
(Foster Pepper & Shefelman); Kathy 
F isher, B PA; Dana Peck, 
KENETECH Windpower; Ben 
Wolff, CARES; Ga i l  Thompson, 
HRA 

Subject 

Discussing YIN traditional cu ltural 
uses of the Columbia H i l ls area and 
YIN concerns about potentia l  
Project impacts on  natural and 
cu ltural resources. 

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 - I nd ian 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 cornrnentors 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 Power line 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 - 3 5) 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, BP A, 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 
wind power 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. 

4.2.1 0 General Response No. 1 0  - I nadequate Data on Avian 
I mpacts 

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? 

Is 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-rnile 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. 

4.2.1 1 General Response No. 1 1  - I s  the Columbia H i l ls An 
I mportant B i rd 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, 1 1  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 

I 

I 
This section includes written comments and responses to those comments. In cases where I 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. I 
TABLE 4.1 
Index to Comments on Washington Windpower Draft EIS 

State Agencies 
State of Washington Department of Community, Trade and Economic Development 
State of Washington Department of Ecology 
State of Washington Department of F ish and Wildl ife-Olympia 
State of Washington Parks and Recreation Commission 

Tribes 
Confederated Tribes and Bands of the Yakama Indian Nation (includ ing attachments)1 

General Public 
Cel l u lar One (includ ing attachments) 
Central Cascade Al liance 
Col umbia Gorge Audubon Society Letter to Jan Beyea1 (includ ing attachments) 
Col umbia Gorge Audubon Society Letter to B i l l  Wei ler1 (including attachments) 
Col umbia Gorge Audubon Society 
James C. G leason 
Joe Heineck 
KENETECH Windpower, Inc. 
Larry and Modene Miles 
National Audubon Society (includ ing attachments) 
Northwest Environmental Advocates (includ ing attachments) 
PANACEA, Incorporated 
Porteous Mines 
Portland Audubon Society 
Ray Thayer 

General Public 
Ronald R. Wiggins (includ ing attachments) 
Terry Wal ker 
Terry Walker 
Wi l l iam C. & Claud ia R. Young 
Wil l iam J. Weiler 
Wi l l iam L ink 

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

Date 

March 30, 1 995 
April 1 7, 1 995 
April 1 4, 1 995 
April 1 3, 1 995 

April 1 1 , 1 995 

March 1 6, 1 995 
April 1 7, 1 995 
March 2 0, 1 995 
March 3 0, 1 995 
April 1 7, 1 995 
Apri l 1 0, 1 995 
April 1 5, 1 995 
Apri l  1 7, 1 995 
April 1 4, 1 995 
April 1 7, 1 995 
April 1 7, 1 995 
February 28, 1 995 
March 22, 1 995 
Apri l 1 7, 1 995 
April 1 5 , 1 995 

April 8, 1 995 
Before Hearing 
April 1 5, 1 995 
March 1 2, 1 995 
April 5, 1 995 
April 1 2, 1 995 
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STATE OF WASHINGTON 
DEPARTMENT OF COMMUN ITY, TRADE AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 

OFFICE OF ARCHAEOLOGY AND HISTORIC PRESERVATION 
111  21st A- S.W. • P.O. Box 48343 • Olymp;., Wuhi"'fon fBStu-8343 • (360} 753-4011 

March 30, 1995 

Ms. Kathy Fisher 
ECN3 Bonneville Power Administration 
90S Nonheast Eleventh Avenue 
Portland. Oregon 972332 

Dear Ms. Fisher: 

Log: 030695-16-BPA 
Re: Kenetech Windpower Windplant No. 1 

Project. Klickitat County 

Thank you for the opportunity to review the draft joint NEP A/SEP A Environmental Impact 
Statement for the Washington Windplant til in the Columbia Hills. 

In reviewing this docwnent 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. · 
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 
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 area of potential effect. 
We would also suggest that you begin discussions with the concerned parties rqarding the 
development of a Memorandum of Agreement that will incorporate agreed upon avoidance, 
protection and mitigation measures. 

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

RGW:Ims 

cc: Johnson Meninick 

Sincerely, 

� 
Roben G. Whidam, Ph.D. 
State Archaeologist 
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Responses to March 30, 1 995 Comment Letter From the 
Department of Trade and Economic Development, Office of 
Archaeology and H istoric 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 J 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. BP A, 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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Responses to April 1 3, 1 995 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 

H1Di111 111..-: IDD CIPIII W., N, � Wwl*•• .-,.,1111 • CIDI) ICI24ISI 

April 17, 1995 

Bonneville Power Administration 
ATTN: Kathy Fisher, ECN3 
905 NE 1 1th Avenue 
Portland, OR 97232 

Dear Ms. FiSher & Mr Dreyer: 

Klickitat County Planning 
ATTN: Curt Dreyer 
228 West Main, Room 1 50  
Goldendale, WA 98620 

SUBJECT: Joint NI!PAISEPA Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) • 

Washington Wlndplant f1. Lead Agenclea: Bonneville Power Ac:lminiatnltion and 
Klickltlit County. Columbia Hilla · TD3, R18 - TCM, R11. 

The Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife has reviewed the above-r8ferw1ce 
DE IS. as well as the overall ramifications of the introduction a'ld expansion of wind­
powered electrical generation facilities in Washington state. 

Although Klickitat County, when considering the proposal, has only to decide on the 
environmental impact to the Columbia Hills site, the state of Washington and the 1 federal agencies have a greater responsibility to aness the cumulative impacts of 
additional wind-generated energy facilities within the state .-,d the region. Innovation 
of alternative anergy generation should not be at the �nse of limited nlltural 
resources. Loss of 'local' or 'regional' population& of raptors may taam acceptable 
within the context of the propoaad projec:t. 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, r.ptor and other 
species and habitats could be identified, and population goals established for . 2 
vulnerable species. Based on these goals and raptor use of given wind rnource 
areas. wind-generated energy facilities may be feuible. WDFW proposes that thia 
approach be pursued through joint agency (loCal, tribal, states, federal) review and in 
conjunction with industry and environmental asaociations prior to establishing wind 
generated anergy facilities in the region. 
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· · Kathy Fisher 
P . 3  

Aprii 1 7, 1995 
Page 2 

Our review of the Washington Windplam •1 DE IS. for site specific placement of IUCh a 
facility at Columbia Hills, has indicated that there is a aignificant amount of information 
lacking to allow adequate evaluation of the impacts. We find that if an area wide ltudy 
Ia not undertaken, the OEIS must be aupplemented, incorporating further studies and 
analysis of information curently available, and reiAued to provide agencies wtth 
jurisdiction adequate information for environmental review. Art additional alternative 
will need to be included to IJq)l icate the information compiled that it lacking in the 
Draft. 

AQEQUACY OF AVIAN SJUQIES: 

Within the ltate of Washington. there are few sites that support the diversity of unique 
raptor occurrences as does the area in and around the Columbia Hills. Analytia has 
shown that only between 0.5 and 5% of 305 sampled areas in eastem Washington 
have a timilar diversity. This analysis was based on the information provided In the 
DE IS which may underestimate the raptor resources present. It it clear that the 
collection and analysis of additional information is crucial for adequate environmental 
review and responsible deesionmaking. 

Several of the avian studies conducted were insufficient to provide adequate 
information to evaluate potential impacts to apecies which utilize the aru auociated 
with the proposed project. Winter raptor populations vary considerably from year to 
year basad upon prey availability and species diversity. as wall as wintering conditions 
further to the north. Although additional days were added to the winter survey period, 
limited data was collected overall. No information wat gathered for November, and 
Information gathered for December, January and February repreHnta only about 100 
minutes of observation of raptor ute within 247 acret of an approximately 12-14,000 
acre study area. This is not sufficient information on which to base the conclutiona that 
were drawn in the OEIS. Additional ttudies should be conducted to mora accurately 
depict winter uH of the site. 

Spring and fall migr.tion study design did not allow for a comparison of raptor uta 
within time periods. Random plot aurveys ware conducted to evaluate migration. 
Individual plots were sampled for a twenty minute interval during three time periods of 
the day. Surveys conducted between 6 Nl. .,d 9 /W and 4 PM n 6 PM .. 
contidered outside the prime periods of the day for migration. There is alto 
conaiderable variability within the moming and evening aurvey periodt baHd on how 
close to midday they oeeur. Based on the ltUdy dnign, few of the actual obtervation� 
may even represent migration depending on what actual time raptors were observed. 
Rllndom survey plott do not allow concentration of time at given loeationt and do not 
allow for comparison of migratory information. Additionally, the implication that times of 
day were not important for raptors (Avian Study, page 4-1 1 )  does not relate to 

2 

3 

4 

migration. The data is also insufficient for determining placement of turbines based on 
location and movement patterns. As mentioned before, spring and faii i&M'Ye)'l lhould '5 be conducted from March through mid-May and from the and of Augutt through early 
November. Survey efforts should be concentrated basad on the bast weather 
conditions. time of day, and location within the study are�. Random piOtl 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 O!IS, the oppoaite may be true, baMCt 
upon the results shown. The report Indicates 1 .21 birds were '"n per 20 minute 
interval. Balld upon an hourty rate, the number of birds seen either repreeent a larQe 
resident population Of raptors, or a migratory level that is considered important and 
indicates a funneling of birds through the area. Baaed on several factOI'I, such as 
breeding success from the previous aeason, there is a nmendoul variability in the 
level of migratory raptOra pretent in any given year. WDFW has serious concerna 
about the methodology utilized to useaa thia illua. Thia information lhould be 
reanalyzed after data from subsequent studies has been obtained. 

The avian report end the O!IS indicate that the study area does not receive abundant 
waterfowl use and 11 not considered an important migratory waterfowl corridOr. We feel 
that this Information is under represented 11 the month of November was not included 
In the study. November is considered the peak month for waterfoWl migration. Large 
flockl of waterfowl move into the area in and around Columbia Hills in November, 
particularly Canada gene whiCh are known to move between the Coh.lnbia River and 
agricultural fields to the north. In addition, the Columbia River ia known a a large 
east-west migratory corridor for waterfowl. Certain weather conditione (low clouds and 
fog often seen in the Columbia Hille) cause migratory waterfowl to fly lower, closer to 
the ground, increasing their ausceptibility to collision�. Using comparative informetion 
on waterfowl use of the araa from mid-winter surveys conducted in cooperation with 
USFWS and WDFW, a more detailec:t analyaia of waterfowl use should be devetoped. 

No surveys were conducted to determine the nocturnal use of the project areaa by 
avian or Chiropteran species. Information from the National Avtan.Wind Power 
Planning Meeting indicates that these studies area important in determining the 
significance for potential impacts. AI apecifiec:t in ttie Standardized Assessment and 
Monitoring Protocols presented by Sidney Gauthraaux at the National Avian Wind 
Power Planning (NAWPP) Meeting, nocturnal studies should be conducted and the 
information obtained should be used to modify the proposal and develop mitigation 
measures for any impacts identified. 

Additional information is needed on specific bald aagle flight paths from foraging are:J 
along the Columbia River, etpecially from belOW John Day Dam, and from the identified . 

communal roosts. This information is esaential for the siting of turbine atrings 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 bald ngles take into conaideration 
the location of perching, roosting, and foraging habitat• uled by the eagles. Bald eagle 
flight paths and corridora 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 palre in Oregon and 
Washington. The recovery goal for the araa is a minimum of three. In 1994 there went 
only five oecupied peregrina sites in Oregon and Washington of whiCh only four 
successfully reproduced. Although the Gorge population hu shown a gradual 
inaease in the number nesting pairs, productivity of this population continues to be 
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well below recovery goals. (Pagel, USFS, pers. cornm.) Due to its low reproductive 
8UCC8SI, the viability of the Columbia River Gorge peregrine population hal irnpon.a 
to the overall survival of the regional population. This information lhould be 
considered when identifying signifiCant adverse impacts of the project. 
Additional surveys may be necessary to identify chiropteran use of the area. Bat J mortality associated witn wind plants, has been noted in other areas of the country. 
Bats associated with the site Myotis thynnodes and M. ciliolebum are both federal 

· 

candidate species. 

AQQmONAL INFORMATION BEOUIR§Q: 
Due to the many unknowns uiOCiated with siting of the first windptant in Wlllhington, 
lind the potential for impacts to thre.tened, endangered, and priority specin, we 
atrongly recommend that the permit for the Columbia Hills site be restricted to 50 
megawatts or less and a concomitant portion of tne site. Arty further development, 
above the initial 50 MW, or authorization for continuous operation, should not be 
permitted until tne applicant performs studies, approved by WDFW, designed to 
document avian mortality at the site. The permit should ba 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 
certain turbines, or turbine strings, out of operation, If they proved to be of specific 
concern related to avian mortality. 

Results of ongoing industry researd'l and experimentation on avian interaction� ahould 
be juried by the scientific community, published. and where appropriate applied to the 
project design. Permits need to be conditioned to require retrofitting tha turbinn with 
paint or otner materials as identified by these studies. 

Until research results are publicly available, the most current research results should 
be applied. As an example, the California Energy Comminion Studies indicated that of 
the potential factors contributing to avian mortality, end� turbines, turbines within 
500m of a canyon. turbine elevation. and lattice-type towers were the most important 
These conclusion� lhould be considered and Incorporated into the project deaign. 

Studies of windplants in other locations have determined avian mortality can be 
affected by the siting of individual t\Kbines. For example, turbines located tn CION 
proximity to cliff faces seemed to have a higher mortality rate. Siting of turt»inea lhOuld 
be discussed in greater detail in the document, with specific empnasis on proximity to 
Cliff face• and similar sites where avian use and mortality may be expected. 

It is �lear why the powertine along the turbine is underground but the powerlina 
between strings is above ground. The rationale for thet decisiOn needs to be 
presented. If above ground powerlines .. jultified, pla'Yiing and design of the project 
should include electrocution protec1ion measures which meet the 19i5 standards set 
by the Avian Powerline Interaction Committee. These protection meaaurn should 
apply to all newly c:onstrueted powerlines. riser poles, etc as well as any upgrades of 
existing powerlines that would involve a voltage increase. 

1 1  

1 2  
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Although tl'lere is no mention of lights mop the turbines. their ute has been noted on 
turbinee in other ereae. Lights have been identified ae an additional contributor to · 1 8  
avian and chiropteran mortality. tf l ights are propoaed, we recommend alternatives be 
determined and Implemented. 

Methods uted for slab construction lhould incorporme design features to prevent 
rodents or other small mammale from burrowing under the slab. Use of rodenticidea 1 9  will not be acceptable in the Columbia Hills .. a where rodents and small mammals ... 
1 major portion of the prey bue for other species. 

The project has the potential to contribute to siltation of Jocal ltntart11, a well a the 
Columbia River, during and after conetruction. until vegetation c.n be re-establilhed. 
Siltation of watercourses should be controlled by limiting conttruct1on to the dry 
IniOn, and by requiring an erosion control plan incorporating Beat MaN�ge�Mnt 
Practices. Project construction lhould be monitored daily, to naure the project meeta 
control atandarda. Arly work within the water would require a hydraulic Project 8ppi'OVal 
from WDFW. Any stormwatar detention and treatment Should meet or exceed the 
atandards set in the Ecology Stormwater Manual. 

The Department of Fish and Wildlife has identified numerous habitat typea and species 
ae priorities for management and preaerwtion. Project design and planning lhould 
Incorporate the management recommendations theM for Priority Habitats n Species 
(PHS) into the development of the least impacting altemativn for project size, turbine, 
road and powartine locations and construction timing and methods. The infOrmation 
provided in the DEIS identifies many priority habitats n apecie& on or near the project 
site. 

f'rlorlty habltata are thoH habitat types with unique or aignlficant value to many 
species. Habitat types on or near the project site listed as priority by WDFW InClude: 
Oak woodlands, Juniper savannah. Prairiea and Steppe, Shrut).ateppe, Riparian, 
Wetlands, Talus and Cliffs. Management recommendations hive been developed for · .•. 21 l118ny of these habitat types and should be incorporated into design criteria and 
planning for any sites selected for development within Washington. Following is a brief 
overview of priority habitat recommendationa. Additional information and plaMing 
... istan� is available frOm WOFW. 

The DE IS Identifies proposed construction of both turbine strings and roads within 
.;ltlng, documented oak habitat ( Sections 8 & g, TownJhip 3 Notth, Range 17 Eat, 
WM and Sections 5 &6, Township 3 North, Range 18 East, WMJ. Oregon white oak is 
the only native oak of Wethington. Oak woodlands provide r-. and variable habitat 
comprising a diatinct ecosyttem which contributes aignificantly to the divertity of 
wildlife found in Washington. WOFW priority habitat management recommendations 21 a 
state that: "Oregon white oak woodlands, regardless or stand size, lhould not be 
clearcut, ramoved, replaced or patch-cut unless thele actlvltin ara Inherent to the 
functional maintenance of oak habitat. Remaining oak standi ShOuld be maintained or 
enhanced and no activity ahould result in a net decline of oak habitat." (Priority Habitat 
Management Recommendations: Oregon White Oak Woodlands, WOW 1194). 
Turbine strings and roads, proposed for ereas ldentified as oak or oak-pine woodlandl 
ahould be relocated to avoid or minimize impacts. 
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The OEIS identifies proposed construction of bOth turbine strings and roads within 
existing, mapped juniper woocllancll (Sections i& 10, Township 3 North, Range 17 
East WM and Section 6, Township 3 North, Range 18 East, WM) . Juniper woodlandl 
provide unique habitat for a variety of 1peeies. Birds and mammals coniUme the 
berries and juniper forests provide shade, cover, nesting and hiding components to 
many species of tmall mammals and birds. Swainson's hawk are closely associated 
with juniper wood lends with habitat requirements for nesting and brooding. Deer a110 
utilize juniper for food and cover. Although apecific management recommendations 
have not yet been developed by WOFW for juniper aavannah1, identification a e 
priority habitat indicates that it is a habitat type limited in availability, providing a 
habitat component for unique or dependent species end it is vulnerable to habitat 
alteration. (Priority and Het>itatl and Special Ull, WOFW 1/95) Turbine ltrings and · 

roads, proposed for areas identified as juniper woodlands should be relocated to avoid 
or minimize impacts. 

The DEIS identifies propo1ed ccn1truction of both turbine strings and roads within 
existing, mapped ahrub .. teppe communities (Section 13&14, Township 3 North, 
Range 16 East, Sections 2, 10& 1 1, Township 3 Norlh, Range 17 East, WM). The 
presence of Douglas buckwheat. Sandt>erg•s bluegrass, bluebunch wheatgra11 and an 
intact cryptobiotic layer, ere ell indicators of a high quality, relatively undisturbed 
native plant community. These areas are utilized by a wide variety of mammals. birds, 
reptiles and invertebrates dependant upon Shrub-steppe to meat the majority of their 
life requisites. The areas of high quality shrub-steppe communities should be fully 
delineated on the site. and preserved. No construction, staging or other Impacts 
should De allowed within these areas. Before undertaking construction peripheral to 

· Shrub-steppe habitat an erosion control plan should be developed to protect the area 
from encroachment from sidecast material, u well a prompt and aggresaive native 
revegetation of disturbed areas to eliminate encroac:hment of noxious weec:ls. 
Fragmentation Of any existing lteppe or lhrut).steppe should be avoided. Re­
establishment or replacement of the components of 1teppe and shrub-steppe 
communities, particularly the cryptobiotic layer and Douglas' buckwheat dOminated 
ccmmunities, are not featlble. Mitigation for loss of the such communitiea would require 
protection of other similar habitat. Conatruction near delineated high quality lhrub­
lleppe communities should include protection measures to avoid impacts from lia­
cut material 

Although Table 2.3.5 indicates that no impacts to riparian .,. .. would occur 11 a 
reiUit Of the project, Figure 2.3.1 indicates new ro.d construction within a mapped 
ripartan area (Section 23, Town8hip 3 North, Range 10 East, WM). Riparian habitat 11 
extremely important to wildlife, providing habitat continuity and travel corrldorl, a 
moderate microclimate, water atorage and conservation, stream temperatura control, 
and a diverse end productive habitat for many species. Even those riparian 8fltas that 
are degraded should be preserved with the goal of cessation and reversal of current 
trends toward loss or degradation. WDFW ha established recommended fixed-width 
Riparian Habitat Areas (RHAI) derived from a miew of scientific literature. RHAI 
generally include a zone of charaCteristic riparian vegetation plus a tranaition zone 
dominated by upland vegetation. The appropriate RHA should be determined and road 
construction, etream cro11ingt and utility lines within the RHA should be avoided. 

. 21 b  

21 c 

21 d 

21e 

Comments and Responses Fina l  Environmental Impact Statement 
Washington Windplant #1 

May 1 995 4-30 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



II 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Kathy Fisher 
April 17, 1995 
Page 7 

P . S  

Priority epecies are fish and wildlife speCies requiring protective measures and/or 
management guidelines to ensure their perpetuation. Species ctassif'l8d as priority by 
WOFW identified in the DEIS u on or near the site or, potentially uting the site 
include: peregrina and prairie falcons, bald and golden eagles, northern goshawk, 
ferruginous and Swainson's hawks, osprey, western burrowing owl, western sage 
grouse, long-billed curlew, sandhill crane, loggerhead &trike, Lewis' woodpecker, 
western bluebird, uge sparrow, juniper hairstreak butterfly, western grey squirrel, 
Columbian black-tailed deer. northern pocket gopher, .-td Merriam's shrew. 
Management recommendations have been compiled for moat all of these apecies. 

Peregrine falcon were observed within the study area. A pair of was Sighted within S 
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 
nests are built within % and � mile Of Cliff faces: praservation 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 
apeeies congregate. 

· 

Prairie falcon were observed perching and foraging within the study area. The 
availability of suitable nesting cliffs associated with steppe and shrub steppe habitats 
capable of supporting abundant prey is a key element to their success. Management 
recommendations to preserve or provide these requirements are: limit human 
habitation within % mi le of nests; steppe and shrub steppe habitats should be 
maintained within breeding home range; and control of ground squirrels and other 
rodents should be limited to areas outside foraging areas. 

Golden ugles 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 
for golden eagles are the availability of secluded nest sites; adequate prey populations 
(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-scale conversion of rangeland near golden eagle territories; avoid 
development activities that remove vegetation from localized areas and reduce the prey 
base; restrict camping activities below eyries; spatial and temporal buffers should be 
used to protect nest sites from disturbance and site-�PBCific management plans lhould 
be developed in cooperation with local wildlife IIUthoritin; avoid disturbing activities 
from February 15  to July 1 5; buffers of approximately 1600 feet should be established 

·· around any nest sites during breeding Hason and access within the buffer restricted 
unti1 45 days after the nestlings nave 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). 

21f 

21g 

21 h 

The northern goshawk, observed in the Pro;ect .... is a forest habitat generalist. 21 i utiliZing a variety of forest types, ages, structural conditions and successional stages. 
Goshawks and their pray populations - small to medium sized birds and mmnmals - are 
limited by the availability 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 recommendatiON (Reynolds etal, 
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1992) are currently used by WOFW and were apecifically designed to provide breeding 
aeuon habitat for goshawk and their prey. Mltnagement recommendations include: 
Three suitable nest areas (30 acrea eech) lhould be maintained per home ...nge. tf the 
project aite is identified as part of tne Identified northern goahawk nest range and any 
part of the lite is identified or deaign.ted u part of a nut area, adverse management 
activities lhould not occur at any time in thoH ... ,; �ement activitiea in 
Identified PFA area( I) ahOuld be limited to the period from October thrOugh February 
and lhould meet the criteria specified in Reynolda etal 1092 for planned activitin 
within the PFA; If any of the site is cantldel'ld tO be etsential as part of the gothawk 
foraging area both the desired conditions and management recommendatiOI'II are 
limilar to that for the PFA. WOFW is currently allembling specifiC management 
recommendations for goshawk in Washington and theM criteria may need to be 
conaidered when developing alternatives or mitigation for the OEIS if applicable. 

Ferruginous hawk. although observed infrequently within the study area, prefer 
habitat types th8t are available on the project site: aparM, lhort gra11land and .td 
lhrub vegetation. They generally nest on rocky outcrops, lteep cllffa, or ln iiOlllted 
juniper or dedduous treel. Availability of ne1t aitee in undisturbed gra111and habitat 
and in dose proximity to adequate prey populations 11 the factor limiting to ferruginous 
hawks. Management recommendations include: retain treet and shrubs greater than 
3.3 feet in height and within 1 mile of ona another. 

21 i 

Two Swalnaon•a hawk neltl were identified within the study area. Since individual :- . . 
nnting Swainson'a hawks vary in their responae to human diaturbance and the 21 k 
availability of nesting habitat proximal to suitable hunting habitat ie the limiting factor to 
their success, management recommendations which lhould be included In the project 
cteaign include: avoid diaturbance near occupied nell during the breeding ... son 
(April 1 • September 1 ); Retain uncunivated tracts, n native lhrub-tteppe habltata 
within the range of Swainson's hawks. 

Long-billed curtew although infrequently obnrved on the lite, prefer habitats that are 21 1 
found on the lite. The availability of lhortgrass prairie habitat is a Umitlng factor tor 
curlew and should be maintained. 

Loggerhead shrike require open habitats such aa the shrub-steppe .,.as found within 
the study area for both breeding and nonbreedlng MUonS. Loll of habitat availability 21 m 
or loes of prey base are limiting fadons for this species. Buffers of at least 1 1 00  feet 
lhould be maintained around nesting and foraging habitat for application� of pesticides 
on adjacent croplands. 

General management recommendatfOM applicable to all of the raptor species a• 
well a long-billed curlew , loggerhead shrike, aage eparrow include: preaerve 
remaining steppe and shrub-steppe habitat typea that hart)or significant population� of 21 medium sized rodents, hares and rabbits; protect pray concentrations with a . n 
disturbance buffer of at least 1320 feet; avoid range management actlvttias that 
degrade native shrub-steppe habitat; reatrtd ac:ce11 to the rima of dltfs supporting 
nests; avoid development nnr naets; modify powertlnn and poles to prevent 
electrocution; uH of 
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organochlorine, organophosphate, and carbamllte insecticides should be avoided or 
substituted with pyrethrOid compounds; repellents ahould be UHd in place of 
rodenticide� in areas where raptors occur: and tJQY applications of pnticidet should 
be avoided. 

Juntper hairstrNk butterfly it found amongst both juniper·thrubllteppe composite 
and juniper cover hills and dunes. It is limited by alteration of habitat requirements. To 
preserve local populations of juniper hairatreak, juniper woodland should be kept intact, 
not converted to rangeland or used by affraad vehicles. Gruing should be limited, 
minimized or halted to allow nectar plants to flower. 

Limiting factors for weatam grey aqullftl are !oat of oak/conifer habitat, habitat 
fragmentation, disease, disturbanc:e, competition, automobiles, and hunting. 
Management recommendations include: Retain mixed oak/conifer ltandl with mast 
producing trees and shrubs; limit habitat fragmentation; limit noiaa dlaturbance above 
ambient background levels around nesting habitat during the critical breeding period 
(May 15  • September 30); avoid constNction of new roads within 1300 feet of occupied 
western grey squirrel habitat. 

Pocket gophers, common on the project site require open, undisturbed tracta of 
prairie. Management rec:onvnendations to meet this requir.ment include: restrict 
development of open areas where gophn may occur. plow infrequently ftelda uACI by 
gophers and avoid using herbicide• in areas used by gopherl. 

Merriam'• ahrew are dependent on arid, undisturbed shru�ppe and steppe 
habitats that support adequate numberl of ground dwelling insects. These habitat 
types ShOuld be conserved and not degraded through conversion or spraying of 
pelticides. 

MITIGATION: 

The DE IS The DE IS is lacking in its discunlon of measures to be taken to mitigate the 
Impacts of thie proposal. Mitigation Is necessary for the replacement of the loll of 
habitat function and value from construction of the project. Up to 382 acres will be 
directly impacted by roads. turbine placement, etc. Measures need to be ldentlfled for 
replacement of unavoidable impacts to wildlife habitat. 

21 n 

I 

21o 

21 p 

21 q 

21 r 

Reautts of research presented at the Nationai
.
Avian-Wind Power Planning Meeting 22 

(Denver, CO 7194) demonstrated habitat losstdisturbance effects at distancee up to 
250-500 m from the nearest turbines. Thia lhould be considered when evaluating the 
extent of area to be mitigated. Dependent upon the project deaign after incorpcntlng 
PHS management recommendations, as well as consideration of the value of on-site 
va. otr-aite mitigation, acreage required for mitigation could vary. If off·tite mitigation Ia 
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. 

Alternative sites tor the windplant and alternative powerline routes are Identified with no 
identification of a prefet'111d alternative. We recommend that the winclplant be restricted 2 3 
to the westem portion of the site (Option 1 )  and that the altemative powerline route be 
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P. U 

The document lndlcites that populations of a number of game speci• exist on the site 
In huntable numberS and that birding and wildlife photographic opportunitln exist on 
the lite. We realize that the site will remain private In and the 18ndownar hal the 
right to reltrk:t access to theee types of UHI. Wlndplanta can occupy significant 24 
amounts of acreage and we want to eniure that these sit" will not be completely 
closed to public use. We recommend tha appllcantl be restricted from requiring the 
private landownerS to close their lands to public acce11. tn other words, the level of 
public use of the lands curently allowed by landowners should not be changed by the 
tltln; of a windplant on the land. 

The doCument states that up to 10,000 loads of gravel will bt needed for site 
construction. The source of .Uch an extensive amount Of gravel needs to be ldentlfteel 
tlnce mining of this much gravel can have significant fish and wildlife Impacts. tf 25 
necaaary, measures to mitigate th11e potential Impacts need to be Identified. 

We hope that the next step in the process will bt the development d a .regionalized 
apprOach for siting wind-generated energy facilities. Regional pl8nning is vttal for 
protection of existing natural resources. tf t1:te Columbia Hills sit• is to be further 26 considered prior to the development of a regional plan, a tupplemental OEIS will need 
to be produced and dittrlbuted for review. 

Thank you for the opportunity to review tha documents prepared for the Washington 
Wtndplant #1 proposal. If you have any quntlons rwgarding the comments provided 
ptuse Cllll me It (380) 802·2575. 

Sincerely, 

COHSt:.ltt-
conatance tten 
Habitat Biologist 

cc: David MUdd 
David AJ lderton 
carl Dugger 
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Responses to Apri l 1 7, 1 995 Comment Letter from the 
Washington State Department of Fish and Wildl ife 

1 .  Comments noted. See General Response No. 2. 

2. Comments noted. See General Response nos. 2 and 10. 

3. The comment regarding the diversity of species present is noted. As described in General 
Response No. 1 1 ,  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. 

4. 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). 

A telephone conversation with Jody Bush (USFWS) and Mr. Hall, February 1 5, 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 
Hatvey Nelson (USFWS, Ret.) and Dale Strickland (West, Inc.), March 22, 1994. 

• 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 
WDFW 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 Btations. 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, 1 1  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 (1 969) 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. 

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. 

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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site at dawn and dusk during peak passerine migration periods) observed no large flocks 
entering or leaving the site. 

9. 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. 

10. 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. 

1 1 .  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. 

12. 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. 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. 

14. 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. 

15.  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 type towers. Based on mortality 
data collected during 1 993 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. 

16. 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 1 992). 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. 

1 7. 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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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. 

1 8. As stated in Section 2.13.4.1 on page 2-126 of the draft EIS, turbines would not be lighted. 

19. 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. 

20. 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. 

21 . See General Response No. 8. 

21a. 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 concerns 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. 

21b. 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. 

21c. 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 blue bunch 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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I 
of Douglas' buckwheat/Sandberg's bluegrass community, and where avoidance is not I 
feasible, mitigation through on-site or off-site preservation of this community. 

The response to comment no. 20 addresses concerns regarding erosion control. I 
21d. 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. 

21e. No riparian habitat would be altered by the Project. One road in Section 25, Township 4 
North, Range 1 6  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. 

21£. 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. 

21g. 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 (199 2) 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. 

21h. The Proposed Action and the alternatives 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 clarify 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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construction and a 1-rnile 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. 

21i. 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 U.S. Forest Service management 
recommendations would not be appropriately applied to the Proposed Action or 
alternatives. 

21 j. 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. 

21k. 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. 

211. 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. 

Final  Environmental Impact Statement 
Washington Windplant #1 

May 1 99 5  

Comments and Responses 

4-43 



21m. As with long-billed curlew, loggerhead shrike were determined to be uncommon on the 
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. 

21n. 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. 

21o. 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. 

21 p. 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 a result, 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. 

21q. 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. 

21r. 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. 

22. 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. 

23. 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 
NEP A 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 alternatives, rather than ev.ery 
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 I 
year's study of peregrine falcon use are conducted. 

24. 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. 

25. 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 2.1 1 .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. 

26. See General Response No. 2. 
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ClfVt PINNIX 
Dinctor 

STATE Of WASHINGTON 
WASHINGTON STATE PARKS AND RECREATION COMMISSION 

1150 C�Mtw•t« UM ICY·11 • f.O. 8o• 42650 • 0/yrn,U, w.ltinJton NSIU-2650 • (206} 153-5155 
April 1 4, 1 885 

MI. Kethy Fllher, Project Leeder 
Bonneville Power Adminiltration 
805 NE 1 1th Avenue 
Portllind, OR 87232 

Deer MI. Filher: 

RE: DEIS • Columbia Wind F8rm 11 
end Wuhlngton Windplent 11 
projects - Goldendele 
CommentS 

Think you for �ending u1 • copy of the Dreft Environmental lmpect StatementS CDEISI for the Columbie 
Wind Ferm 11 end the Welhington Windplent 11projectl propoled by CARES end KENETECH, 
reepectively. Following ere eome concerns •bout potentiel impect1 to Goldendele Oblervetory Stete 
Perk by the propoeed projecte. With over 30,000 vilitore per yeer the oblervetory eueteine meny 
recreetionel, educetionel, end economic benerrte to the ere• eurrounding Goldendele. Our primery 
concem with the wind plent project• re1t1 with pre�erving the quelity night ... Y environment in the 
Klickitet Velley vicinity 10 thet celeltiel viewing opportunitiea from Goldendele Oblervetory are not 
clegreded. Stlte Perkl ltllrf requeltl thet you reepond to our conceme eurroundlng thla propoul. 

Lighting dealgn for the proJect ... : 

Neither DEIS deacrlbea nor eveluetea • lighting delign for eny etructurea in the enelylie of the project 1 propo1el. Picture• end diegrema of the propoaed turblnea do not lhow eircreft weming lightl of My 
kind. Although �ection 2. 1 3.4. 1 ltltea thet lighting for then etructurea Ia not required under 14 C.F .R. 
77, eny diverlion from thla originel ltend rney heve lmpecte on the night lky environment. AIIO, there 
Ia no mention of lighting echemea for eny project eupport bulldinga. Whet ere the plene for on lite 2 lighting? WiU thil lighting, if eny, conform to the Kllckitet County lllurnlnetion Control Ordinance CJCO) 
deacrlbed in �ection 2.1.2.27 

Another pollible impect to the night lky environment 11 the lncreeeed emlllione of perticulate meu.r 
from the Columbie Hilla eree. flection 2.1 0.4. 1 ducribe1 emlllion control during the conatruct1on 
phe�e of the project. However, the DEIS dou not diiCUSI the totel lncre ... In perticulate ernialone 3 from ereea left dilturbed efter conetruction. Nor doea It diecuu the meeeurea to control the ernialone 
after the project Ia complete end in the opereting phele. After conltNCtion whet percent of project 
ecreege would be bllre or diaturbed eoil eurfece7 A lignlficent emount of dult In the w In Klickitat 
Velley ebove the current level would ceuee probleme with operetion of tlleecope equipment end � 
viewing of eome celeltiel objectL 

Our third concem � with elr turbulence. Teleecopee perform but when the column of w extending 
outwerd from the front of • teleecope tube Ia very celm. The lergelt imtMCtl to viewing occur whhln 4 
the firlt 50 mileL If eir movement (turbulence) occura In the verloue teyere of atrn08phere In front of a 

·�·· 
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telucope, the Jmaoe can be Rverelv distorted. Whet are the effects of �  on the acrno.pheN 
near the turblnu7 How far ruching .,. thue effects? At wtwt .,.., above the turbine bleclu .,. 
..... effects neolloible 7 
Thank you for your attention to thue � and giving Ul the opportl.rity to COitlfllerlt. Pleue cal 
me at (380} 802-8833 If you hrla eny quMtiona. 

cc: o.ve Heller, Environmental Program� Meneger 
Ange Teylor, Eastern Region Park Manaoer 
John Scarola, Park Manager, Goldandala Area 
Steva Stout. Park Ranger, Goldendala Obeal vatory 
Bill F,...,., Pirkl Planner, Eastam Raglon 
Diva Thiel, Prelidant. Columbia Gorge Audubon Society 
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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. 

2. 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. 

3. 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. 

4. 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 1 84 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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Confederated Tribes and Bands 
of the Yakama Indian Nation 

. Kathy Fisher, ECNS 
Bonneville Power Administrat ion 
905 NE 1 1 th Avenue 
Portland, OR 9 7 2 3 2  

. ·\C\S t\�� 
";:_i.CL' 1-\ v-t: Established by the 

Treaty of June 9, 1855 
April 1 1 ,  1 99 5  

RE : Comments on the joint NEPA/SEPA Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement ( EIS ) for the Washington Windplant 1 1  ( Kenetech Project ) 
and the Columbia Hills Wind Farm 1 1  ( CARES Project ) 

Dear Ms . Fisher ; 

The YAKAMA NATION is a federally recogni zed tribe and is comprised 
of the Fourteen Confederated Tribes and Bands of the YAKAMA . The 
YAKAMA NATION is a sovereign Nation with governing powers , with 
elected tribal officials to represent the YAKAMA NATION which i s  
sanctioned b y  the United States Government . 

The YAKAMA INDIAN NATION takes this opportuni ty to submit the 
following general comments on the Draft EIS of both Kenetech and 
CARES wind power projects . 

The opinion of the YAKAMA NATION is that this project is on a fast 
track -- much too fast . The windpower project under the NEPA 1 process , as proposed , the BPA as a responsible Federal Agency i s  · 

violating one of its major responsibilities , which is : 

"Restoring and enhancing environmental 
quality and avoiding or minimizing :l 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 

3 i s  no question that the wind turbines are a threat to migratory 
bird populations . 

These wildlife are protected by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act ,  1 6  
USC - 703 - 7 1 2 ,  the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act , 1 6  USC -
668 and the Endangered Species Act of 1 97 3 . 

Disturbances of cultural s ites 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 identi fied nine archaeologically 
signi ficant sites . Which included six areas with scattered rock 4 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 1 1 , 1 99 5  
Page 2 

The YAKAMA INDIAN NATION cultural staff have identi fied Juniper 
Point as being associated with legend and vision quest use in the 
past . Therefore ; Juniper Point should be eligible for listing as 
a traditional cultural property . 

The elders of the area who are members of the YAKAMA 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 YAKAMA 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 
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-
51 2 1  Ext . 7 3 7 or Mr . Frederick Ike , Sr . , Cultural Protection 
Analyst , Cultural Resources Program at ( 509 ) 865-5 1 2 1  Ext . 733 . 

Sincerely , 

YAKAMA INDIAN NATION 

JM/fla 

Copy : 

lf--�J.._/ 
en1nick , chairman 
Tribal Council 

Gail Thompson 
Ben Wolfe 
Curt Dreyer 
Executive Committee 
Cultural Committee 
Carroll E .  Palm�r , 
Wildlife Progra 11 :  

I n  House Counse:. 

YIN 

Deputy Director, DNR 
Bill Bradley 
Gordon Lothson 

5 

6 

7 
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Legal Overview of Treaty Rights , Trust Responsibilitie s ,  

and Reserved Rights : 

While the doctrine of discovery is recognized by the United 

States Supreme Court ( US 8 Wheat . )  5 4 3  [ 1 823 ) discovery gave 

Europeans and the United States , as the discovering · nations ' 

"ultimate dominion" over the lands they discovered within 

aboriginal terri tory , 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 ris hts , 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 , under the authority of 

the Uniten 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 Indian tribes are conteuplated 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 Adminis tration ( BPA ) has 

an affirmative legal duty to protect treaty rights . 

8 
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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 . In 

fact , any right not expressly extinguished by a treaty or federal 

statute is reserved to the tribe . This fundamental principle i f  

Indian law is known a s  the "reserved rights" doctrine . ( Pevar 1 99 2 ) 

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 

1 855 "Swindell 1 9 4 2 "  

( YAKAMA NATION 1 99 4 )  

In addi tion 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 

supplem£nted and reinforced by formal federal agency policy . 

The: trust responsibility doctrine can be traced to Chero1tee 
Nation v .  Georgia ( 3 0  u . s .  [ 5  pet . ) 1 [ 1 83 1 ) ,  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 

matter 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 

not limited to : land , water , fish , wildlife , plants , minerals --

essentially everything that is necessary to preserve and maintain 

a way of life . 

Treaty 

The religion of the YAKAMA, Columbia River Indians , is not a 

matter of certain days and set observations , but i t  is part of his 

every thoug:1t an·d daily life . Heritage is a precious possession of 

the Yakama11 . It i s  a heritage so old that no one knows when i t  was 

actually �lrn , only the Supreme being knows . It i s  a heritage of 

a religion that recognized a creator who gave life to the Earth and 
to i ts 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 Indian way of life will continue for our future 
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generations . 

Over one hundred years ago treaty makers assembled in a 

cottonwood grove at Walla Walla , Washington and entered into the 

Treaty of 1 85 5 ,  which was rat�fied by the Senate , proclaimed by the 

President of the United States and became law in 1 859 . 

The Yakamas paid a great price for the treaty : 1 0 , 828 , 800 

acres , or 1 6 , 92 0  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 1 85 5  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 old 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 defi·:tition of cultural resources is not limited by 

dictionary me�ming or by governmental identifica tion .  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 rel igion is the real life of the Yakama Indians and 

all the resources are identified clearly within their beliefs , 

traditions , customs , and legends • The most obvious cultural 
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resources are those identi fied 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 1 700s 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 contained within the rocks and 

bones of the dead; the organs incluc!ed rivers ( blo:ldstream) and 

wind ( the lungs ) the spirit .  Earth WZIS alive . We lh·ed upon it as 

millions of tiny micro-organisms liv� on human skin . 

Most cultures believed that the earth was a female being -­

the actual mother of life . 

This is different from the "scienti fic revolution" paradigms 

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 western 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 moral and ethical 

constraints and have benefitted economically from exploiting 

resources at the earths expense . 

All native groups literally 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 o f  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 

countxy is the Freedom of Religion . As citizens , Indians have an 

inhert :nt right to the f :-ee exercise of their religion . That right 

is re lffirmed 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 Judea­

Christian mainstream or in combination with i t ,  is further upheld 

in the 1 978 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 ,  unawarenes s ,  insensi ti vi ty , 

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 .nany non­

Indian officials that because Indian 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 

if he had been Protestant, Catholic , or Jewish . 

The Columbia River Indians developed a unique culture from 

what Nature had in store for them . They were also referred to as 

being the Ch�ldren 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 co1�unicated 

with the people . They understood that He made this bea�:1tiful 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 cert sin truths and 

revelations of spiritual power to he known by uur 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 themselves of the religious beliefs , culture , 

traditions and the heritage they left behind for the future 

generations . 

XH COHCLUSXOH : The YAKAMA HATXOH is not acting or pretending to 

develop an alibi to discourage industry for personal reason in a 

selfish aanner . 

The YAKAMA HATXOH wholeheartedly and truthfully is serious in 

opposing the planned Wind Farm ( s )  to be constructed on so ca1led 

COlumbia Hills . 

YAKAMA HATXOH knows beforehand how the wind fana ( a )  is qoing 

to destroy the CUltural and Natural Resources that are 

irreplaceable under any mitigation plan without fully understanding 

the important value of religious and spiritua1 sites that are 

located in their original places since time i.memorial . 

YAKAMA HATXOH knows that the wind farm ( a )  will not be 

beneficial to YAKAMA HATXOH in aBy way at a11 . 

YAKAMA HATXOH knows that the wind farm ( s )  bas no proof of 

why wind fara ( a )  should be justified to be located at so ca1led 

COlumbia Rills and under whose demand it is aandatory . 

YAKAMA HATXOH, its mealbers, a11 the resources is first in 

time, first in right, versus any new planned projects . 
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DAD : 4/3/94 

TO: William Bradley , Ph . D .  

PROM: Gordon A,  Lothson , Ph . D .  
Archaeologist-Geomorphologist 
Special Projects Manager 

SUBJE� : The Traditional Use and Archaeological Potential 
Ertant Within the Boundaries of the Columbia Bills 
Wind Farm Pro ject--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 
Bills Wind Farm site by Historical Research Associates Inc . (BRA) 
and Eastern Washington University (EWU) . It a11umes the worst 
case scepario that the p;oiect as described will be copstrgcted. 
This protocol does take issue with the recommended procedures 
written for the archaeological properties set forth in the BRA 
and EMU documents . We do not agree with the conclusions reached 
in those documents and also feel that both BRA 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 conclusiops reached by RRA and EWt1 should be dis­
carded and reevaluated in terms of both criteria c .  and 
d .  ( see BRA documentation pp . 4-3 , 4-4 for criteria ) . 

2 .  Traditional use sites and their significance should be 
studied and evaluated by the tribal C\�ltural resource 
program and not an outside consulting entity . Only the 
tribal cultural resource program have the personnel who 1 Q 3peak the language , understand traditional land use and 
the significance of continued land use , and most impor-
tant , the significance of the area as a place of 
reglaze and e :onomic importance . 

3 .  All of the ar :haeological sites found by BRA and BWU 
should be sur!ace collected so as to minimize secondary 

;:�:��.
c�����L�Io!h:h����t�c;i��n���ir!�i��il e�:f�n so 1 .1 

that the materials can be replaced on the landscape if 
the wind farms are abandoned . BRA 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 DAD 
DIS BAS ROT BED DOH I l l  

4 .  Areas impacted by proposed construction should be shovel 1 2  
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s .  

6 .  

7 .  

tested to make certain that archaeo logical 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 . 

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 BRA 1 3  
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 ( RRHP criteria c . ) were not 
addressed properly in the HRA and EWU documentation .  

BRA and IWU should have nominated the Columbia Bills 
location to the National Register as an National 1 �  
Historic District (RHD) . IT IS ROT HRA OR EWU PLACE TO 
DECIDE WHAT IS or WHAT IS ROT , A RATIONAL HISTORIC SITE . 
WHEN IN DOUBT THE SITE OR DISTRICT SHOULD BE ROMINATED 
AND THE DECISION PLACED IN THE HANDS OF .TH£ 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 Bills area easily qualifies as a BRD 
given the spatial and site data presented in the BRA and 
IWU 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 RRHP . 

Lastly , a field monitor from either BRA or EWU should be 1 5  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 
protecti on of traditional use areas and archaeological 
sites . This later person should be from the cultural 
program or a de signated 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 1 6  
will have others to add . My feeling on the project from purely 
an archaeological-traditional use perspective , is that the 
pro j ect is a bad idea . I know ful l 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 
Greq c. Cleveland 
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Responses to Apri l 1 1 , 1 995 Letter from the Confederated Tribes 
and Bands of the Yakama I ndian Nation 
( Including Two Attachments Entitled: 1 )Legal Overview of Treaty Rights, Trust 
Responsibil ities, and Reserved Rights; and 2) Memorandum from Gordon A. Lothson, Ph.D 
to Will iam Bradley, Ph.D.) 

1 .  See General Response No. 1 .  

2. See General Response No. 3. 

3. Comments noted. The draft ElS in Section 2.5.4.1 discusses expected impacts to golden 
eagles, bald eagles, peregrine falcons, and migratory birds. The draft ElS in Section 2.4.4.1 
discusses impacts to other wildlife. 

4. 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. 

5. See General Response No. 5. 

6. The opposition of the Yakama elders in the area of the proposed Project is noted. 

7. See General Response No. 6, which summarizes the opportunities that the County and BP A 
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 Apri1 26, 1995 meeting with Yakama representatives on the Proposed Project 
site. 

8. 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 SEP A. See General Response No. 7. 

9. 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). 

10. 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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1 1 .  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. 

12. The Study Plan provided for clearing vegetation in areas where less than 50 percent of the 
surface is visible, from 1-m2 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-d.iameter shovel probes at 50- to 100-m intervals along 
survey transects in areas characterized by significant deposits of loess, alluvium, or both. 

13. The County and BP A 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. 

14. 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. 

15. 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. 

16. Comments noted. 
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CELLULARONE '" 
.March 1 6, 1 995 

Curt Dreyer, Klickitat County Planning Director 
Klickitat County Planning Department 
228 West Main St., Room 1 50 
Goldendale, WA 98620 

Dear Mr. Dreyer: 

RE: Washington Wlndplant 11 Project- Draft EIS 

IMAGINE NO UM!rs-

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 
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 . I am 1 
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. 

1 

2 
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Memorandum for Record 

From : 

Date: 

Subject: 

Carol Friz 

March 7, 1995 

Impact ofProposed Kenetech Washington Windplant ## I  Development on 
Columbia River Gorge Microwave Sites 

I have reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Washington 
Windplant ## I  proposed by Kenetech Windpower, Inc., dated February 1 995 . 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 1 8.6 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 
possibility that strings DO 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 plaMed paths from Luna, except that existing to 
Haystack. 

Using the industry standard clearance criteria of full first Fresnel zone clearance at K-4/3, 
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 the: path centerline, that is, above, 
below, and to each side. 

3 

4 
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bnpact of Proposed Kenetech Washington Windplanl I I Development 

March 7, 1 995 
Page 2 

Turbine ApproL Distance Fint Fresnel 
String from Luna Zone Radius 

(feet) (feet) 
EE & DD 2800 36.6 

cc 5000 48.4 
z 10,000 66.4 

Earth Bulge Required 
at K-4/3 Clearance• 

(feet) (feel) 
4.8 4 1 .4 
8.4 56.8 
15.8 82.2 

• Techn1cally, th1s figure IS the requ1red ven1cal clearance sance earth bulge IS a verucal 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 503-274-6 163. 

Attachments (2) 

cc: Ed Menteer 
Ken Seymour 
Norm Davis 
Ron Fowler ./ 
Bob Hansen 
Mike Heinig 
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Responses to March 1 6, 1 995 Letter from Cel lu lar One 

1. See response to comment no. 3. 

2. Cellular One did not provide comments at the April S, 1995 hearing. 

3. 

4. 

Part 3 of this document under "2.12, Public Services and Utilities" makes the following 
modifications to the draft EIS to indicate that there is a Cellular One path between the 
repeater stations at Luna Point and Haystack Butte and to identify the turbine strings that 
potentially cross this Cellular One pathway: 

• Table 2.12.1 is modified to add the Luna Point, Haystack Butte Cellular One Pathway. 

• Table 2.12.2 is modified to indicate that turbine strings CC, DD, EE, and Z may 
potentially affect the Cellular One pathway. 

Part 3 of this document under "2.12, Public Services and Utilities" modifies the draft EIS' s 
discussion of impacts to describe the types of clearances that might be necessary where 
turbine strings intersect Cellular One signal paths. Part 3 also modifies the draft EIS' s 
discussions of mitigation to identify Turbine Strings, M, G, I, K, Z, CC, DD, EE, NN, and 
00 as potentially crossing the Cellular One signal path and to indicate that final design 
should incorporate the required clearances between turbines and microwave signals using 
methods generally accepted by the communications industry. 
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Apri l 1 7 , 1995 

Mr . curt Dreyer 

CENTRAL CASCADES ALLIANCE 
1 2 0 8  Snowden Road 

White Sa lmon , WA 9 8 6 7 2  

Klickitat County Planning Director 
228 West Main st . , Room 150 
Goldendale , WA 9 8 6 2 0  

Via Fax : 509-773-6206 

Dear Mr. Dreyer : 

This letter serves as the official comments of the Central cascades Al­
liance ( CCA) on the joint NEPA/SEPA Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
( DEIS ) for the Washington Windplant # 1  ( the proposed Kenetech facil ity 
in the Columbia H i l l s ) .  

In genera l ,  regarding wind power development in the Gorge , our grou p ' s  1 
concern focuses on impacts to wildlife , in particular raptors and other 
avian species and the western gray squirrel . 

Before getting into spec i f ics , al low me to put our region ' s  situation 
regarding wind power development into some context . CCA bel i eves that 
there are workable solutions regarding wind power development in K l i ck­
i t at County I F  the county assumes a very active role . The county has an 
opportunity to take a real leadership position on wind power developmen 
in our region by asserting itse l f  as the responsible official that i s  
seeing that wind power , i f  developed , is developed only very slowly and 
carefully , with thorouqh monitoring of wildlife impacts and adequate 
mitiqat ion . In short , it is the county of f icials ' responsibi l i ty to not 2 � l low i ts resiuents to be trea ted l ike second-class citi zens . Let me ex­
plain . 

The fol low i ng is from a Boston Globe article , dated January 2 ,  1 9 9 5 : "A 
K�netech review of promising sites in the Northeast turned up several 
that didn ' t  materi a l i z e , in the Berkshires and Cape Cod , and the Hamp­
tons region of Long Island . ' They ' re a l l  impossible , '  says Kenetech vice 
presi dent Hap El l i s , noting that all three regions are both scenic and 
h�ma to powerful peopl e .  ' I  can see it now , Billy Joel and Christie 
Eldnkley lea d i ng somu kind of protest concert against windmi l ls . ' "  

Why i s  wind power development okay in Klickitat County , but not in the 
lit:!rkshires , Cap Cod and the Hamptons? 

* NO'r be�ause these areas have high ra ptor numbers , l ike we do here : 

., HO'l' uec•�u:ie these areas are potenti a l ly important migratory bird 
r.outt>s , lj J..e we may be here : 
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* NOT because these areas have wide open undeveloped land that is essen­
tial for wildlife , like we have here ; 

No , the reason is simple .  It ' s  because these areas are full of people ] 
who have pol itical clout , and Kenetech bel ieves that Kl ickitat County 
residents don ' t  have this clout . 

There ' s  another aspect to this . That is , the concessions given to othe 
communities with wind power proposals far exceed anything Kenetech has 
offered here , both in money for mitigation , future wildl ife aonitoring , 
etc . , and in agreed-upon l iaits to growth in the near term . 

The following again from the Boston Globe article of January 2 ,  1995 : 
"the company ( Kenetech ] wi l l  spend auch more to honor an . agreement with 
environmental groups that includes a $300 , 000 contribution to land 
preservation in western Maine as wel l  as $50 , 000 �oward the cost of a 
statewide study on appropriate sites for wind farms . "  All this at a sit 
where the Maine Audubon Society concedes that "they don ' t  expect bird 
deaths to be a ma jor issue . "  In addition , the article continues : 
"Kenetech has sought to win over critics by of fering to scale back the 
first phase of the wind farm to 100 turbines . "  We ' ve received no such 
offer here , though I ' ve been working bard to secure one . 

CCA doesn ' t  necessarily want to k i l l  a l l  wind power proposals , we just 

2 

3 

want to see that any development does not negatively impact wi ldl ife 
populations in our region . The proposed Kenetech site poses some serious 
concerns regarding particular spec ies , including : the peregrine falcon , 
wh ich Ceecls on the site :  the bald eagle ,  which is now known to regularly 
fly through the eastern end of the site en route between roosts ( and , I 4 unclerstancl the u . s .  Fish & Wildl i fe Service ( USFWS ) just confirmed , has 
a roost on the site ) : qolden eag le and several other raptor species , 
\�h ich nest on or near the site :  and the western grey squirrel ,  a state­
l i a ted species found in the oak/pine habitat on the site . 

Fol lowing a re our spec i f ic comments : 

1 .  On l y  one year ( and not even a complete year ) of wi ldl i fe surveys were 
eondut;ted . AS POPULATIONS AND MIGRATION ROUTES/PATTERNS VARY GREATLY 5 J-'HOM Y EAR TO YEAR , TH ERE IS NO WAY PREDICTIONS OR MANAGEMENT DECIS IONS 
C/'JI BE ACCURATELY MADE FROM ONLY ONE YEAR OF DATA . Researchers genera l l y  
n':'ed three to r ive years t o  determine accurate TRENDS . In short , the 
a rqu ment c�n certainly be made that there are inadequate data upon which 
to mn.ku a dec .i s lon regarding wildife impacts at this tiae . 

2 .  Thi s  pro ject proposes to remove up to 2 2  acres of Oregon white oak 
h�bitat . This is tota l l y  unacceptable .  This habitat , home to the state-
l i sted western qrey squirrel , is severely threatened in Washington . t) There is no mitigation mentioned in the DEIS except the feeble : "We w i l l  
t ry t o  stay away from o a k  woodlands . "  W e  want assurance that developaent 
-- turbines , roads , AND powerl ines -- will stay OUT of the oak wood-
lunds . Any that must be disturbed should be offset by purchasing and 
fJrotectinq other oak woodlands and/or planting oaks on the site .  The 
DElS mentions providing a 400-toot buf fer for any squirrel nest sites 
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from May to September . This is inadequate . The squirrels nest from late 
December to September . In addition , we want at least 60' canopy in the 
stand around the nest s ites , not just 50, . 

J .  The DEIS claims that the habitat on the site would continue to 
deteriorate anyway without the wind power pro ject because of continued 7 grazing . But the grazing is going to continue after wind power deve lop-
ment , so the turbines are then an additional deterioration . In addition , 
not all the habitat proposed to be disturbed is currently being grazed . 

4 .  All roads should be gated to discourage vehicular access , which has IS 
negative impacts on wildl ife . 

5 .  There should be large bu ffers between riparian areas tnd roads and � turbines to help protect wildlife . 

6 .  There should be large buffers around talus slopes , cliffs and rock 1 0  outcroppings to help protect raptors . 

7 .  Another rare species twice spotted on the site is the long-bil led 
curlew . DEIS said : "Pro ject site receives only occasional use . "  At least 1 1  two wildlife biologists claim it aay be a nest site -- needs attention . 

8 .  1 15 western bluebirds were counted on the site ( a  Washington State 
Priority Habitat Species ) .  How will removal of 2 2  acres of prime habitat 1 2  af fect numbers? 

9 .  DEIS admits that 6 to 20 raptors could die a year from the turbines . 
How was this arri ved upon? How many raptor deaths are too aany? How aany ·1 :J 
duath� wi l l  af fect regional populations? 

1 0 . R i diculous peregrine f alcon statement : " I f  one of these peregrines 
wN·e to strike a turbine , it would be unlikely to affect the viabil ity 1 4  of tht� population of the Columbia Gorge Management Unit . "  THERE ARE ONLY 
St:Vml PAIRS IN THE WHOLE GORGE . 

l l . W1� wish to be assured that continued access to the s ite is guaran- 1111 S tm!d to N<� tive Amer icans who use it to collect native flora . -1 
1 ;� .  There should be a t  least a one-mile buffer around the bald eagle 
r:oost , and a large buffer around their flyway between roosts . 1 6  
1 J .  W<! urqe that as f ew roa• ls as possible be bull t and aaint sined , and 
that swi tchbacks be used as little as possible . 1 7  
1 -1 . Wa wish to get a commit111ent from Kenetech to conduct ongt>ing 
mon i torinq of bird kills an•l other general wildl i fe research , as 1 a determined by wildl ife officials , after the facility is bul l ·� ·  " 

1 5 .  w� are happy to learn that Kenetech plans to use tubular towers in-
s tead of lattice-style towers , in an effort to discourage avian perching 1 �  
at tht: site . 
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1 6 . We urge Kenetech to stay out of the eastern end of the site , at 
least in the near term , but perhaps peraanently , as this is where the 2() bald eagle roost and flyway occurs . 

Finally , the aain point I wish to instill in the decision-aakers ' ainds 21 is to assure that this developaent , if allowed at this tiae , is allowed 
only in a very slow , well-thought-out aanner . The wind is not going to 
go away . Making developers go slowly and carefully will not scare them 
off to other areas . The wind is here . 

· 

In addition , wind is l ikely to expand . The u . s .  Departaent of Energy 
predicts that wind power wi l l  expand by 600 percent over the next 15 
years . The Boston Globe article of January 2 ,  1995 , states : "the world 
is on the verge of a wind-energy booa ,  says Christopher · Flavin , co­
author of ' Power Surge : Guide to the Comming Energy Revolution . '  
Worldwide , a record 600 megawatts of wind power was harnessed last year 
-- enough to power 250 , 000 households -� and Kenetech has proposed 1 , 800 22 aegawatts in this country alone . "  So, again , strict language in the Con­
ditional Use Permit won ' t  scare thea away . 

Following are three reasons to aake the developers go slowly : 

1 .  To allow time for researchers to develop technological f ixes to help 
the birds better "see " the blades and/or avoid hitting thea . Kenetech is 23 working on this and has made soae progress .  An article in the 
March/Apri l  issue of EPRI Journal states : "EPRI-sponsored researchers 
have developed a technology to help prevent birds from flying into 
s tructures that can in jure or ki l l  them . The device , which eaits a pat-
tern of radio-frequency signals that are imperceptible to human beings , 
has been tested successfully in the laboratory . Now the researchers are 
preparing to test it in the field . "  Other efforts are in the works . The 
po i nt here is that i f  we proceed slowly , we ' re l ikely to get less harm-
f u l  turbines in our county . 

2 .  I t  wou l d  al low the monitoring of bird kil ls · and impacts to wildlife 
P'Jl>U l at i onf; to be tabulated after a limited amount of turbines were in 24 p l dcc . There will be bird kills , but if we have only a small-scale fa-
c i l i ty we can then determine how excessive the kills are and wi l l  be 
pr. lor to bu i lding a huge facility that could decimate raptor populations 
in ou.r rttg ion . 

J .  I t  would al low time for wildl i fe officials to conduct a aajor coapre­
tum ::; i ve , cumul ative i mpacts study for the whole of the Gorge ( e.n area 25 l i kely to see more and more wind power proposals -- at least f�ur are in 
the works t·ight now ) regardinq avian species ' ( particularly raptors ) 
numbers , migration patterns , nesting and roosting sites , etc . , and 
projections of the likely impacts from increased wind turbines in the 
reg i on .  

Timu is the critical issue here . As you. know , the Wasco county , Oregon , 
facil ity ( proposed by Zond across the Columbia River ) has been put on 
hold for a year in order to collect aore data on wildlife before having 
a hearinq in which the county would approve or deny that site . Wildlife 
bj o luq is ts have told me that the Columbia Hills area , in particular the 
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Kenetech site ,  may be of even greater
. 

iaportance to raptors than the 
Wasco County Sevenmile Hill site . 

In addition , in a Bangor ( Maine ) Daily News article , dated Noveaber 2 1 , 
1994 ,  Stephen Wright, chairman of the Maine Land Use Regulation Commis­
sion ( the body entrusted with making the decision regarding wind power 
development in that state ) ,  said, "I would personal ly be aore coafort­
able with a small demonstration ( of the technology ) prior to the start 
of a large-scale project . "  In essenc e ,  this is bow CCA urges Klickitat 
county to proceed . 

In conclusion , as we have not yet seen the official comments of either 
the Washington Department of Fish ' Wildlife or the USFWS , CCA reserves 26 comment on whether or not this site is considered a unique raptor or 
other wildlife area . If these agencies determine that the site IS a 
unique raptor area , and that any number of turbines would harm popula-
tions , then the county should NOT approve the facil ity at this time . 
Likewise , if the agencies conclude that data are inadequate to deteraine 
the uniqueness of the site , the county should instruct the developer to 
gather mora data . 

Finally , if the facil ity is approved , CCA urges Klickitat County to in­
clude very strict and speci f ic l anguage in ita conditional-Use Perait ,  
including the fol lowing : 

1 .  That the facil ity be kept small-scale in the near tara ( that being 247 1 50 turbines maximum for at least two years ) ;  

2 .  Thut money be provided by the developer to adequately aonitor bird 
k i l ls and impact to populations during this time . And that i ndependent 211 . 
assessments be made to determine if populations are being baraed ; 

3 .  That publ ic hearings be conducted on at least an annual basis to 2S reassess the situation ; 
· 

4 .  That f urLher development wi l l  be put on hold indefinitely if it ' s  
d�� lermined that there are bird or other wi ldlife problema on the site . 30 
A•.Ja i n , this is an opportunity for Klickitat County to assume a leader-
� h i p  role on this issue . Without stringent requirements of this nature , 
��A w i l l  l ikely oppose the pro ject outright and join efforts to defeat 
l t .  

Thank you for the opportunity to comment . 

S inceL·ely , 

Jay Letto 
President 
Central Cascades All iance 
1 208 Suowden Ruad 
Wh i Le Salmon , WA 98672 
509- 4 9 3 -4 4 2 8  
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1 .  Comment noted. 

2. See General Response No. 4. The lead agencies have identified a Preferred Alternative in 
Part 2 of this document that places certain restrictions on the development of the Project 
until surveys to route the powerline and avoid Priority Habitats where feasible and until 
further monitoring of bald eagle and peregrine falcon use in the eastern portion of the 
Project site is conducted. The Preferred Alternative also incorporates several measures to 
avoid, reduce, and mitigate adverse environmental impacts (see Part 2 of this document). 

CCA's comments on the relative political clout of citizens within Klickitat County are 
noted. The purpose of this EIS is to evaluate the potential adverse impacts associated with 
the Applicant's proposal and to identify potential mitigation measures that, if implemented, 
would avoid, reduce, and mitigate impacts. The Klickitat County Board of Adjustment, 
whose members are also citizens of Klickitat County, will then use this information to 
determine whether to issue and how to condition permits and approvals for the proposed 
Project. 

3. Comments noted. The Preferred Alternative described in Part 2 of this document 
incorporates several mitigation measures in response to comments and would also restrict 
initial development to the west portion of the site. Although this is not a restriction on the 
absolute number of turbines, it would serve to limit the extent of impacts until additional 
information can be developed on routing the powerline and on potential impacts to bald 
eagle and peregrine falcon. 

4. Bald eagle use patterns were identified during the field study conducted for the Project and 
described in the draft EIS, Section 2.5.3.1, pages 2-47 and 2-48, and in Figures 2.5.2 
and 2.5.3. Peregrine falcon use was described in Section 2.5.2.1 of the draft EIS. The 
potential impacts to bald eagle and peregrine falcon are currently being addressed through 
formal Section 7(c) Endangered Species Act consultation with the USFWS. 

5. See General Response No. 10 as well as response no. 4 to the April 17, 1995 WDFW letter. 

6. See General Response No. 8 and Response No. 21a to the April 1 7, 1995 WDFW letter. 

7. The discussions of No Action under each element of the environment have been modified, 
as appropriate, to clarify that grazing and agricultural uses and associated environmental 
degradation would occur under No Action and under the Proposed Action and alternatives 
(see Part 3 of this document.) 

8. Comment noted. Gating access roads is included as part of the Applicant's proposal as 
discussed in Section 1 .4.5.2 of the draft EIS. 

9. Impacts to riparian habitat were addressed in Section 2.3.4 and Table 2.3.5 of the draft EIS. 
No riparian habitat is expected to be affected as indicated in Table 2.3.5. Even though 
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there would not be any direct impacts to riparian areas, mitigation measures outlined in 
Section 2.2.3 (Water) and Section 2.3.4 (Plants) of the draft ElS would be applied during 
construction to control erosion and sedimentation and protect riparian areas, water bodies, 
and wetlands. Also see response to comment no. 21 e of the April 17, 1995 WDFW letter. 

10. See the response to comments 21a and 21£ of the April 17, 1995 WDFW letter. The majority 
of the talus slopes, cliffs, and rock outcroppings are located south of the closest area 
proposed to be developed. Construction or operation of the Project would not require 
access to these areas. 

11 .  Long-billed curlews were observed only twice (two observations in 85  person-days of  field 
surveys), once during winter and once during spring. They were not observed during the 
spring breeding survey. While this species may be present, the level of observations 
indicates that the Project site is not a major breeding area. 

12. Western bluebirds are widely distributed in Klickitat County, and the modification of 
22 acres of oak/pine woodlands represents a small portion of the total range occupied by 
bluebirds. This modification of habitat could result in a slight reduction in the breeding 
population of bluebirds using the Project area, with a shift made to other oak/pine 
woodlands in the vicinity. See Section 2.5.4.1, page 2-55 of the draft EIS for a discussion 
of impacts. 

13. The question of raptor deaths will be considered as part of the permitting and approval 
decisions being made by Klickitat County and BP A. As described in the draft EIS (Section 
2.5.4.1 ), regional declines in raptor populations are not expected to result from the 
Proposed Action or alternatives because major migratory movements were not identified 
over the site. Mortality estimates were made by multiplying the widest mortality range 
cited in Section 5.2 of Appendix D of the Avian Technical Report (1 .7 to 5.8 per 
100 turbines) by the number of turbines (in units of one hundred). Using the highest per­
turbine mortality rates reported in California, the Project is projected to potentially cause 
up to 20 raptor mortalities per year. This is expected to be a high estimate because of the 
level of raptor use found on the site and because of the designs (i.e., use of tubular towers) 
incorporated into the Proposal. Most raptor deaths would be composed of red-tailed 
hawks, rough-legged hawks, and American kestrels. The overall population levels of this 
species would not be significantly affected by this level of mortality. 

14. The USFWS recovery plan for the peregrine falcon identifies that 3 pairs is a sufficient 
number of peregrine falcons to maintain a viable population in the Columbia Gorge 
Management Unit. Between 5 and 7 pairs of peregrine falcons currently reside in the 
Columbia River Gorge and, based on field studies for this project, no more than one pair 
would be at risk from Proposed Action or alternatives. Therefore, the peregrine falcon 
population of the Columbia Gorge is expected to remain viable. The USFWS, under 
Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, will be making a final determination on this issue. 

The potential impacts to peregrine falcons and other listed threatened and endangered 
species are currently being addressed through formal Section 7(c) Endangered Species Act 
consultation with the USFWS. 
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15. Comment noted. See General Response No. 7. 

16. Buffers that have been defined for bald eagle roost sites are less than 1 mile. The Pacific 
States Recovery Plan for the bald eagle recommends buffers of 1,300 feet around screened 
roosts and 2,600 feet around visible roosts (USFWS 1986). Please see response to the 
WDFW letter, comments no. 9 and no. 10. 

1 7. Comments noted. As discussed in Section 1 .4.2.5 of the draft EIS, of the 25.3 km (15.7) 
miles of primary access road (roads leading to the turbine strings), 6 km (3.6 miles) would 
involve upgrading existing roads. 

1 8. Support for a monitoring program is noted. Monitoring is identified as a potential 
mitigation strategy on page 2-58 of the draft EIS. In addition, the Preferred Alternative 
described in Part 2 of this document includes additional pre-construction monitoring and 
operations monitoring of avian impacts. 

19. Comment noted. 

20. The lead agencies have identified a Preferred Alternative that would restrict initial 
development to the west portion of the site, require a powerline routing study prior to 
development in the central portion of the site, and prohibit development in the eastern end 
of the site until an additional season of winter monitoring is conducted to better determine 
the flyways for bald eagle and an additional year of study is conducted on peregrine falcon 
use in the eastern end of the site (see Part 2 of this document). 

21 . Comment noted. See Part 2 of this document for a description of the Preferred Alternative 
identified by the lead agencies. 

22. Comments noted. 

23. The comment in support of waiting until technological solutions to raptor mortality are 
found is noted. Current research results have been applied to the design of the Project. 
Also see General Response No. 4 and response to comment no. 15 to the WDFW letter. 

24. See Part 2 of this document, which describes phasing and monitoring included in the 
Preferred Alternative. 

25. See General Response No. 2. 

26. See General Responses No. 10 and No. 11 .  Also see WDFW letter and responses. 

27. As described in Part 2 of this document, the lead agencies have identified a Preferred 
Alternative that would restrict initial development to the western portion of the site and 
that would allow development in the central portion following a powerline routing study 
intended to avoid Priority Habitats where reasonably feasible. The lead agencies have 
identified the Preferred Alternative based on the environmental review included in the 
draft EIS and on comments received. Several commentors suggested putting limits on the 
initial phase of the proposed Project in order to have the opportunity to monitor 
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environmental impacts prior to approving the entire proposal. Some commentors 
suggested a limit on the MW that could initially be installed; other commentors, such as 
CCA, suggested a limit on the total number of turbines. Based on their review of 
environmental information on the proposed Project, the lead agencies believe that limiting 
the geographical extent of initial Project development would be more appropriate and 
would be more likely to reduce adverse environmental impacts due to the bald eagle flight 
paths and occasional peregrine falcon use on the eastern end of the site. The Preferred 
Alternative would restrict development in the eastern portion of the site pending additional 
study of bald eagle and peregrine falcon use. 

28. See response to comment no. 24. 

29. As described in Part 2 of this document, under the Preferred Alternative a supplemental 
EIS would be required prior to issuing building permits for development on the eastern 
portion of the site if the additional monitoring conducted in that area reveals significant 
new information about the level of impacts that would be expected. If a supplemental EIS 
proves to be required, hearings would be conducted. 

30. Comment noted. See Part 2 of this document on the Preferred Alternative. 
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March 20, 1 995 

Jan Beyea. Chief Scientist 

National Audubon Society 

700 Broadway 

New York, NY 1 0003 

Dear Jan 

ihe construction of hydropower dams on the Columbia River system without regar::! to the 

conseq:.�ences to the anadromous fish runs has oeen a costly but valuable lesson for us in the 

Northwest. The minimal expense ef building fis� ladders was not considered important then. and 

!'ICW the runs are extinct or on the edge of extinc:,::'l. There is no mit1gation poss1ble for the 

extinctiOn of these salmon runs. 

Win::! power companies :'lOW propose to harve� :r.e wind along the Columbia River with machines 

that kill birds. We know of four proponents that c::ntrol about 1 5.000 acres on which abo�.o1 1 .000 

wind machines would be placed. Considering :roe amount of land involved it is likely that the plan 

is to add many more machines to tnose already ;Yo;x>sed We have heard that other wind farms 

may soon be proposed for the Walla Walla area 't is not unreasonable to conclude due to the 

high winds blowing along the bluffs overlooking the river, that wind farms could eventually extend 

from here up the river all the way to Walla Walta a ::listance of approximately 140 miles. H this is 

allowed to oCcur without pause. thorough discussiOn, and a search for real solutions. Including 

technical solutions. to the wind power-avian pro�em. the birds local to the area and migrating 

through may go the way of the salmon. 

The loeatior: of the proposed KenetechiC.A.R.E.S. wind farms along the Columbia Hills 

overloOking the Columbia River is an area crucia! to birds. The Columbia River is the only river in 
the western United States flowing through the Cascade Mountain Range, and is probably the 

most significant east-west migratory route for avian species in the west. The Deschutes and John 

Cay River canyons enter the Columbia River Gorge from the Oregon side only 15 miles from each 

other. and flank the proposed project site On the Washington side there is a low pass just west of 

the site and Rock Creek Canyon is j'.Jst a few miles to the east. These lower elevation side 

1 

2 
l 
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canyons and pass add a north·south migratory �ossroads to an already significant avian area. No 

cumulative impact is beingcorsideredlor all the wind farms now being · proposed here. 

It is distressing • but not surprising • to us that the E.I.S. authors chose to apply a denigrating spin 

on the significance of these migratory routes by Simply claiming they are not "migratory corridors·. 

and dO not funnel directly through the site. (Technical Report: Avian Use. "Flight Patterns," p.4· 

26). Since the Gorge is only about three miles wide here, we wonder how narrow a migratory 

route must.be to be termed a corridor? 

Recently David Anderson. a Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife non-game wildlife 

biologist. met with our board. and he advised �.:s :! his extensive avian concerns with the 

proposed Ke�etech/C.A. R.E.S. wrnd farms. M� Anderson informed us that the project site. at a 

minimum. involves a bald eagle communal roes: Site. a golden eagle nest Site. two golden eagle 

territorial ranges a peregrine falcon territorial ra..,;e. a prairie falcon nest site. and probably 

provides habr.at for 1 8  raptor species. includir.; :w!s. 

Since Ke�etech turned down the nearby Seve� '}.ile Hill site in Oregon (now prcpcsed for a wir.d 

farm by Zone! cue to av1an concerns. ! aSked M� o\nderson to compare the avian Significance of 

the Kenetech/C.A. R . E  S Columboa Hil!s site w:t:- ::"'e Seven Mile Hill site. His response was that 

these two sites have equal avian srgn1ficance i ::-.en asked him if we ought to &Qree to or oppose 

an initial test ::f 1 50  wind power machines on ea:r. of the Kenetech and C.A.R.E.S. sites to gather 

data on aviar. problems Mr. Anderson repliee t!".a: this was a very important avian site and that it 

would �ot be appropriate to construct wind pcwe· machines here. Mr. Anderson also told us that 

ever. though the proponents. the agencies anc �e;ulators will probably deny it • these wind farms 

have the potential to significantly impact aviar. s::e:ies in the region. 

Another concern Mr. Anderson expressed to us �egarded hidden habitat loss that goes beyond 

what wiU be a
.
dmitted. He says these wind mac:"'or.es will be moved from place to place in search of 

the best specific wind Sites. resulting in a Jot me�! �cads and concrete foundation pads than are 

expected. These concrete pads anract ground s::u1rrets (who burrow under them) to the area. 

whiCh would probably draw even more raptors tha:'l now use the site. It was also pointed out that 

wind power companies have poor records for L'lei� handUng of hazardous wastes. oil, and grease. 

which then pollute the area. 

Mr. Anderson also had rather strong dOubts abOut the avian research conducted for the 

KenetechiC.A.R.E.S. project: ( 1 )  Avian data was collected prior to an agreed upon research plan. 

(2) A single year study would not reflect variable bird use of the area from year to year. (Annual 

variations of bird populations over several yea�s 1S demonstrated in our Christmas Bird Count 

reco�ds for 1 986·1 994 in nearby HOOd River. Ore;on.) (3) A gap in the winter data (November· 
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January: during the most common waterfowl use of the Columbia Hills). (4) Avian studies occurred 

simultaneously with the writing of the E.I.S. (5) The extremely brief time period between the 

completion of the avian stud•es and the E. l .S . leaving very little or no time to analyze the data and 

incorporate it into the E. I .S.  (See Anderson's letter of 216194 to Jones & Stokes Associates ) (6) 

The high concentration of so many raptor species using the area. 

In December. Ben Wolff of C.A. R.E.S. spoke with our board about their proposed wind farm 

contiguous to the Kenetech site on the Columbia Hills. We found Mr. Wolff to be unusually open 

with us. but we were Shocked when he revealed that poisoning of small mammals on the site was 

·a real anernative. • The intent would be to deny raptors a prey base and thereby discourage their 

use of the area Since that meeting Mr. Wolff has written us that he Is "not aware of any plan to 
poison wildlife in the wind project area. • We suspect that they are considering poison but have 

not yet developed a plan. We have requested that Mr. Wolff clarify this issue. and commit to no 

poisoning. bt.'t we have not heard back from him. In our meeting with Mr. Wolff we also asked him 

how C.A.R.E.S. would respond to a significant a'.nan problem and his response was once again 

very frank; he told us that C.A R .E.S. would proceed with the project even if there are significant 

avian problem�. 

Untortur.ately. an incident has occurred (see enC!CSed news clipping "f 3/2/95) that may be 
related to wind farms.  a bald eagle has been shot on or very near the Kenetech/C.A.R.E.S. sites. 

We have some concern that other birds may have been Shot and taken. and this one was lucky 

enough to get away 

Our problems extend beyond trying to deal with t�ese proposed wind farms. They include your 

decision to drop National Audubon's request for a moratorium on wind power until the avian 

concems are addressed and resolved We behe\·e it is wise to allow each chapter to make their 

own decision on issues. However. we believe that the wind power-avian issue is of such 

magnitude and the problem so obvious. that Nat•onal must take a leaderShip role. This is not a 

dangerous position for National to take. as long as the threat is great and any error would be on 

the side of birds and the environment. 

The moratorium you proposed on wind power sent a cleM message. and it brought the problem to 

center stage where it needs to be. The public was beil'll,l forced to see that alternative energy like 

wind power is not green if it slaughters birds. Our regulatory agencies knew that they had National 

Audubon behind their efforts to address the problem, and this encouraged them to be 

professional and not give in to the kind of pressures they are now under to reduce their concerns 

to a manageable level. Our political representatives had to think twice before allowing tax 
deferment incentives to build machines that kill btrds. And. most important. the wind power 

industry was forced to solve the avian problem by designing and building machines that do not kill 

birds. Now all this fades away. 

6d 
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We are ten With the test. "Is the Site in an important bird area? II it is. oppose the wind farm. but if it 

is not. allow the construction of a maximum of 150 machines.· 01 course the wind farm company 

will claim it is not an important bird area. and they will produce an E.I.S. that will verily this. 

regardless of how significant the Site actually is. Even if a company proceeds slowly and buHds an 

initial 150 machines. and then there is a problem. what is the likelihood that they will ever remove 

those machines once they are in? We doubt they would. and that is why we also doubt this test 

offers a reasonable compromise poSition. 

II we do not locus on a technical soluti.Jn to the wind power-avian problem we are left with two 

fallbaCk options: proper Siting and mitigation. Proper SitinG suggests that there are windy 

locations without bird problems - and we wonder if such places exist. Even if they do. how do we 

get the wind companies to locate there? II mitigatiOn is necessary this suggests to us that the 

proper Site has not yet been found. ConSidering the intense raptor use of the proposed 

KenetechJC.A. R.E.S. Site. heavy mitigation would be required Since bald eagles. golden eagles. 

peregrine falcons and the like are involved. 

This mitigatiOn element has created a whole new problem. and that 1s pseudo-environmentalists 

who support wind power so they can secure grants. support mitigation plans and personally 

benefit by administering those wind power mitigatiOn monies. These people do not support the 

Zond Seven Mile Hill Site on the Oregon Side of the river because of avian concerns. But despite 

Similar agency concerns. they do support the Kenetech Columbia Hills wind farm proposal that is 

much larger and has potential lor more adverse impacts. The individual most actively involved has 

even appeared in a Kenetech promotional videc i"he inconSistency of their poSitiOn. and the 

apparent close relationship existing between them and Kenetech causes us to doubt their 

credibility. These people are attempting to undermine the importance of this area for birds and 

they are actively seeking the support of northwest evironmental groups lor wind power. They 

have gone with Kenetech to Audubon's state office in OlymPia. We have asked Washington 

State Director Jim Pissot lor support and directior. on this issue. but he has directed us to you. 

We �:lOw these individuals have been talking with you. We hope you will Hsten closest to us. the 

local Audubon Chapter involved in this issue. 

For - these reasons. CGAS urges you to reconsider your decision to drop NatiOnal's moratorium 

on wind power. \Nind power can be a green alternative power source, but only if the avian 

problems are solved. 

We understand the importance of credibility regarding this issue. and that is why our poSition has 

been and will continue to be edvanced based on the expert opiniOns of those who both work for 

the public and have authority under the law to review the proposals: agency biologists (see 
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enclosed news clipping of 312195). We request that you contact the Director of Washington 

Department of Fish and Wildlife and ask him to provide strong supPOrt to his regional non-game 

biolOgist's preliminary avian assessment of the impacts of these proposals. 

Due to the magnitude of the wind power proposals we are lacing, and the avian significance of the 

area. Columbia �ge Audubon has decided to oppose all wind farms in the area until the wind 
power companies design and buRcl wind machines that do not kill significant numbers of birds or 

deny !hem habitat. However. we realize that our small 250 member bi·state chapter cannot 

meaningfully deal with this problem without the assistance of National Audubon. Therefore we 

request your involvement in reviewing. commenting on and poSSibly litigating these wind farm 

proposals. We are enclosing copies of the Kenetech/C.A.R.E.S. Draft E.I.S .. Technical Report 

on Avian Use . and Botanical R$sources Field Survey for your review. The comment deadUne has 
been extended to April 1 7, 1995. 

Most Sincerely. 

David Thies. President 

Columbia Gorge Audubon Society 

Enclosures: WDFW letter ol 1 1/29193. WOFW letter of 216/94. CGAS Christmas Bird Count 

record. The Enterorise news clipping of 3.12195 Kenetech Joint NEPAISEPA Draft EIS. 

C.A.R.E.S. Joint NEPAISEPA Draft E.I.S .. Ke::etech/C.A.R.E.S. Avian Use Technical Report. 

Botanical Resources Field Survey 

cc: Washi�ton State Audubon Chapters: Lynn Herring.Portland Audubon Chapter: Jim Pissot. 

Washington State Office NAS; Jill Shirley, Audubon Western Regional Office; Michell Ammes. 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service: Yakama indian Nation; Kurt Dreyer. Klickitat County Planner: 

Kathy Fishe:·. Bonneville Power Administration; Portland Area Office. U.S. Department of Interior. 

Fish and Wildlife Service; Oregon Department of Fish and WlldHfe: David P. Anderson. 

Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife; Bob Tumer. Director, Washington Department of 

FiSh and 'Mic:llile: the news media. 

1 3  

Final Environmental Impact Statement 
Washington Windplant #1 

Comments and Responses 

May 1 99 5  4-89 



Comments and Responses 

4-90 

Final Environmental Impact Statement 
Washington Windplant #1 

May 1 99 5  

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
a· 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I. 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

QJRT � 
• OINctor 

STATE Of WASI*KifON 

DEPARTMENT OF WILDUFE 
5405 S.E. Hazel Dell Ave .• Vancouver. WA 91l6t.J 

November 29 , 1993 

A .  David Every , Ph . D  
Senior Terrestrial Ecologist 
Dames ' Moore 
500 Market Place Tower 
2025 1st Avenue 
Seattle , WA 98121 

Subject : Klickitat Wind Energy Project 
Meeting of November 18 , 1993 

Dear Mr .  Every : 

Tel.  1 2061 6116·621 1  

This project , involving at least two operators , would construct 
approximately 400 wind turbines on the hillsides above the 
Columbia River , south and southeast of Goldendale . Included with 
the project would be substations , transmission l ines and service 
roads . 

As we discussed during the November 18 aeeting , the Department of 
Wi ldlife would like to see the following issues addressed during 
the study phase of this pro ject : 

A. one of our primary concerns deals with the proposed timing of 
the draft EIS . As agreed , the avian study will continue for an 1� entire year , to accurately assess avia" use o f  the project . The 
avian report would possibly be completed in the fall of 1994 . 
However ,  the draft EIS is scheduled to be issued in the summer of 
1994 , even before the avian study is completed . 

It is our position that the draft EIS should not be �ssued until 
after the avian study is completed , its data is thoroughly 
analyzed , and the project is then designed to accommodate the 
results of the study . Any other approach would suggest that the 
avian study is mere "window dressing" which would have little or 
no impact on the final project design . The draft EIS should show 
the proposed design - of the project . We believe it presumptuous 
to design a project that is supposed to accommodate the needs of 
wildli fe before the wildlife use patterns of the area are well 
known . 
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Page 2 

B .  A formal seeping aeeting should be convened after the results 15  of the 45 day preliminary study and literature survey are 
available . At that time we will be more able to assess future 
study needs . 

c .  Although it is difficult for us to est.a�lish our concerns 1 6  before �e completion of the literature review phase , · at a 
minimum the wildlife study should concentrate on the following : 

1 .  

2 .  

3 .  

Species using the area : 

a .  threatened or endangered 

b .  passerine birds 

c .  waterfowl 

d .  raptors 

e .  qround-nesting birds 

f .  bats 

g .  other wildlife 

Seasonality of the use 

Na�ure of the use : 

a .  foraging 

b .  migrations 

north/SOUth 

species 

east/west ( e . g . , through the Gorge ) 

dai ly ( river to fields , etc . ) 

c .  nesting and breeding 

4 .  Potential iapacts to wildlife : 

a .  bird strikes against rotors , towers or transmission 
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lines 
. 

-- impact of lighting as an attractant or a 
possible deterrent 

b. electrocution hazards 

c .  destruction of breeding , nesting , foraging habitat 

d .  impacts to terrestrial wildlife 

D. Impacts on wildlife recreation should be measured , including 
the following : 

1.  Impacts on hunting opportunities 

2 .  Impacts on non-consumptive wildlife recreation ( bird-
watching , etc . ) 

1 7  

E.  Impacts of construction on water quality and stormwater 1 8  runoff should also be estimated , and an erosion control plan 
should be included in the draft EIS . 

F .  Finally , the draft EIS should include mitigation proposals 
which would preferably avoid or lessen impacts to wildlife 1 9  resources , or at least provide for replacement of resources 
adversely affected by this project . 

We aay off11r addition!ll en��Eint'.s and rACOJUiendations aft:er Ye 
have had a chance to review the results of the preliminary study 
phase and literature survey . 

I will be the primary contact for this project for the Department 
of Wildl ife . Please feel free to contact ae at ( 20 6 )  835-88 31 if 
you have any further questions . 

s�ce� 
�� 
Area Habitat Biologist 
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cc : Kathy Fisher , RAE , BPA , P . O .  Box 362 1 ,  Portland 97208-3621 
samuel E .  Enfield , 8011 29th Av . NW ,  seattle 98117 
Kurt Dreyer, Klickitat Planning 
David Mudd 
Bryan Cowan 
David Anderson 
Connie Iten 
F: HPA/Klickitat 
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CURT SMTCH 
Oftclor 

STATE OF WASHNCTON 

DEPARTMENT OF WILDLIFE 
�40S �.E.  Hazel Dell Ave .• Vancouver. WA 9116t-3 

February 6 ,  1994 

Steve Ha l l  
Jones and S tokes Assoc iates 
2820 Northup Way Suite 100 
Bel levue , WA 9 8 0 0 4  

Dear M r .  Ha l l :  

Tel. 1 206 1  6�6·621 I 

Subj ect : · Raptor Study - Wind Turbine Pro j ect 
K l ic kitat County 

This letter is a f o l low-up to our phone conversation on FebruarY 
1st regard ing the raptor s tudy assoc iated with the wind 
generation pro ject. I wanted to provide you with my s ugges tions 
for data c o l lection on this project.  The Washington Department 
of Wildlife ( WDW ) feels that certa in information w i l l  be critical 
for our eva l uation of the pro ject as proposed on raptor s pecies . 

I am concerned that data col lection has been initiated prior to 
the deve lopment of a comprehen�ive methodology for this pro j e c t .  
WDW has s tated many times that w e  want data that represents a 
year-around analys is of raptor us e of the pro ject area and lands 
with wildl ife resources ad j acent to the proj ect s ite . Thes e 
s ugges tions for data c o l l ection will ass ist you in determining 
the methodology needed to answer s ome of the quest ions our agency 
wi l l  be concerned with . 

RAPTORS 

Spring and fall Kisration 

I have discus s e d  this topic with Steve Hoffman f rom HawkWatch 
Internationa l .  T he migration period for the s pr ing s hould be 
during March and Apri l  and poss iblY to mid May .  ·The f a l l  
migrat ion per iod w i l l  be cons idered from the end o f  Augus t t o  the 
end of October or earlY Novembe r .  

The s amp le per iod sho u ld be two times a week and s urveys s hould 
begin two hours after s unr ise and end one hour before s uns e t .  
Survey s tat ions s hould be approximate ly two miles apart to have 
adequate coverage of the area . F.u l l  day obs ervat ions s hould be 
conducted at a l l  s urvey stat ions on the s ame days . S urveys 
s hould be conducted during good weathe r .  

20 

21 
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pase 2 .  

Breediq Season 

Breeding s urveys s hould be conducted to determine the location o f  
a l l  raptor s pe c i es within the project are a .  The draft avian 
s tudy did not indicate the need for breeding bird s urveys to be 
conducted off the project s ite . 

Add itional s urveys s hould be conducted to determine the location 
and s pecies of raptors adjac ent to the pro j ect that may be :Z:Z impacted by the wind power project. Many raptor s pec ies hunt 
over large areas and therefore may f l y  into the project are a .  
These areas would inc lude both the Was hington and Oregon s ides o f  
the Columbia R i ver .  I would sugges t a combination o f  ground and 
aerial s urveys ( he l icopte r )  to as s is t  with c o l l ection of this 
data . These s urveys should be coord inated with both local s tate 
wildl ife biologists from Washington and Oregon.  

Winteriq Period 

This information may be the mos t variable from year to year based 
upon obvious changes in winter weather patterns and prey 
avai labi l ity . As with any s tudy , one years information only :Z3 provides you with a brief picture of avian us e of a particular 
l ocation. Different s pecies may be present or absent on a 
pro j ect location for different reasons . For example , roush-
legged hawk winter populations and d i s tribution tend to be 
influenced more by meadow vole ava i labi l ity . Red- tai led hawks 
show less variabi l ity from year to year and forase on a wider 
ranse of prey s pecies . 

Once a week coverage of the pro ject area , as we l l  as s urrounding 
habitats , provide you with the bes t  i nformati o n .  T wo week 
intervals would be the maxi mum time between s urve�s to capture 
winter raptor movements . 

Our concerns are that the 1993-1994 winter s urvey period has not 
been adequate ly covered due to the late s tart of the avian s tudy .  
Poor observation weather i n  December and January , a trans i tion 
between contractors and a l ack of a sound methodology durins this 
winter period , indicates a potential for a lack o f  suffic ient 
information to adequately review winte r s tudies . The need for 
further s urveys next winter may be warranted.  
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page 3 .  

These comments are based on our d i s cuss ion and pertain only to 
the raptor s tudy portion of the pro j ec t .  I suggest that we 
fol low-up with a meeting to further d i s cuss thes e ideas and 
determine the l i nes of communication between your organization 
and WDW " s  habitat and w i l d l if e  management division. It would be 
good to discuss other portions of the avian s tudy .  

Please feel free to contact m e  regarding any questions you have 
regarding this project.  

S incere l y ,  

David P.  Anderson 
Area Wildlife Biologist 

dpa 

c c :  Carl Dugger WDW 
David Mudd WDW 
Curt Dreyer Kl ickitat Co . 
Kathy F i s her BPA 
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Response to March 20, 1 995 Letter from the Columbia Gorge 
Audubon Society to Jan Bayea, National Audubon Society 
( Including Attached Letters (November 29, 1 993 and February 6, 1 994) from the 
Washington Department of Wildlife) 

Note: Although this letter was not addressed as a comment letter to the lead agencies, it was copied to 
the lead agencies and is being treated as a comment letter on the draft EIS. 

1 .  See General Response No. 2. 

2. See General Response No. 11 .  

3. The draft EIS (Section 2.5.3) identifies the presence of these avian resources. The WDFW 
has officially commented on the Project in its April 17, 1995 letter. Please see responses 
to comments in that WDFW letter. 

4. Section 2.5.3 of the draft EIS describes avian use of the site and surrounding area and 
Section 2.5.4 describes expected impacts. See responses to the April 17, 1995 WDFW 
comment letter. See also General Response No. 11 .  

5 .  The environmental review conducted for the Proposed Action includes specific surveys 
along proposed turbine strings. Mitigation measures identified in this EIS include the need 
for additional surveys (botanical, cultural resources) once alignments for the Project 
powerline and roads are determined. Part 3 of this document adds a discussion of the 
potential for concrete pads to attract ground squirrels and other burrowing small mammals 
to the area. 

6a. An Avian Study Plan was developed to establish the year-long study in consultation with 
the WDFW, USFWS, and others (see response to the April 17, 1995 WDFW comment no. 4). 
The original study plan was significantly revised in response to WDFW comments (see 
responses to comments no. 14 through no. 23 of this letter). Because of the need to collect 
seasonal information, it was necessary to collect the winter data before the plan was 
finalized. However, established survey methods were used during that time. (See Chapter 
3 of the Avian Technical Report for a complete description of the methods used to conduct 
all of the avian studies.) 

6b. See General Response No. 10. While annual variations do occur, breeding raptor 
populations are typically quite stable, at least over a period of 5 to 10 years (see Newton, 
I. 1979. Population ecology of raptors; T & AD Poyser; Berkharnsted, England; page 56). 
While non-breeding populations may be somewhat more variable, the basic species 
composition, habitat use, and general abundance remains sufficiently stable to draw 
conclusions from the one-year study. · In addition, the impact analysis considered 
variability. For example, the number of bald eagles assumed to potentially use the area 
was doubled from the number actually observed at the site (using data collected over two 
winters). 
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6c. A supplemental winter avian survey was conducted during December 1994 because of 
WDFW concerns about poor visibility and the scarcity of data collected during the previous 
year's winter survey. 

6d/ e.A vian studies and drafting the avian section of the draft EIS did occur somewhat 
simultaneously consistent with WAC 197-1 1-402 (8). The lead agencies did not issue the 
draft EIS, however, until after the Avian Technical Report was completed to ensure that all 
relevant information in that report was considered in the draft EIS. 

7. This comment applies to another project-the CARES Columbia Windfarm #1 . Use of 
poisons to control small mammals is not part of the Applicant's Proposed Action. 

8. Concerns regarding the shooting of the bald eagle are noted. 

9. Comments noted; they apply to National Audubon Society's policies regarding wind power 
development and not to this specific proposal. 

10. See General Response No. 11 and the response to WDFW comment no. 6. 

11 .  Comments noted. The need for mitigation does not necessarily imply that a site is not 
appropriate for windpower development, only that mitigation would be needed to reduce 
or compensate for adverse impacts. Also see General Response No. 1 1  regarding the 
importance of the avian resources in the area. 

12. Comments noted. Also see General Response No. 4. 

13. The opposition of the Columbia Gorge Audubon Society to wind energy development is 
noted. 

14. In response to this concern by the Washington Department of Wildlife (now the 
Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife), a year-long study of avian use was 
conducted prior to issuing the draft EIS for the proposed Action. This delayed the draft 
EIS from summer 1994 until February 1995, after avian and wildlife studies were completed 
in December 1994. Section 1 .4 of the draft EIS describes the features and locations of 
Project facilities. Part 1 of this document describes modifications to the proposed features 
submitted by the Applicant. 

15. Public scoping meetings were held in White Salmon, Washington, on February 1 5, 1994 
and in Goldendale, Washington, on February 16, 1994. Telephone conversations and 
scoping meetings were held with state (WDFW and ODFW) and federal (USFWS) wildlife 
agencies (see the response to WDFW comment no. 4). In addition, the preliminary results 
were presented to them on November 28, 1994, and December 14, 1994 (respectively), as 
discussed on page 3-1 of the Avian Technical Report. 

16. The wildlife issues identified in the WDFW November 29, 1993 letter were addressed in 
the draft EIS and the Avian Technical Report in the following sections: 
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• Threatened and Endangered Species: See Sections 2.4.3.3, 2.4.4.1 ,  2.5.3.1,  and 2.5.4.1 
of the draft EIS. Also see response to April 17, 1 995 WDFW comment nos. 9, 10, 
and 1 1 .  

• Passerine Birds: See section 2.5.3.4 of the draft EIS and Sections 4.1 .3, 4.2.1, and 4.3.1 
of the Avian Technical Report. 

• Waterfowl: See section 2.5.3.3 of the draft EIS and Sections 4.1 .2 and 4.2.1 of the 
Avian Technical Report. Also see response to April 17, 1995 WDFW comment no. 7. 

• Raptors: See Sections 4.1 .1, 4.2.1, and 4.3.1 of the Avian Technical Report. Also see 
Section 2.5.3.3 of the draft EIS and the response to April 17, 1 995 WDFW comment 
no. 12 

• Ground-Nesting Birds: See Section 2.5.3.4 of the draft EIS. 

• Bats: See Section 2.4.4.1 of draft EIS and the response to April 17, 1995 WDFW 
comment no. 8. 

• Other Wildlife: See Sections 2.4.3.4 and 2.4.4.1 of the draft EIS. 

• Seasonality of Use: See Section 2.5.1 of the draft EIS. 

• Foraging: See Sections 4.2.2, 4.2.3, and 4.3 of the Avian Technical Report. 

• Migrations (North/South, East/West/ Daily): See Sections 3 and 4 of the Avian 
Technical Report and the response to April 17, 1995 WDFW comment no. 6 . 

• Nesting and Breeding: See Section 4.3 of the Avian Technical Report and the 
response to April 17, 1995 WDFW comment no. 211. 

• Birds Strikes Against Rotors, Towers, Transmission Lines: See Sections 5.3.2 and 5.4.2 
of the Avian Technical Report. 

• Lighting as an Attractant: Turbines would not be lighted. 

• Electrocution Hazards: See Sections 5.3.2 and 5.4.2 of the draft EIS. 

• Destruction of Breeding, Nesting, Foraging Habitat: See Section 2.5 of the draft EIS. 

• Impacts to Terrestrial Wildlife: See Section 2.4 of the draft EIS. 

17. The draft EIS discusses impacts to wildlife recreation in Sections 2.4.4.1 and 2.8.4.1 . 

18. The draft EIS evaluates construction impacts on erosion, sedimentation, and water quality 
in Sections 2.1 .4.1 and 2.2.4.1 .  As discussed in Section 2.1 .2 of the draft EIS, an Erosion and 
Sediment Control (ESC Plan) Plan would be required for the proposed Project under a 
NPDES General Permit for the Project. Section 2.1 .2 describes requirements for the ESC 
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Plan. In addition, Section 2.1 .4.2 describes additional mitigation measures that would I further reduce the potential for erosion impacts. 

19. Proposed mitigation measures are described in Section 2.5.4.2 in the draft EIS as modified 
by Part 3 of this document. 

20. Refer to the response to comment no. 16, above, and to the response to the April 17, 1995 
WDFW comment no. 4 and the Avian Technical Report. The data were collected using that 
methodology and provided detailed information about year-round avian and wildlife use 
at the site and surrounding areas. 

21. The Avian Study Plan (see Section 3 of the Avian Technical Report) followed the 
recommended seasons and time of day (as described in Sections 3.2, 3.4, and 3.5.5 of the 
Avian Technical Report). Our design was a systematic sample of stations. It is generally 
accepted that a systematic sample provides better spatial representation than strict random 
sampling (Hurlbert 1984). Sample means are unbiased and precision is generally much 
better than for simple random sampling (Sceaffer et al. 1986, Thompson 1992). Our 
systematic sample of survey points and subsequent surveys were not conducted to evaluate 
only migration. The method we employed makes no assumptions about migrants versus 
residents; it is designed to monitor use over a specific defined area. Surveys were 
conducted throughout the day (6:00 am to 6:00 pm). One objective was to determine if 
there were differences in use during different times of the day. 

The Hawkwatch protocol places one or two observers at one particular site, usually a 
prominent north-south landscape feature such as a ridge. The observers collect field 
observations, regardless of distance as long as some kind of identification can be made. 
Observations are made on a daily basis (weather permitting) for an entire spring or fall. 
These data are useful when these same points are monitored over several years and trends 
are apparent. However, these data would not provide the kind of information needed to 
accurately characterize bird use of the Project study area. 

22. Additional breeding surveys were agreed upon during the March 8, 1994 meeting with 
Carl Dugger and David Anderson of the WDFW. As agreed, lands within 10 miles of 
proposed development were surveyed twice using helicopters and ground searches were 
also made, as described in Section 3.8 of the Avian Technical Report. WDFW declined our 
invitation to accompany the avian study team on the helicopter surveys due to schedule 
conflicts. 

23. See General Response No. 10, the response to the April 17, 1995 WDFW comment no. 4, 
and Section 3.4 of the Avian Technical Report. 

Comments and Responses 
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March JO, 1995 
Bill Weiler 
Habitat Biologist, Region 3 
WDFW 

Delivered Via FAX: (.509) 575-2474 
Re: Columbia Hills Windpower Development 

Dear Bill: 

It was disappointing to learn from our conversation of March 28, that WDFW personnel, 
Kennetech, and ·•some" environmental interests met the week of March 20 at the proposed 
Columbia Hills Windfann Site. This exclusionary meeting raises serious questions about the 
intent and casts a long shadow over the integrity of the panicipan�. 

You indicated that Jay l..etto, former president of CGAS, organized this meeting. As you know, 
Mr. l..etto, has become a self appointed spokesperson for windpower development in the Gorge, 
and an apparent agent for Kennetech. He sent out a discussion paper to Northwest Environmental 
interests late last year. Inherent in that paper was a call for these interest to gather to discuss this 
issue and to attempt to distill a consensus on windpower development in the Gorge. CGAS 
considered such an attempt a reasonable approach to the issue. In the hope of stimulating a healthy 
debate, CGAS sent out a discussion paper questioning some of l..etto's basic tenants. CGAS 
waited for notification of the meeting. Our Oregon Conservation Chair, Jill Barker, who has been 
working on the windpo<A:er issue, made numerous calls to l..etto, inquiring about the meeting date. 
l..etto kept moving the meeting date ahead, but assured Barker that CGAS would be notified. 

As you may know, COAS recently invited David Anderson, WDFW non-game biologist. to 
address our board, regarding his preliminary assessment of the potential impacts of the Columbia 
Hills proposals on wildlife, particularly avian species. Mr. Anderson informed our board that he 
considered the site to be very significant. and that the proposals pose a serious threat to wildlife 
resources, and probably should not be built He also e�tpressed concern over aspects surrounding 
the EJS consultant's collection of wildlife data. CGAS published Anderson's conclusions in our 
newsletter and attached them to our aforementioned discussion paper. 

It appears to CGAS that Anderson's preliminary conclusions may have been perceived RS 
damaging to l..etto' s heretofore stated position: that the Columbia Hills and its immediate environs 
are not important bird areas. Furthermore, COAS concludes rhat the proposed "consensus 
building meeting" failed to materialize because of the then more urgent business of "damage 
control." The on-site meeting, where a clear effort was made by the organizer to e:tclude other 
environmental interests, particularly CGAS {the group that had questioned l..etto's assumptions) 
was nothing more than an atrempt to head off the potential damage of Anderson's preliminary 
conclusions. In a subsequent conversation between CGAS and Anderson (who also was in 
attendance at the on-site meeting). Anderson expressed surprise that other environmental interests 
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Bill Weiler 
March JO, 1 995 
Page 2 

were not represented, especially the bird group. Audubon. We all know the inestinmble 
importance of the wildlife agencies· Findings of Facts and Conclusions for the project proponents 
and their cheerleaders. . 

The most disturbing part of our March 28 conversation was your indication that WDFW' s position 
would probably be a green light for Kennetech's initial "west phase." Because this position would 2 be inconsistent with Anderson' !!  prel im inary conclusion already expressed to CGAS. it raises the 
question: Is new infomtation about the site's imponance to wildlife now available, or is your 
prediction of WDFW's position an outgrowth of the private on-site meeting between Kennetech, 
Kennetech's supporters and department personnel? 

You indicated that your position was now the same as you predicted for WDFW (which, 
incidentally. appears to be in direct conflict with your letter to Letto, dated February 28. 1 995, 
where you used strong words criticizing the DEIS. including the proclamation that "this project is  3 
on a fast track--much too fast.") Regrettably, we now must ask, has your apparent change of heart 
come about as a result of Kennetech's project interest through Mr. Letto? Aren't  you a member 
of the group. Central Cascades Alliance (CCAl. spearheaded by Letto? Do you not work for 
WDFW'! At the on-site meeting, were you representing CCA, WDFW, or both? It  is interesting 
th:n your prediction for WDFW's position. your present position, and Letto's position on this 
issul' have become one and the same. 

You qualified. or rather apologized for your present position by saying, "It can't be stopped." I t  
seems that this proposal should (or should not) be advanced under the  best data available and not 
on the perception of whether it can be stopped. If biologists choose to be professional s and 
subsequent data suggests significant problems from the de,·elopment, the proposals will  probobly 
self-destruct. Did biologi sts fail to speak out during the process of siting dams along the Columbi11 
River. even though they knew the dams, and their silence. would probably lead to the extinction 
of one of lhe world's great anadrornous fisheries'? 

This position of a "foot in the door" for Kennetech is both noncredible and a potential death knell 
for the Columbia Hills n atural resources. The only meaningful datn that will bP. collected by 
al lowing an initial phase will be dead birds. This data is already available in copious quantities 
from research at w indpower facilities in California and elsewhere. We do not need additional 
corpses of peregrine falcons, golden and bald eagles and assorted other avian species to gather 
useful information. Once the "initial phase investment'' is made, the rest of the project is a virtual 
certainty. Anderson indicated that Kennetech, while at the she. quickly and clearly made the 
connection between initial investment and project completion. The only credible appronch to this 4 issue (particularly considering the presence of state and federal T &E species) is to collect 
comprehensive data over an adequate time period; then to determine the local and regional 
!iif!.nificance of the site; and then. determine if wildlife resources and windpowcr farms, of any 
dimension, are compatible. Migration data is virtual ly non-existent and can only be collected over 
1t significant length of time. 

While there is stil l  time for objectivity, I would draw your attention to the documented natural 
re�ources that are dmped across the Columbia Hills landscape. At a minimum the site involves: 

--four-th-e Washington State Priority Habitats, including the most eastern e"tension 
of Oak/Pine Woodland. 

5 
--six-ten Washington State Priority Species 
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Bill Weiler 
March 30. \995 
Page 3 

--state threatened western gray squirrel 5 
--state and federal threntened bald eagle 
--state and federal threatened peregrine falcon 
--remnant. rare. high quality, native vegetative communities 

The aggregate biological significance of the Columbia Hills is tremendous. Considering the areas 6 juxtaposition with the Columbia River,il is probably unique in the Northwest. The cumulative and 
synergistic negative effects of such a pervash·e human footprint on the landscape could be 
devastating. 

This is a beautiful nnd serene landscape that has watched over 10.000 years of humanity coursing 
up and down the mighty Columbia. lts desecration by a profusion of road cuts, endless strings of 
steel towers with whirling blades, and transmission lines is a social issue, but one that must be 
addressed. 

We strongly urge you. either in your capacity as a biologist for WDFW or member of CCA to be n  
professional and not succumb to the pressures of industry and its pawns. 

�� 
Dennis A. White 
367 Oakridge Road 
White Salmon. WA 98672 
(S09) 493-3891 
cc: USFWS 

Bob Turner. Director, WDFW 
Dave Mudd, WDFW 
David Anderson, WDFW 
Carl Dugger. WDFW 
National Audubon Society 
Dave Theis. President, CGAS 
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STATE OF WASHNCTON 

DEPARTMENT OF WILDUFE 
�40S .... . E. Hazel Dell Ave .• Vancouver. WA 9116f>J Tel. 1 2061 6116·621 1 

November 29 , 1993 

A.  David Every , Ph . D  
Senior Terrestrial Ecologist 
Dames & Moore 
500 Market Place Tower 
2025 1st Avenue 
Seattle , WA 98121 

Subject : Klickitat Wind Energy Proj ect 
Meeting of November 18 , 1993 

Dear Kr .  Every : 

7 

This project , involving at least two operators , would construct 
approximately 400 wind turbines on the hillsides above the 
Columbia River , south and southeast of Goldendale . Included with 
the project would be substations , transmission lines and service 
roads . 

As we discussed during the November 18 meeting , the Department of 
Wildlife would like to see the following issues addressed during 
the study phase of this project : 

A.  One of our primary concerns deals with the proposed timing of 
the draft EIS . As agreed , the avian study will continue tor an 
entire yaar , to accurately assess avian use of the project . The 
avian report would possibly be completed in the tall of 1994 . 
However ,  the draft EIS is scheduled to be issued in the summer of 
1994 , even before the avian study is completed. 

It is our position that the draft EIS should not be · issued until 
after the avian study is completed , its data is thoroughly 
analyzed , and the project is then designed to accommodate the 
results of the study . Any other approach would suggest that the 
avian study is mere •window dressing" which would have l ittle or 
no impact on the f inal project design . The draft EIS should show 
the proposed design of the pro ject . We believe it presumptuous 
to design a project that is supposed to accommodate the needs of 
wildlife before the wildlife use patterns of the area are well 
known . 
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A .  David Every 
November 29 , 1993 
Paqe 2 

B.  A formal scopinq meetinq should be convened after the results 
of the 45 day preliminary study and literature survey are 
available . At that time we will be more able to assess future 
study needs . 

c .  Althouqh it is dif ficult for us to es�a�lish our concerns 
before �e completion of the literature rev1ew phase , at a 
minimum the wildlife study should concentrate on the followinq : 

1 .  

2 .  

3 .  

Species usinq the area : 

a .  threatened or endanqered 

b .  passerine birds 

c .  waterfowl 

d .  raptors 

e .  qround-nestinq birds 

f • .  bats 

q .  other wildlife 

seasonality of the use 

Na�ure of the use : 

a .  foraqinq 

b. miqrations 

north/south 

species 

east/west ( e .q . , throuqh the Gorqe ) 

-- daily ( river to f ields , etc . ) 

c .  nestinq and breedinq 

4 . Potential impacts to wildlife : 

a .  bird strikes aqainst rotors , towers or transmission 
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a: David Every 
'oveaber 29 , 1993 
raqe 3 

l ines 

-- impact of lighting as an attractant or a 
possible deterrent 

b. electrocution hazards 

c .  destruction of breeding , nesting , foraging habitat 

d .  impacts to terrestrial wildlife 

D.  Impacts on wildlife recreation should be measured , including 
the followinq : 

1 .  Impacts on hunting opportunities 

2 .  Impacts on non-consumptive wildlife recreation ( bird-
watchinq , etc . ) 

E .  Impacts of construction on water quality and stormwater 
runoff should also be estimated , and an erosion control plan 
should be included in the draft EIS . 

F .  Finally , the draft EIS should include mitigation proposals 
which would preferably avoid or lessen impacts to wildlife 
resources ,  or at least provide for replacement of resources 
adversely affected by this project. 

We aay offar addition!ll cn.�.e..,t:s and r��tcoamendations aft:er we 
have had a chance to review the results of the preliminary study 
phase and literature survey . 

I will be the primary contact for this project for the Department 
of Wildlife . Please feel free to contact ae at ( 206 ) 835-8831 if 
you have any further questions . 

s�ce� 
�,. 
Area Habitat Biologist 
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A .  David Every 
November 29 , 1993 
Paqe 4 

cc : Kathy Fisher , RAE ,  BPA , P . O .  Box 362 1 ,  Portland 97208-3621 
Samuel E .  Enfield , 8011 29th Av . NW ,  Seattle 98117 
Kurt Dreyer , Klickitat Planning 
David Mudd 
Bryan Cowan 
David Anderson 
Connie Iten 
F : HPA/Klickitat 
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CURT s,t..fTCH 
Cftctor 

STATE Of WASI*IGTON 

DEPARTMENT OF WILDLIFE 
�405 -. .E. Hazel Dell Ave . •  Vancouver. WA 9�6t.J ' Tel. 1 �061 6Y6·62 l l  

February 6 ,  19 9 4  

Steve Ha l l  
Jones and Stokes As soc iates 
2 8 2 0  Northup Way Sui te 1 0 0  
Be l levue , W A  9 8 0 0 4  

Dear Mr . Ha l l :  

8 

Subject : · Raptor S tudy - W i nd Turbine Pro j ect 
Klic kitat CountY 

This letter is a f o l low-up to our phone conversation on February 
1st regard ing the raptor s tudy assoc iated with the wind 
generation pro j e c t .  I wanted to provide you with my s ugges tions 
for data col lection on this pro ject. The Was hington Department 
of Wi ldl ife ( WDW ) feels that certa in information w i l l  be critical 
for our eva luation of the pro ject as proposed on raptor s pecies . 

I am concerned that data c o l lection has been initiated prior to 
the deve lopment of a c omprehens ive methodo logy for this pro j ec t .  
WDW has stated many times that we want data that represents a 
year-around ana lys is of raptor use of the pro j ect area and lands 
with wildl ife res ources adj acent to the pro j ect s ite . These 
s uggestions for data c o l lection w i l l  ass ist you in determining 
the methodo l ogy needed to answer some of the questions our agency 
wi l l  be concerned with. 

BAPTOBS 

Sprins and Fall �isration 

I have discus s e d  this topic with Steve Hoffman from HawkWatch 
Internationa l .  The migration period for the s pring s hould be 
dur ing March and Apr i l  and poss ibly to mid May . ·The fa l l  
migration period w i l l  be c ons idered from the end of August to the 

end of October or earlY November. 

The s ample period s hould be two time s  a week and s urveys s hould 
begin two hours after s unr is e and end one hour before suns e t .  
Survey stations s hould b e  approximate ly two mi les apart to have 
adequate coverage of the area. �ul l  day observations s hould be 
conducted at a l l  survey s t ations on the s ame days . S urveys 
s hould be conducted during good weather . 
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Breeding Season 

Breeding surveys s hould be conducted to determine the location of 
a l l  raptor s pec ies within the project area. The draft avian 
s tudy did not i ndicate the need for breedinc bird s urveys to be 
conducted off the project s i te . 

Additional s urveys s hould be conducted to determine the location 
and s pecies of raptors adj acent to the pro ject that may be 
impacted by the wind power proj ect . Many raptor s pecies hunt 
over large areas and therefore may f l y  into the pro j ect are a .  
These areas would include both the Was hington and Oregon s ides o f  
the Columbia R i ve r .  I would suggest a combination o f  ground and 
aerial s urveys ( he l icopte r )  to ass i s t  with col lection of this 
data . These s urveys s hould be coordi nated with both local s tate 
w i l d l ife bio logists from Was hington and Or� gon . 

Wintering Period 

This informa tion may be the mos t  variable from year to yea r based 
upon obvious c hanges in winter weather patterns and prey 
avai labi l ity . As with any s tudy , one years i nformation only 
provides you with a br ief picture of avian use of a particular 
location. Different s pecies may be pres ent or absent on a 
pro ject location for different reas ons . For example , rough­
legged hawk winter populations and distribution tend to be 
inf l uenced more by meadow vole ava i l ab i l ity. Red- ta i led hawks 
s how less var iabil ity from year to year and forage on a wider 
range of pre y  s pecies . 

Once a week coverage of the pro j ect area , as we l l  as s urrounding 
habitats , provide you with the best information. Two week 
interva ls wou l d  be the maximum time between s urveys to capture 
winter raptor movements . 

Our concerns are that the 1 9 9 3 - 1 9 9 4  wi nter s urvey period has not 
been adequa tely covered due to the late s tart of the avian s tudy .  
Poor observation weather i n  December and January , a trans ition 
between contractors and a lack of a s ound methodology during this 
wi nter period , ind icates a potential for a lack of s uffic ient 
information to adequate l y  re view winte r s tudies . The need for 
further surveys next winter may be warranted . 
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Thes e comments are bas ed o n  our discuss ion and pe rta in only to 
the raptor s tudy portion of the pro ject . I s u11est that we 
fol low- up with a meetinl to further dis cuss these ideas and 
determine the l ines of c ommunication between your organization 
and WDW · s  habitat and w i l d l ife management divis ion. It would be 
1ood to discuss other portions of the avian study .  

Please fee l free t o  c ontact me regarding any ques tions you have 
re1arding this pro j e c t .  

S incerely , 

David P. Anderson 
Area Wildl ife Bio logis t  

dpa 

c c :  Carl Dugger WDW 
David Mudd WDW 
Cur t Dreyer Klickitat C o .  
Kathy F i s her BPA 
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United States Department of the Interior 

i111011G1 0111. T T� DINCTOII. 
1111< &NO 0101\.CL,_ IPVJCC 

. .  · ' .  

tn Rep ly Re fer Tc i 
FWS/00 

Memorandum 

nsH AND WlLOUFE StRVlC£ 
· : . .  :.: '� �uhln;ton. D.C. 20240 

To : Regiona l Direct ors 
� s i s t ant Directors 9a 

From : Director 

Subj e c t : Windpcwe r 

In a memorandum dat e d ,  January 1 6 . 1 9 9 4 , the Reg ional D irector , 
Reg ion l ,  asked that the Service deve lop a wr itten pol icy regarding 
t he ef fects of the use of windpcwer turbines en wildlife . The 
po l icy is that t he Service w i l l  enforce regulat ions assoc iated wi th 
the Migratory Bird Treaty Ac t ,  1 6  USC - 7 0 3 - 1 1 2 , t he Bald and Golden 
Eagle Prot ect ion Ac t . 16 USC - 6 6 8 , and the Endangered Spec i e s  Act . 

The Serv i ce supports t he Adm inis trat ion ' s  goal o f  deve loping and 
expanding renewabl e energy sources such as wi ndpower . Therefore , 
the Serv i ce will a s s i s t  t he windpower indu s t ry w i t h  deve l opment of 
windpcwer technology that i s  not de t riment al to wildl i fe . 
Hopeful ly such act ions as modi f i cat ion of s ite placement , changes 
in ope rat ing schedules , and equipment mod i f icat ion can be developed 
to reduce the impact of windpower en wildl ife . 

To improve c ommun ic a t ions , working re l a t ionships with the industry ,  
and to as s i s t  with development of safer windpowe r  technology , I am 
ass igning the le ad respons ibi l i ty for t h i s  e f fort eo t he Migratory 
Bird Management Off ice . They will be responsible fer i nvolving 
enforcement and endangered speci e s  personne l in their 
de l iberat ions . I sugges t s imi lar a s s ignment s be made at each 
Regional O f f ice . 

· ' 
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Maorandw:a 

To a Diraetor, u . s .  Piah and Wildli�a larvioe 
washington , D . C .  (D) 

FJ:om: Raqional Director , Reqion l. 
Porltand , oregon (ALB) 

Subj ect ; Wind.power Bxpana ion Concerns 9b 
Th i s  memorandum is to k••P your office in�oraed �nd to express 
our growinq concern over the kil ling of eaglee and migratory 
bird.a aeaociated with the expansion of tha vind.power turbine 
industry. While we aupport efforts to develop vindpowar as an 
alternative source of renewable enar9Y, we �lieve lt ia 
important to address serious · environmantal ieaues wbiah have bean 
identified. with wind turbines as currently desivned . We simply 
�uld not like to see one problem resol vad by nreatin; a prolJlem 
that could. .be as aerioua in nature. . 

. . 
Xnatallation of producing wind turbines baqan in california in 
1981. Bird morta lities associated. with collisions with rctatinq turbine blades were first note4 in 1984 , Since tbat tillle ,  two 
studies of avian aortality aaaociated with tha wind ener;y 
projeeta have been OOJIIPleted . "rheae studies and. other sources 
have revealed a disturbingLy bigb loss o� federally protected 
birds . For example, the atudiae indicate that an avaraqe of 4 0  
golden eagles are being killed each y ear  at tbe Altamont Pass 
s ite alone . rt bas alae been estimated that 6 , 800 passerine 
birda are killed annually at another •ite in eouthern �alifornia. 
Most ,  i� not all , o! the loaaea are in violation ot the Migratory 
Bird Treaty Act, 16 u . s . c .  7 0 3 -712 and tbe Bald and Golden Eagle 
PrOtection Act, 16 o. s . c .  111 . 

Tbe Service notified all •ajor vindpower ooapaniea in writing of 
the conflict with Federal wildlUe lava in 1187 . Industry 
expansion haa continued without a solution to the aortality. 

In :naponaa to growing public oonoern anc1 tha l.ack ot remedial 
action by tbe windpower companies!· the Service' s  Diviaion of Law 
En�orcament initiate4 a criminal nveatiqation into avian 
mortalities at the Altamont �a•• site in California . The results 
of the investigation have been referred to the U. s .  Attorney 
Northam Diatrict of california, for evaluation and 4ispositlon. 
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Director , u . s .  F ish and Wildlife Service 2 

Officials in that office have tentative ly recommended that the 
Department cf the Interior assess civil penalties under authority 
of the Bald and Golden Eag le Protection Act pr ier to initiation 
of crimina l prosecut ions . We are awaiting a formal 
recommendation from the u . s . Attorney . 

Expans ion ct the industry is currently being spearheaded by u . s .  
Windpower , a �!NETECH Company , which is the world ' s  leading 
manufacturer cf wind turbines . u . s .  Windpower is attempting to 
"mitigate" losses assoc iated with industry expansion by funding 
additional studies and donating money to various coneervation 
organizations . Company repre•entatives have recently indicated a 
possible solution to the "problem" wi l l  probably not be 
implemented tor at least a -10 years . 

We are particularly concerned ever recent proposals to expand 
into environmenta l ly sensitive areas before a solution to the ki l l ing is developed . For example , there are current proposals 
to place approximately 4 4 0  turbines along the Columbia River in 
Wasbinqton and Oregon . The turbines are to be p laced adj acent to 
the Columbia River Gorqe Scenic Area at locations known to be 
frequented by golden eagles , bald eag les , and peregrine f a lcons . 
Peregrine fa lcons have , in fact , been reintroduced a long the 
Columbia River Gorqe within the past five years . Because this 
expansion is be inq proposed with fu ll knowledge of the potential 
taking of migratory b irds , eag les and endangered species , ve 
intend to open crimina l invest igations and document all losses . 
Evidence o f  killing w i l l  be presented to the appropriate u . s .  
Attorney in Oregon or Wash ington for consideration o f  criminal 
prosecut ion . We a lso intend to submit evidence of eagle losses 
to the Regiona l Sol ic itor tor c ivil penalty cons ideration . 

We bel ieve i l legal losses must be addressed through the 
deve lopment of safe turbines and not throuqh "mitigation" 
payments . We further believe these companies must be required to 
comp ly with Federal law . The applicable laws do not contain 
provilions which allow large corporations to s imply "mitigate" 
noncompliance . 

There is no question that wind turbines , a1 they are currently 
designed and operated , po1e a s ignificant threat to migratory 
bird popul ations . If expansion is al lowed to move f orward 
throughout the Nation without proper sateguards , the current 
situation can only get worse . We , therefore , believe and 
recommend that the Service take a atron; stand concerninq these 
leases and develop a written pol icy regarding our posit ion. 

DutcMULLEN : bse 

OR'Gl�!.�.t StG:!£iJ !"f 
t.l.�li\'i;� L f'i.!:·l�iT . 
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February 2 8 ,  l 9 9 5  

To : 

From 1 

Subj ect : 

Jay Letto , Pres ident 
Centra l Cascades Al l iance 

Kanetech W indpower ,  Inc . 

Thank you for the opp =rt��ity to review the d=cumen t .  A numbe r 
o f  concerns/ predict i ons car. be summar ized : 

l .  Th i s  proj ect is on a fast � rack -- much too fast . Nothing 
wi l l  ttop it unl ess the Yakamas determine the sita is a 
"traditional cul tural property . " Even than , it j ust :r.i;ht mean 
doinq a 2 ye ar archaeo�ogical survey . As you may know ,  the 
Yakama Triba � Counci l  has not voted either �ay on the windpower 
proj ect . 

2 .  s peakin; of surveys , the c igqest b i ol o;ieal ar;ument aga inst 
the p roj ect i s  that ONI.'i 'iEAR OF SURVEYS WAS DONE . THERE I S  NO 
WAY YO� CAN MAKE PREDI CTIONS OR HANAGEME�T DECIS IONS BAS ED ON ON E 
MEAS LY YEAR OF SURVEYS . For exampl e , in Washinqton ttate , i f  
y ou d id a 1 potted owl nes tinq survey i n  199 3 , due t o  i t  ba ing a 
terr i b l e year , one cou : d  e a s i l y  pred ict dire consequences for the 
spec ies . However ,  the :99 4 nest inq survey resul ts ahowed a 
f a i rl y  norma l year . Genera l l y , researchers are looking for at 
l ea s t  3 - 5 y�•�• be !ore TRENDS in a spec ie ' s  popul ation status 
can be as eertQ i n ed . 

3 .  Tha n i t i; a t ion mea sures for wildl ife are s imp ly terribl e ,  
p a rt i ;ularly for the weso:ern ;ray squ ! rrel . More on this later . 

4 .  My opinion is tha t  through the win�power proj ect , a s  
proposed , BPA i s  vio l at inq o n e  o t  i t s  maj or respon s i b i l i t ie s : 
"Restor ing and enhanc inq env iro�mantal qua l ity and avo id inq o r  
D i r. im i z inq p o s s i b l e  adverse envi ron�ental ef fects . "  ( Paqe s - 2 ) , 

1 0  

1 1  

1 2  

1 3  
5 .  Or.e 9ets the d ist inc� fael inq that the document is simply an 14 advertisement for the proj ect rather than an obj ect ive b io l o9 ical 
and econo�i c  a s s e s sment . 
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Jay Letto;Windpower Response 
February 2 8 ,  1 9 9 5 
Page Two 

TO 

G .  Many pl aces in the document beast that without the proj ect , 
the a i te will cont inue to deteriorate be cause ot qraz inq . �et , 
unleas I ' m  �iss inq a omathinq , qraz inq w i l !  s t i l l  be a l l owed to 
c ontinue . They can ' t  have it both ways -- either the qraz in; 
qoea or perhaps the qenera�ors aho�ld ! 

Speci f i c  Co�enta : ( �eyed to pages in the doc�ment ) 

Roads ( Paqe :-12 ) Wi l l  roads be gated ( cl os ed )  to the pub l ic? 
We sh ould demand thi s  to reduce recreational an�/or vehicular 
tra f t i c  impa�ts to wildl i fe . 

flant Surveys ( Page 2 -l B ) Who did them? What were the ir 
qual i f i ca�ions? We re they a l s o  j ust �ne-year inventories? 

Riparian S ites ( Page 2- 1 3 }  "Constr�cte� ponds and aeepa are on 
the p roj ect s i t e , but a r e  outs id e  of the areas that wou l d  be 
d i stu�d by construction . "  !1y conce rn : How tar are these 
i�portant areas t rom any turb i nes ? 

· . 
• 

. 

\'lh ite oak ( Paqe 2-2 3 )  The pro j e ct w i l l  remove 2 2  acres o f  Oregon 
wh i�e o a k .  Th i s  is una cceptabl e . And there is no m i tigat ion 
ment ioned except the hebl e :  "We wil l try to stay away trot�� oak 
wood l a nds . " .  At the verz· 1n !.nimum , Bi=A should purchase addi t i onal 
cak woodl and and donate i t  t o Natura conservancy , cascade 
All iance or other wo��hy qroup . At le ast 22 acres o f  oak 
woodl a nd ahould be pla�ted on the s ite . 

Nestern qray squ irre l  M i t iga t � on ( Paqe 2 - 3 9 ) . They ba sed these 
a o l e l y  en a pho�G ca l l  with Ca rl O�qqer . Tota l l y  unacceptabl e . 
Pl e a a e  refer to my we s tern qray squirrel comment paqes to ONR 
that I qave ycu at the CCA �eet ing .  We want 2 years of surveys 
b e fore the f irs t bulld�zer shows up . Where are the nesta it any 
in the proj ac� area? The p�oj ec� menti ons atayinq a miqhty 4 0 0  
te et away fro� any nest s ite fro� May t o  September .  Not good 
e n ouqh . w .  qref equ i r=els nest !rom late December to September , 
We want at least 60% canopy in the stand around neat s i tes , not 
j ust ! O t . 

Othe r Priority Habi ts ( PHS ) ( Paqe 2 - 4 0 )  Proj ect proudl y  states 
there wi l l  be no devel cp�ent in talus , c l i ffs , rock outcrop 
a rea s ?  Our qu ida l ines ca l l  for b� f fera . We should ins iat upon 
bu t t ering these important; aens itive hac itats . 

Amph ibians : Don ' t  remember see inq anythinq on these species . 

roo l i a h  statement about qray squirrel s  ( Paqe 2 -4 1 )  " Proj ect 
would reduce habitat tor western gray squ irrel to a relat ive l y  

·. 

1 5· .. 

1 6  

1 7  
- 1 8  

1 9  
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iay i.ettotWinclpower 
February 28 , l 9 9 S  
Page ':'hree 

minor extent . "  A wi thout sc ienti f i c  basis worthless statement . 
Gray aquirrels only have a 5 a c re to 16 acre ho�e ranqe , and the 
proj ect is e l ininati nq 2 2  acres of oak woodlands , in add ition to 
noise !actor . 

Lcnq-b i l l ed Cur l ew : Secon� bad ltatement . ( Paqe 2 -4 5 ) . Two 
curlew were seen on s i te . " P�oj ect s ite rece ives only occas ional 
use . "  Whoa ! Th is could be a nest in; pair. This ia a nothe r  rare 
speoies . 
i'lestern bluebir� : ( ilaqe ? ) This ape<:ies is nestin9 in the oa�• 
on the proj eot s i te . I thi nk t�ey ccunted l l !  bluebirds . What 
happens a fter re�ovinq 2 2  acre s ?  

Impact to raptors : ( Pac;e 2 - 5 3 ) " Construct ion could d hrupt 
naatinc; raptors . " And the �urbines will inevit ably ki l l  soma . 
Sa�• paqe , "6 - 2 0  raptors c ould di e . " 

R i d i culous pereqri ne !a lcon statement ( Page 2 -5 4 ) " I t  one o f  
theae pere;rines were t o  strike a turbi�a , i t  wo l d  be unl ikely t o  
a f fect the viabil ity o f  the population of the Columb ia Gorge 
V.anaqement t;nit . " • . •  whi ch on l y  has 7 confirmed pair• · 

Golden Eag l e  ::�orta l ::. ty : ( Paqe 2-5 5 )  "Golden eaq l e  morta l ity 
expe co;ed . "  

t.:nacceptable mit iqation meas�res ( Paqe 2-5 8 ) : Neada tc be 
tQ inc :uda - ­

� � 

Presence of sp irits : 2 - � 6  YI� "elde�s nave stated that they 
bel ieve apir.i.ta • � i l l  res id e  in the Colu:I'J:>ia Hil l a  area . "  How 
about a " Pro·a.ct the s.,iri t s "  c:ampa i;n . 

We may want to support the " res tricted areas" a l ternative which 
protects twc known archaaolo;ieal s itea . 

One year at�dy : Pa�e 2 - 9 3  E!S admits that only a one year atudy 
has been c �nducted on w i l d l i fe inventory . HI� THEM HARD ON THI S . 
See pa raqraph I wrote above . 

I l�ipped aesthetic• and no ise chapters . 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

. 28 

29 

30 
31 

32 

Othe r :  Somewhere in the f ina l EIS , there should be a discuss ion 33 o �  why the former win�power proj ect fa iled , a nd what chan9ea 
they ' ve made to ensure a non- repeat a it�ation . 
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50' ;a 3 MARCH 2, 1995 VOl. 93, N0.9 1 SECTION, 18 PAGES 
� �+---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------_. QJ Q. njured bald eagle is lying back to the wild 

By JESSE BURKHARDT 11le bini na:i'fal � --:;> "11 brinp home lhe � 
The EnlerprlM - r,_ Dr. Marti u-, a lboul lhe wind powa project." 

MARYHIU.. - II lOOk a ...e � M die Aviaa Medial � Slid. "The 10Mn could dociOrint and rehobil....._ WI CcM« in LaA Oswcao. Ole. IITCCI wiklire .aoun:es ia dill ldull bUd ap lplad llis J:lurilltl -is ..., willi die Wildlife -· _. doll's a prdiminlry caa-
;nuoccnl winp and new bll:k iO  Care c-. appiOii-ly $0 ..... cern - have." 
wild lUI Thundoy ........... -- looted Iller Llle eaale. A T- poups in .... 'fCid ill lhe COla'· . 

"He was so "-1 10 lei dllowll specill cqe load 10 be boWl 10 IY projecl - Kenell:dl and Conw· · 

in lhe air -.1 ·no. have a rope atCOIIImOdale lhe -.elic bini. nliotl .l Renewable Enern 
1aehed 10 him, • Slid Bob S.Uina· "'n all, carioc ror lhe Cllle SySiem - plan to piKe • combined 

·, assiSIMI diftaor or dlc Ponlond reqooiled lboul 1$0 houn or wort, 436 wind ltubines on l ),t;05 ltla 
udubon Wildtife Cn Cen10r. Ill by lhe volunwer Iliff," said or land soudleast or Goldcndllle. 
Sallinscr eaplained dill pan or Sallin1er. The f1eililies would 1C11Cfa1e �p-

easlc's rchabililaliolt wort ill· Saltinaer .oddcd ..... lhe caale, prolimalely 140 I'IICI8Walll or 
'ved MlaChi� a line 10 hi• IIIII lllhou&h probUI!y numalized by elcclrical power dill would be sold 
n rclcasin1 hom illlo lhe air. This his oniCal, appean 10 be 5110111 and 10 die Bonneville Power Adminis· 
lped Llle bird pin saenpla by has a aood chance or S�nivi"' in lralion. 

lowing him 10 ny naonlly. lhe wild. '"They have . fairly .... AllbouBh bald eaales - . .. 
"We would ny him lite a kile. • lariiOr)' 11111 hete; Sallinscr said. lionll symbol - - recendy 
IIWI&Cr said. "Release him, IIIII "There arc a iOI  or 111imals 10 hunl." lakcn off lhe EndanJ!Cred Species 
�n run like hell benealll him, Sollinger said lherc arc approai· list, !hey ore Slill coosidered dvtal· 
hlons omo 111e line." -ly no breeding pairs or bald cncd .. They an: pro�eCied by 111e (") The male easle, eSiimaled 10 be eagles in WashingiOn and Oregon Eagle l'rolcclion Acl and Llle Mi· 

0 1ween love and seven years old. combined. lralorY Bird Prolcaion Act as weU 3 cighed almOSI I I  �. He was > David Anderson, 1 wildlife bioi· as Llle Endangered Species Act. 
ocovcrcd near Goldendale iA lale oaiSI for lhe WashiftiiOII Depart· DeliberMcly hanninl lhem is a 3 nuary, suffenng from injuries - or Fosh .l Wildlife who is felony. I'D used by a gunshol -.1. aMioned in TIOUI Lake, caprcssed Anyone wilh illforawion aboul 

:::::1 Acconling 10 Sallinaer, lbc Ilia uncasinea lboul lhe fao:t 111e bird lhe shooli"' or Ibis bird, or 111y lit rd's fanur had been shallered by was found -lhe proposed sill: or other Cllle. should C01111C1 lhe 
bullct. The bone had healed a lqe wind powa fociliiJ in lhe Washinpln DepulmCIII or Fish .l � ' If, bul lhe caale was unable 10 Columbia Hills. He fean 1 neplive Wildlife a1 (360) 696-621 1, or lhe because an air sac had been impacl .. ,.,. species if lhe U.S. Fish .l Wildlife Scrvil:e, (509) 

!l -c::s 0 :::::1 
� 

twed by buUct fnogmeniS. lurbines ore lanll lhere. 538-2755. 

... , .;. .. . . • .  ... t· 
. � ..-=-.. • . . .... . : -. 

� . .. . .  \ .... . .. ·�--�-· ··�.� .... -.": ·;; ..:: .:�·.:.�. _._ .... 

EAGLE ENERGY - Katie 
Serres of lhe Portland Audu· 
bon Society holds an adull 
bald eagle before releasing it 

1 1he grounds of lhe Mary­
Museum last Thursday. 

Upon release, I he bird circled 
Jwice, then new to the norlh. 
Photas by fme Burklulrdf 
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Response to March 30, 1 995 Letter from the Columbia Gorge 
Audubon Society to Bi l l  Weiler 
(Including the Fol lowing Attachments: Letters (November 29, 1 993 and February 6,  1 994) 
From the WDFW (Formerly Washington Department of Game); Internal U.S. Fish and . 
Wildl ife Service Memos (January 6, 1 994 and April 28, 1 994); Memo (February 28, 1 995) 
to Jay Letto From Bil l  Weiler; and March 2, 1 995 Enterprise Article) 

Note: Although this letter was not addressed as a comment letter to the lead agencies, it was copied to 
the lead agencies and is being treated as a comment letter on the draft EIS. 

1 .  Comments noted. See General Response No. 1 1  regarding important bird areas and 
responses to the April 17, 1995 WDFW letter. 

2. The lead agencies and their consultants are not aware of statements being made by others, 
but this comment is noted. Also see the WDFW April 17, 1995 comment letter. Klickitat 
County has yet to determine whether to approve the permit application. 

3. Comments noted. 

4. Comments noted. See General Response Nos. 2, 10, and 1 1 .  

5. This information was collected and presented in Sections 2.3.3, 2.4.3, and 2.5.3 of the draft 
EIS. 

6. Comments noted. Also see General Response No. 1 1 .  

7. This letter was also attached to the March 20, 1 995 letter from the Columbia Gorge 
Audubon Society to Jan Bayea, National Audubon Society and is responded to in response 
nos. 14-19 to that letter. 

8. This letter was also attached to the March 20, 1995 letter from the Columbia Gorge 
Audubon Society to Jan Bayea, National Audubon Society and is responded to in response 
nos. 20-23 to that letter. 

9a/b. In part in response to the letter dated January 6, 1994 from Marvin Plenert, Region 1 
Director of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (indicated as comment 9B), the Director of 
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service issued the April 28, 1994 memorandum (indicated as 
comment 9A). The April 28, 1994 memorandum summarizes the Service's policies 
regarding windpower development. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service is currently 
reviewing the proposed Project under consultation provisions of Section 7 of the 
Endangered Species Act. 

10. See General Response No. 1 .  

1 1 .  See General Response No. 10. 

I 12. Comment noted. 

I 

I 
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13. See General Response No. 3. 

14. Comment noted. The purpose of the EIS is to identify significant adverse impacts as well 
as measures to avoid, reduce, or mitigate impacts. The draft EIS also identifies significant 
unavoidable adverse impacts for the following elements ofthe environment: plants, wik:lliie 
(non-avian), birds, cultural resources, and aesthetics. The draft EIS is not intended to be an 
overall economic assessment of the proposed Project although expected socioeconomic 
impacts are summarized. 

15. The discussions of No Action under each element of the environment have been modified, 
as appropriate, to clarify that grazing and agricultural uses and associated environmental 
degradation would occur under No Action and under the Proposed Action (see Part 3 of 
this document.) Decisions regarding agricultural and grazing use are not within the scope 
of the Proposed Action and will remain at the discretion of private property owners. 

16. As discussed in Section 1 .4.5.2 of the draft EIS, providing locked gates on access roads into 
the Project site is part of the mitigation proposed by the Applicant. 

17. Plant surveys were conducted by Cheryl Ingersoll, Ph.D. in Botany (1991, Oregon State 
University) with a major in plant ecology and a minor in plant systematics. Dr. Ingersoll 
is a instructor and research associate of plant ecology at Oregon State University who 
specializes in rare plant population studies, vegetation analysis, and ecological restoration. 
She has 10 years of field experience in the Pacific Northwest, with grassland, forest, alpine, 
and high desert floras. Plant inventories were conducted over the spring through summer 
flowering and fruiting seasons for target plant species. 

18. The closest area would be approximately 200 feet from the closest turbine string. 

19. Comment noted. The lead agencies have identified a Preferred Alternative, described in 
Part 2 of this document, that includes a routing survey for the Project powerline, to be 
conducted in consultation with WDFW, designed to avoid oak and other Priority Habitats 
where reasonably feasible. The Preferred Alternative also calls for on-site or off-site 
enhancement/preservation of oak habitat. 

20. See General Response No. 8 and response to comment no. 21p in the April 17, 1995 WDFW 
letter. 

21 . See General Response No. 8. 

22. The draft EIS discusses amphibian use in the vicinity of the Project site and impacts to 
those species in Section 2.4.3.2, fifth and sixth paragraphs; in Table 2.4.1; in Section 2.4.3.3, 
first paragraph; in Table 2.4.2; and in Section 2.4.4.2 - Special Status Species, third 
paragraph. 

23. The potential 21-acre loss of potential western gray squirrel habitat (oak and oak/pine) is 
minor in relation to the 1 ,080 acres of potential habitat present on the Project site. See also 
response to comment no. 19, above and response to comment no. 21p in the WDFW letter. 
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24. See response to comment no. 16  of William Weiler's letter. 

25. See response to comment no. 17 of William Weiler's letter. 

26. Comment noted. Raptor mortality is discussed as a Project -impact in the paragraph 
following the one referred to in this comment on page 2-53 of the draft EIS. ·�-

27. See response to April 17, 1 995 WDFW comment no. 1 1 ,  Central Cascade Alliance comment 
no. 14, and the associated change in the wording in the draft EIS (Part 3 of this document). 
As part of consultation under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, the USFWS is 
determining whether the Project would jeopardize the continued existence of the peregrine 
falcon in the Columbia River Gorge. 

28. Comment noted. The draft EIS does identify the potential for golden eagle mortality 
resulting from operation of the proposed Project. 

29. See response to comment no. 20 of William Weiler's letter. 

30. Comment noted. See . .General Response No. 5. 

31 . Comment noted. 

32. See General Response No. 1 0. 

33. The project referred to is not related to the Proposed Action. 

Final Environmental Impact Statement 
Washington Windplant #1 
May 1 995 

Comments and Responses 

4-1 23  



Comments and Responses 

4-1 24 

Final Environmental Impact Statement 
Wash ington Windplant #1 

May 1 995 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 
I 

I 

I 



I 
I 
I 
I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

583 P01 APR 17 ' 95  09 : 42 
�.-�-...-�--:-�""="�-"!"---�-�-=-�-= ... ('o f  ( ·tf. ""/l'� fq} 

� 

TO: Kathy Fisher, ECN3 
BPA, 905 NE 1 1 th Avenue 
Portland, OR 97232 

FROM: Columbia Gorge Audubon Society 

RE: Comments on the OEIS for Washington Wind Plant #n 
and The Columbia Wlndfarm #11 

The DEISs are misleading and inadequate. 

-The regional , a'1an significance of the site can only be determined by 
regional compamtv� analysts. This was not done. 

1 

·-Avian studies were too Umited (one year) to determine site's avian 2 
signlftcance. This lack of population data and population model 
development, makes it impessible to determine the long-term viability of 
some species. Much of the !'inter observation period was obscured by fog. 

--49 days Is an Inadequate t�me period to determine the site's avian 
migratory significance. Agalo, a regional comparative analysis is 
necessary. · ·  

.. 

3 

-GriZing will not be prohibited. Cumulative environmental effects of 4 both grazing and the wind power proposals were not considered. 

-No cumulative impact assessments on visuals, wildlife, and. a�ltura1 5 . values on this and the other nearby wind power proposals: . z.cnd and New 
. World Power (and others unknown at this time). . .-· ·• 

. . ;. ·. 
-The Department of Energy must do a programmatic' Impact 
statement--one that would assess the cumulative impacts in the 

. Washington/Oregon/California area of DOE actions In support of wind 
. power. .\· · '  

'
. 
'·. t · • •  

-:A small mammal study Is necessary to adequately determine the 111ptor 
use patterns of this site. ODFW required this of the Zond proposal. 

6 
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Comments-Page 2 

··Inadequate assessment of visual Impacts. It is misleading and 
Inadequate to say that some will find it objectional, others will not. 
Studies show a good majority find turbines !Jnsightly. The DEISs did not 
take into consideration the large number of viewers who would view this 
project resulting from the crossroads of three major transportation 
routes: east/west 1-80, east/west State Route 1 4, north/south Route 97. 

--These projects will be built knowing that birds protected by federal and 
state laws will be destroyed. This is not •tncldentaf takings." 

-Other viable site alternatives were not considered. 

--The DEISs state a total of 241 acres of habitat will be lost. Actually 

8 

9 

1 0  

this value will be significantly higher, due to secondary losses from 1 1  
turbine noise emission and strategies that wilt be employed to discourage 
use of large areas by raptors. 

--No environmental Impact assessment of contamination from greases, 1 2  
oils, etc., required by turbines and maintenance equipment. 

-Plant Inventories were not done on areas not predicted to be disturbed. 1 3  
This limits knowledge of occurrence and, thus, cumulative impacts on the 
site plant communities. 

--Apr!I-June p
1
ian

b
t �nventory

ft
perlo� w�s inad�

od
quate.

1 
Many spec

i
ies are · 1 4  promment on y erore or a er thiS t1me pen . A so, Inventor es were 

done at the end of a seven-ten year drought, again, prominence was a 
problem. 

--Every turbine string runs through either a high-quality plant community 1 5  
and/or a Washington State Priority Habitat. The cumulative effects of 
this were not considered. 

-Soil disruption will lead to an Invasion of weeds. This, combined with 1 6  
the necessary control by herbicides, was not considered. 

--The occurrence of oak and oak/pine woodland on this site, represents 
th

h
� e

h
as

b
tem most extensio

tl
n o

1
f
1 

t�is habitat 
6
type. The

1 
lead

fl 
ing ext

d
en

fa
sion of 1 7  . t IS a ltat type Is gene ca y Important ror occurr ng ora an una. 

The significance of this and resulting Impacts were not considered. 
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Comments-Page 3 

'583 P02 � 17 '95 09:43 

-Assessment of Impacts on the state threatened western gray squirrel 
were inadequate. The site's occurring population is a unique, genetically 1 8  
Isolated population and will figure Importantly in any recovery plan. 
Cumulative Impacts of additional human intrusion, sound frequencies, etc., 
on this species, were not considered. 

-References sited for possible occurrence of small mammals were for 1 9  
coast species and not eastem Cascade species. 

--Collective visual, cultural, and biological uniqueness of the site 20 (Columbia Hills) relative to other areas, was not considered. 

-BPA funded the Regional Renewable Energy Project (final report 21 
released in  the Fall of  1 993). Siting criteria developed for this project 

· · , 

would preclude the development of wlndfarms on this site. 

--The Rattlesnake Hills Site was rejected because It conflicted with 
federal policy. This site conflicts with BPA's policy of "Restoring and 22 
enhancing environmental quality and avoiding or minimizing possible . 
adverse environmental effects." These proposals will also violate federal 
law by killing protected birds. 

-The DEISs presuppose, due to lack of data, that the site Is not a major 23 bird flyway. This is an admission that a lack of data exists to adequately 
determine the site's flyway significance. This area Is part of the Pacific 
Flyway. 

--BPA justifies this project on the assumption that, if not developed, 2.4 fossil fuel-fired plants will be necessary Instead. There is no 
information that suggests this is true. Furthermore, the inherent 
argument here is that conventional generating facilities have larger total 
adverse environmental effects. The DEISs offer no evidence for this 
argument. 
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Response to April 1 7, 1 995 Letter From the Columbia Gorge 
Audubon Society 

1 .  See General Response No. 2. 

2. See General Response No. 10. 

3. The statement regarding the adequacy of the time period is noted. The migration periods 
studied were the standard used to examine hawk migrations (see General Response 
No. 10). The dates were developed in cooperation with WDFW and the USFWS (see 
response to WDFW comment no. 4) and included the peak time periods when raptors are 
known to migrate. 

4. The discussions of No Action under each element of the environment have been modified, 
as appropriate, to clarify that grazing and agricultural uses and associated environmental 
degradation would occur under No Action and under the Proposed Action and alternatives 
(see Part 3 of this document). 

5. Section 3 of the draft EIS discusses the cumulative effects of the Washington Windplant #1 
(proposed by KENETECH) and the Columbia Windfarm #1 (proposed by CARES) on 
aesthetics, wildlife, and cultural resources. See General Response No. 2 regarding the lead 
agencies' decision to not evaluate cumulative impacts of other projects. 

6. See General Response No. 2. 

7. A small mammal study was determined to be ineffective in assisting decisions regarding 
development of the site because: (1 ) direct observations of avian use patterns provide 
more direct and reliable information than indirect methods such as prey base studies and 
(2) mammal populations do not necessarily correlate to raptor hunting behavior and habitat 
associations. Raptor hunting behavior, as with most predatory behavior, is as closely tied 
to prey vulnerability as it is to prey abundance. For example, prey abundance is typically 
quite low on tilled cropland, but many raptors tend to hunt in these areas because the prey 
is relatively easy to see and catch (i.e., is more available; see Bechard, M. 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 to determine 
"important" prey habitats, it was determined during design of the avian studies that prey 
studies, as opposed to habitat studies, would provide little assistance in making decisions 
regarding the site. 

8. The draft EIS's conclusion that some would find windpower developments visually 
objectionable while others would not was based on a review of the literature on 
windpower project aesthetics and public perception. Section 2.7.4.1 describes what 
travellers along major highways would see. 

9. Please see General Response No. 9. 
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10. As discussed in Section 1 .6 of the draft EIS, the Applicant considered an alternative site at 
Rattlesnake Mountain. Following initial studies and consultation, the Applicant concluded 
the Rattlesnake Mountain Project would be incompatible with federal land management 
policies for the area. The lead agencies concluded that the Rattlesnake Mountain site was 
not available to the Applicant. SEPA rules also exempt private,project EIS's from the need 
to assess alternative sites. 

1 1 .  The action being considered does not include strategies to displace raptors from the site. 
Section 2.5.4 of the draft EIS identifies noise and human activity as additional impacts. 

12. Section 2.2.4.1 of the draft EIS (last paragraph) addresses this impact. Mitigation measures 
listed in Section 2.2.4.2 of the draft EIS are intended to mitigate the risk of contamination. 
These mitigation measures are also included in the Preferred Alternative. 

13. Although detailed transect surveys of areas not to be disturbed were not considered, 
botanical studies included initial walkovers of the entire Project site to confirm habitat/ 
plant community mapping. The draft EIS concludes that cumulative impacts from 
development of the proposed Project and from development of the proposed CARES' 
Columbia Windfarm #1 would occur and would include additional loss and fragmentation 
of shrub-steppe and oak habitat. 

14. During the initial site visit in April 1994, some annual species were in flower and 
beginning to fruit. There was no evidence of plants that were too far advanced 
phenologically to identify. By June 1994, growth and flowering had ceased except for a 
few perennials that had already been identified. Many species were already dormant, so 
any target species, if present, would have already started to flower and would have been 
identifiable. Note that surveyed corridors were in seasonsably dry areas, i.e., no areas of 
standing water or high water table to support a longer growing season. 

During low rainfall years, perennial species generally emerge above ground, but they may 
not flower. Some perennials did not flower in 1994, but we were able to identify them or 
eliminate them as target species based on vegetative characteristics. Prolonged drought 
may have a pronounced effect on emergence of annual species. Many annuals survive 
drought by persisting as dormant seeds in the soil. Although it is possible that some of 
the target annuals potentially occurring in the Project area failed to emerge in 1994, a 
number of annuals did emerge and flower that year, indicating that environmental 
conditions were not generally limiting for annuals in that year. 

15. See response to comment no. 13. The draft EIS in Section 2.3.4.1 evaluates cumulative 
Project impacts on various habitat complexes on the Project site. 

16. The draft EIS discusses the tendency for soil disruption and habitat fragmentation to lead 
to a greater potential for invasive weeds (see Section 2.3.4.1, pages 2-23 and 2-24 and 
Section 3.3.3, page 3-7). Parts 2 and 3 of this document incorporate a requirement that the 
Applicant address weed control measures proposed by the Klickitat County weed 
coordinator. 
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17. Impacts to oak woodlands were identified in Section 2.3.4 of the draft EIS. Oak woodlands 
were a significant factor considered during the lead agencies' development of alternatives. 
The Alternative Overhead Powerline Alignment, which involves a shifting of the route to 
reduce potential impacts on Oregon White Oak and other Priority Habitats. The Preferred 
Alternative, described in Part 2 of this document, includes measures to reduce impacts ;to 
oak habitat relative to the Proposed Action and also includes on-site or off-site 
enhancement/preservation to replace lost for oak habitat. 

18. As identified in Section 2.4.4.1 of the draft EIS, the Proposed Action would impact western 
gray squirrel habitat. Approximately 21 acres of oak, oak/pine, and scattered oak and oak­
pine would be impacted. The mitigation measures for gray squirrel presented in Section 
2.4.4.2 of the draft EIS as modified by Part 3 of this document were defined based upon 
discussions with WDFW. The cumulative impacts (including increased human activity) to 
wildlife resources (including the western gray squirrel) were defined in Section 3.3.4 of the 
draft EIS. 

19.  The primary reference used was Ingles (1965), which addresses all mammals of the Pacific 
States, not just coastal species. It is a standard and accepted reference. 

20. Section 1 .6 of the draft EIS describes the Rattlesnake Mountain site. See also General 
Response No. 2 and response to comment no. 10. 

21 . The program referred to was conducted by the Northwest Power Planning Council with 
BP A funding. Any siting guidelines included were developed by public interest groups 
and are not BP A policy. 

22. See General Response Nos. 3 and 9. 

23. See General Responses Nos. 10 and 1 1 .  

24. See General Response No. 4. Also refer to the BPA Resource Program EIS that is 
incorporated by reference. 
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Apr i l  1 0 , 1 9 9 5  

Kathy F i s h e r  
ECN3 , Bonne v i l l e  Powe r Admin i s trat ion 
905 NE 1 1 t h  Avenue , 
Por t l and , or . 9 7 2 3 2 

Comme nts o f  t he E I S  on the Kennetech and Cares Propo s a l  

D e a r  Kathy F i sher 

T h i s  l e t t e r  w i l l  c onvey my cont inuing concerns regarding the 
pr opo sed W 1 nd Fa rms on the Columb ia H i l l s . I wi l l  r e s t r i c t  my 
comments t o  t he area f rom H i ghway 9 7 , east to the Oak Flat Road . 
That is the area that I am comp l e t e l y  f am i l iar w i t h , and i t  i s  the 
area in wh i c h  I l ive and w i l l  have my l ivab i l it y  i mpacted . F ir s t  
and f o r emos t . t h i s  communi cat i on i s  no t i c e  to the BPA and t h e  two 
compa n i e s  that i f  my home and l ivab i l i t y  i s  a f f ec t e d  by pur su i ng 
the Wind Farms pro j e c t , I W I L L  use the l egal proc e s s  f o r  r e d r e s s . 

Concerns 

#1 No i s e  

The cumu l a t ive e f f e c t  o f  4 8 1  wind m i l l s  wi l l  have a impac t  at my 
r e s i d e nc e . ( r e c e iv e r  s i t e  # 7 1 I don ' t  t h i nk the peop l e  at the two 
wind comp a n i e s  g ive a damn about what t h e  no ise leve l s  w i l l  be . 
They can po s tu l a t e  and d a z z l e  with a l l  the pro j e c t i ons and 
as sumpt ions they want , but the bottom l ine is that they do not 
know . No i s e  w i l l  be d e t e rmined by air dens i t y , wind d i r e c t ion , and 
what i s  making the noi s e . The r e  are studi e s , that have document ed 
the d e t r iment a l  e f f e c t  o f  s teady droning noise to human hea l t h . 

# 2  I n t e r f e r e nc e  with Pub l i c  and P r i v a t e  Raciio , M i c rowave , and 
T e l e v i s ion Transmi s s ion . 

The stud i e s  a l l  s ay that the M i c r owave and :>ther t r ansm i s s ions 
wou l d  be weakened and d i s to r t e d  i f  the wi nd to1 � r s  are i n  the path 
o f  t he t r ansm i s s ions . Y e t  n e i ther w ind company gives a solut ion the 
problem . Law Enforcement , F ir e , Te l ev i s ion , and Radio a r e  broad c a s t  
on a 3 6 0  degree r a d ius . Ho st are located o n  Juniper Point . That i s  
exac t !  y whe r e  t h e  9 1  C a r e s  Wind turbines are propos ed t o  b e  
i n s t a l l e d . THEY W I L L  E F F ECT T H E  TRANSM I SS I ONS . I f  you n e e d  an 
e x amp l e , dr ive under a powe r l ine with your l o c a l  radio s t a t i on on . 

ft 3  Ae sthat i c s  

T h e  Columbi a  H i l l s  have f ormed the southern v i s t a  o f  K l i ck i t a t  
Count y f o r  eons . Added to t h e  S imcoe Mount ains t o  the nor th , the 
v i ews and l ivab i l ity of the county are i t s  pr imary a s s e t . Now c omes 
two compan i e s , ope r a t ing on f ed e r a l  grants to develop a l t e r na t i v e  
ene rgy s our c e s , wh ich by the way s t ands t o  make them a g r e at deal 
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of money . want s to change that f o r  good . There i s  no d r i v ing f o r c e  
o t h e r  t h a n  money , tc bui ld t h e s e  wind turbine s . I n  t h e  s cheme o f  
powe r generat ion . t h e s e  w ind tur bines a r e  minuscule . I have s e e n  
C a l i f o r n i a  w i t h  i t s  w i nd turbine s . I t  looks t e r r i ble , t h i s  county 
wi l l  look t e r r i ble . The d e p i c ted photos of the s i t e  a r e a s  with the 
turbines are l aughabl e ,  the predominant s ight w i l l  be just l ike 
C a l i f o r n ia .  Rows of w ind turbines w1 l l  be the only v ie w . 

# 4  Av i an 

This i s  t he mos t  s e r i ous �s sue on a r e g i onal and n a t iona l s c a l e . 
F i r s t , I want to po int out . what I cons ider i s  a F LAWED Avi an 
study . I had an opportun i t y  dur ing the s tudy pe r iod to check and 
obse rve the people doing the Avian s tudy . The se people were 
cont a c t e d  and observed parked a long Hoctor Rd . and SR # 1 4  looking 
at b i rds through f i e ld g l a s s e s . The observat ions we re sporad i c . 
WHAT I S  IMPORTANT . I S  THAT NOT ONCE D I D  I EVER SEE OR OBSERVE A 
MON I TOR ON THE R I DGE . I spend a lot o f  t ime on the r idge between 
SR97 and Oak F l at Road . Not once was a mon itor s e en . In the s tudy , 
a mon itor adm i t s  t h a t  he m i s s e d  a B l ue b i r d  miarat ion in March . Not 
o n l y  did he miss the B l ue b i rd migrat ion f l i ghts but also m i s s e d  the 
f a l l  migrat ion o f  Cedar Waxwings that s top f o r  short per iods . 

I t ake s e r i ous i s sue with the s t a t ement that only two s i ghts o f  
P e r e g r ine Fa lcons we re obs e rved . I can unde r s t and why . The mon i t o r s  
we re r a r e l y  on the r i dge . I have h a d  many s i ghtings o f  P e r e g r ines 
on t h e  r i dge . a l ong with bo th types o f  e a g l e s . and many o ther t ype s 
of b i r d s . I res ent the comme nts that the n e s t ing pai r of P e r e g r ines 
a r e  12 miles to the east and pose only a minor problem . The ne s t ing 
p a i r  or the i r  progeny have be en in Rock Creek f or twent y  yea r s . 
Suppo s i ng that t he y  are suc c e s s f u l  in r a i s ing young . whe r e  do you 
t h i nk those young p e r e g r i n e s  have a twe nty f ive percent chance o f  
g o 1 n g ?  

T h e  p o i n t  I ' m t r y ing to m a k e  i s  t h a t  a Avian s tudy h a s  t o  be in t h e  
propo s e d  s j t e . n o t  s i t t ing in a c a r  w i t h  bi nocul a r s  looking a t  a 
r idge l ine two to three m i l e s  away . The Juni p ! r  P o i n t  a r e a  i s  a 
impo r t ant r e s t  stop for m i g r a t i ng b i r d s . Th ! s tudy f a i l e d  to 
ident i f y  the Cedar waxwings fall m i g r at ion . As an e x amp l e , on March 
6 .  1 9 9 5 .  I wa l ked the r idge be twe en Fenton Lane and H i ll e r  Road . I 
s aw the s p r i ng B lue b i r d  migration . I s aw hundr eds , a long w i t h  l ike 
amount o f  robins and var i e d  thrus h . I observed a P e re g r ine F a lcon 
due south o f  the Bigby Road on the r idge l i ne , seve r a l  Red t a i l e d  
hawks . Tur key Vu ltur e s . and two B a l d  E a g l e s , and seve r a l  Swainsons 
hawks . and many other t ype birds in that 4 - 5 hour walk . Each 
s e ason has i t s  d i f f e rent presence o f  spec i e s . It is my opinion that 
the pr o j ected mor t a l i t y  on birds wi l l  be much q r e a t e r  i n  the 
Juniper Point area than the wind companies a r e  pro j e c t ing . I r e a d  
a comment in t h i s  E I S  t h a t  t h e  l o s s  of a P e r e gr ine F a lcon t o  a w i n d  
turbine would b e  acceptab l e . Acceptable to who ? 

I n  conclus ion . I wou l d  urqe the po l i cy make r s  not to rush to 
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j udgement in t h i s  mat t e r . The r e  i s  not a d i r e  ne ed to impl ement ­
these wind f a rms . The ma j o r  mot ivat ion is money for the compan i e s  j7 
and a s e l e c t  f ew o f  land owne r s . I sugge s t  that a c omprehensive 
Av ian s tudy be c onduc t e d , docume nting the obs e rvat ion s i tes and 
t ime and d a t e s  involved . Extensive t es t ing mus t  be conducted on 
e l e ctronic c ommun icat ions int e r f e r e nce . I nd i c a t i ons by the two 
companies that the cumu l at ive e f f e c t  of n o i s e  may exceed t he 
a l lowable l im 1 t s  is p a s s e d  o f f  w i t h  no s o l ut i o n .  F inal ly , you mus t  
we i oh t h e  bene f i t s  f or t h e  county aga inst t h e  negative s . T h e r e  i s  
very l i t t l e  bene f i t  to t h e  Count y a s  a who l e . 

James C .  Gleason 

C1�. /\:;· 0 J. , · 
· 

{ _7..,....,..-v.... ) �-- c:-"""� t:. <- .J..-.-
She r i f f , WSP . Re t i r e d  
4 0 9  Hoctor Road 
Go ldend a l e . Wa . 9 8 6 2 0  
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Response to Apri l 1 0, 1 995 Letter From james C. G leason 

1 .  Project-related noise levels generated by the proposed Washington Windplant #1 were 
estimated assuming a "worst-case" scenario as defined in Section 2.9.4.1 of the draft EIS. 
Noise levels were estimated using an industry-standard noise model (NOISECALC) and 
methodology. (Refer to the response for Terry Walker comment no. 6 for a detailed 
description of the methodology.) Noise levels at Receptor 7 (along Hoctor Road southwest 
of the Miller Road intersection) were estimated to be approximately 38 dBA ·· It  ·is unlikely 
that noise from the windpower facility would be audible at this location because estimated 
noise levels would not exceed background noise levels. 

In response to concerns regarding low-frequency noise, the aerodynamic noise from wind 
turbines can include low-frequency impulse noise produced by the interaction of the rotor 
blades with small scale air turbulence patterns. Low-frequency noise is most commonly 
associated with wind turbines substantially larger than those proposed for this Project and 
with wind turbines in a downwind configuration (air passes around the tower before 
encountering the turbine blades). Turbulence created by the tower structure results in a 
low-frequency impulse noise in addition to the general aerodynamic noise from the rotors. 
This impulse noise often involves sound frequencies below the normal audible range. 
These frequencies are experienced more as a vibrational impulse that is felt rather than 
heard as a steady droning noise (Jones & Stokes Associates 1985). Studies have shown that 
low-frequency noise can have adverse health effects. However, low-frequency noise is 
typically not an issue with the types of wind turbines proposed for this Project. The 
proposed wind turbine design and proposed upwind configuration would minimize low­
frequency impulse noise from the rotors. Section 2.9.4.2 includes mitigation to address the 
potential for noise standards to be exceeded. 

2. See Section 2.12.3.2 of the draft EIS, as modified by Part 3 of this document, for mitigation 
measures to avoid impacts to communication signals. See also responses to the comment 
letter from Cellular One. A voidance of impacts will require careful siting of individual 
turbines during final design. 

3. Comments noted. 

4. See General Response No. 10. The field biologists observed by this commentor likely were 
making fixed point and incidental observations because some survey stations were 
established along Hoctor Road (see Section 3.4.2 of the Avian Technical Report). The 
Avian Study Plan used well-established and accepted methods (see response to WDFW 
comment no. 5). Surveys were conducted systematically. (See Figure 3-3 in the Avian 
Technical Report for the grid of fixed stations used to survey the area, including sampling 
of the ridge.) 

Western bluebirds were recorded during field surveys and the potential impacts were 
identified (Section 4.3.1 [page 4-37] and Section 5.3.2 [page 5-19]) of the Avian Technical 
Report). Although cedar waxwings were not observed during the surveys, they are one 
of the passerine bird species that occur in seasonally variable numbers in eastern 
Washington (Wahl and Paulson 1977; Ennor 1991). Potential impacts to passerine birds are 
described in Section 2.5.4.1 of the draft EIS. 
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5. See the response to comment no. 4 above regarding ridge observations. As described in 
Section 2.5.4 in the draft EIS, the Rock Creek pair of peregrine falcons would be at some 
risk of collision with wind turbines if the Project is developed, in particular by developing 
in the eastern portion of the Project site. As part of consultation under Section 7 of the 
Endangered Species Act, the USFWS is determining whether the Project would jeopardize 
the continued existence of the peregrine falcon in the Columbia River Gorge. 

6. See the response to your comment no. 4. Section 2.5.3 of the draft EIS and Section 4 of the 
Avian Technical Report describe sightings of various species by season. The commentor's 
observation of bird species on the Project site is consistent with the observations made by 
the field biologists during the survey. (Also see response to comment no. 14 from Central 
Cascade Alliance.) 

7. Comments noted. See also General Response Nos. 1 and 4. 
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930 Sunnyside Blvd. 
Everett, W A 98105 
Aprll 15, 1995 

Mr. Curt Dreyer, KUcldt3t County Planning Department 
ll8 West Matn 
Goldendale, WA 98620 

De:lr Mr. Dreyer: 

This is a leter of conditional support for the CARES and Kenetecb wind farm 
proposals. 

I am a former Boein� en�neer and farmer, and a member of the Snohomish PtJD 
Citizens .\dvisory Committee on power sources, keenly interested in finding 
alternatives to the proiUeratlon of natural �as-tired power plants. Althou�h solar 
and geothermal technologies are rapld!y evolving, neither cQmpares In cost with 
present and still developin� windmills. 

I attended the drait EIS hearlnR, and believe that the projects wUl have tmpacts, 
some of which must be mitigated as much as possible. Steps should be t3ken to 
mltl!!;ate avian Impacts upon raptors. Road construction and other impacts upon 
soils and plants should be minimized, and attention paid to prevent spread of noxious 
weeds. Noise will not be a problem, ft"ith the possible esception of limited local 
areas. I heard no comments on esthetics of the windfanns or possible Interference 
with microwave transmissions. DaviD!!: driven past and flown over the larl!;e 
wtndfarms in tbe Tehachapi and Palm Springs areas, I believe that there will be few 
si�iiicant problems of any nature. 

The windiarm projects should therefore be approved, subject to the following 
conditions: 

1. Avian impacts should be minimized, t3king advant3ge of the menslve 

1 

research already under way by Kenetecb and others, includlnl!: the work at tbe 2a University of Pittsburgh referred to by one of the speakers at the hearing on an 

2 b ultrasound or RF curtain to prevent bird tntruslon, and the use of self-supportiDI!: 
(non-guyed) towers. Construction should be phased so as to lnst3ll the windmills 2C 
approachln� the oak and white pine treellnes lasL Bird fli5tht habits should be 
monitored during project construction. Kenetech bas found the avbn problem to be 2d hl!!;hly site-specific, with a no-kill esperlence at  a site in Minnesota. 

1 
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2. Construction roads should be planned so ru as possible to coincide 
with the eventual sen1c:e roads needed, to avoid sensitive areas and to minimize 
ll1nd erosion and transport of noxious weed seeds. l!pon completion of tbe projects, 
the maintenance roads should be c:losed to the public:, altbouRb at least one public: 
vtemng lookout and interpretative center should be provided. 

3. As Installation ofthe turbines approaches treellnes, Impact upon deer, 
squirrels and other mldlife should be monitored. Ia an enreme (and aaupec:ted) 
situation, It might be that mndmllls should not be sited as c:lose to the treelines as 
presently sboWD in the plans. 

4. Noise oi" opera tin� mndmills sboul be monitored in at least three or 
four ofthe st:!tlons shown In the CARES Draft EIS, both to establish any 
requirement tor acoustic: treatment ot· the towers and nacelles oi" windmills nearest 
present or possible future residences, and for use in planning future wtndfarms. 

5. The projects should not be scaled bacl' • .\s they are planned, they are 
hardly more than demonstration projects. Ia the case oi the Snohomish PtJD, the 1/3 
putlclpatlo11 ln the Kenetech project now being considered amounts to only about 1 
lfl per cent oi our avera�e load demand. 

I be projects should be permitted. No better alternative bas been proposed. 

l 

3a 

3b 

4 

5 
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Responses to Apri l  1 5, 1 995 Letter from joe Heineck 

1 .  Comments noted. Mitigation measures to address avian impacts, road construction 
impacts, and noxious weeds and identified in the draft EIS and in the Preferred Alternative 
described in Part 2 of the document. 

2a. See the response to WDFW comment no.  15. Some approaches, such as the use of 
ultrasound to prevent bird intrusion, have not yet been sufficiently tested for widespread 
application. 

2b. As described in Section 1 .4 of the draft EIS, turbine towers would not include guy wires, 
thereby eliminating the potential for collision with those wires. 

2c. Comment noted. Phased (Sub Area Development) alternatives are considered in the draft 
EIS. The Preferred Alternative described in Section 2 of this document incorporates 
phasing and would restrict development on the eastern portion of the site pending an 
additional season of winter bald eagle monitoring. 

2d. Establishing specific monitoring requirements is part of the Section 7 consultation process 
with the USFWS and the permitting process with Klickitat County. Monitoring was 
identified as a potential mitigation strategy on page 2-58 of the draft EIS and is included 
in the Preferred Alternative described in Part 2 of this document. 

3a. The draft EIS identifies mitigation that would include routing roads to avoid habitats 
sensitive to invasion by noxious weeds to the maximum extent possible. 

3b. The draft EIS identifies "installing signs to direct users to existing public areas where the 
development could be viewed" as a mitigation measure. 

4. Monitoring of non-avian wildlife is not identified as a mitigation measure because impacts 
are not expected to be significant. Oak woodlands, the primary habitat of western gray 
squirrels, would be substantially avoided by the Project. The Preferred Alternative, 
described in Part 2 of this document, also includes on-site and off-site enhancement/ 
preservation to mitigate loss of habitat value for oak woodland. See also response to 
comment 21p in the April 17, 1995 WDFW letter. 

5. The comment regarding monitoring noise emissions from three or four stations is noted. 
The draft EIS addressed impacts from construction and operation of the Proposed Project. 
Comments referring to the CARES draft EIS are not applicable to the Proposed Action 
considered in this EIS. 
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KENETECI'I WINDPOWEFI 

April l 7, 1 995 

Mr. Curt Dreyer 
Director 
Klickitat County Planning Department 
228 West Main Street, Room 1 50 
Goldendale, W A 98620 

Re: Washington Windplant No. l 
DEIS Comments 

Dear Mr. Dreyer: 

J..E'\ET£1 :11  \\ 1'\111'11\\ F.lt. 1:\C. 
:i4HJ :""un .. unu- :'tt·•·••l 
San Frum·i .. t·u. (:.\ 'J t I l l  
TEL: 1 1 3-:I'IH-3112.; 

F.\\:  1 1 �·9H�·IliU2 

Enclosed are the comments of KENETECH Windpower, Inc. regarding the draft EIS for 
the above project in the Columbia Hills area of Klickitat County. Thank you for the 
opportunity to comment on this project. 

Sincerely, 

�� 
Steven P. Steinhour 
Director, Lands and Permits 

Enclosure 
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� (41$1 442� 
FAc::5INIU: (41$} 442-1010 
Wmu's DIIIEcr Dw.: (4LS) 442-1543 

VIA MESSENGER 

Mr. Steve Steinhour 
Director of Lands and Permits 
KENETECH Windpower, Inc. 
500 Sansome Street 
San Francisco, Ca 94111  

B ROB EC K 
PH LEGER. & 
HAR.R.ISON 
AnoaNnl AT LAw 

April 13, 1995 

Re: Jojnt NEPA/SEPA PElS for Washington Windplant # 1 
Dear Steve: 

5PLu STUZT Tofta 
ONE M.wtrr 

SAN FRANCSCO 
CwFoaNIA 94105 

Pursuant to your request, the following is a summary of our general 
comments on the Joint NEPA/SEPA Draft Environmental Impact Statement for 
Washington Windplant # 1  (the "PElS"), as well as page references to the pages in the 
PElS which correspond to the numbered issues below. Also enclosed is a copy of the 
PElS, marked to show our specific comments. Please note that the comment, "See Issue 
[#)", which appears throughout the marked PElS, refers to the numbered issues below. 
In addition. please note that we have reviewed the PElS for compliance with NEPA, but 
not for compliance with Washington's SEPA 

L Traditional Cultural Properties <:rCPs"): Will the consultation with 
the Yakama Indian Nation regarding TCPs be completed in time for inclusion of the 
information in the FEIS? What will be done if TCPs are discovered? 

Pgs. S-10; 2-69 

2. Turbine Modification: The PElS suggests the relocation or 
modification of turbines as a potential mitigation if studies reveal disproportionately high 
levels of avian mortality. 

Pgs. S-15; 1-18; 2-58; 2-59 

We would recommend adding the following language to the DEIS to clarify this 
measure: 

'll,..h..:k Bait and Oort lnttmanonal Officft 

1 

2 
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Mr. Steve Steinhour 

B ROB E C K  
PHUGER & HARRISON 
Ano11un At La• 

April 13, 1995 
Page 2 

Modifications to turbine/tower design features would be made based on 
monitoring data from the first phases of development. Modification of 
prior phases would not include replacement of capital items (e.g., rotors, 
towers, nacelles) but would be limited to relocation within the Project site 
of turbines associated with disproportionately high levels of avian mortality, 
painting turbine rotors, or other measures not requiring capital 
expenditure. 

Due to the complexity of the collision issue, a determination to modify turbines 
based on "disproportionate mortality" would be based on consideration of all of 
the factors discussed below rather than on any single quantitative formula. As 
part of the monitoring program, a team of biologists would submit sufficient 
information on these factors to allow BPA to have the data to make any necessary 
modification decisions. 

a. Number of Annual Mortalities Per Turbine. Large comparative 3 differences in the number of mortalities per turbine might indicate the need for 
modifications. In the absence of such large differences, however, this factor 
probably cannot be considered alone due to the limited statistical basis upon 
which to estimate the number of avian mortalities at each turbine. 

b. Disprqportjonate RepresematiQn of a Particular Species. A 4 
large number of mortalities of a particular species must also be factored into the 
modification decision due to enhanced concern for potential effects on that 
species population and further support for theories that something in that species' 
behavior, foraging strategy or flight mechanics makes collision avoidance with that 
particular turbine configuration problematic. 

3. Aesthetics: This section should include the same types of modeling 5 
caveats as are included in the noise section � all turbines may not be 120'; it is 
unclear how many turbines will be placed in each string, etc.) (see page 2·101 for noise 
caveats). 

Pg. 2-73 
4. Format: The PElS does not appear to comply with the following 

technical requirements of the CEQ regulations: 

a. The cover memo should contain a list of 
responsible/cooperating agencies and a one-paragraph 

6 
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Mr. Steve Steinhour 

b. 

B ROB E C K  PHLEGER &. 
HARRISON April 13, 1995 

Page 3 

abstract of the EIS. 40 C.F.R. fl502.11(a), (e). Cover Memo, 
pg. i. 

The alternatives section should identify the BPA's preferred 
alternative, if one exist&. 40 C.F.R f1502.14(e). 

c. The list of preparers should include the preparers' 
qualifications (expertise, experience, professional disciplines). 
40 C.F.R. §1502.17. Fact Sheet, pg. ii. 

d. The DEIS should include an index. 40 C.F.R. §1502.10(j). 

We suggest that you consult with BPA to determine whether BPA believes that these 
minor format issues should be remedies, and if so bow. 

Please do not hesitate to contact either Sue or me if you have any 
questions with regard to this matter. 

Very truly yo//l r 
t:t:JJ 

Enclosure 
cc: Susan R. Diamond, Esq. 

IIPHSFI\MR1\01HI10.WP 
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WlNTHllOP, STIMSON, PUTNAM & ROBERTS 

March 3 1 ,  151515 

K I I Q B A ll � ll ll  

1'0 :  STEVE STBDBOtJR 
FROM: DONALD CARR 

Bera are auqgeated edit• for the Waahinqton DEIS . 
1 .  Rider 1•19 

2 .  Rider 1-22 

3 .  Rider 2-40 

4 .  Rider 2-u 

·�.c .. 

ID addition , these co2 and NO air eaiaaions 
aaaociated with gaa-fired fac!lities aay have 
adverse effects on wildlife and forest 
re.ources vhich ahould be conaidered in the 
compariaon. 

In fact , pollutant loadings from aucb toaail 
fuel capacity could have adverae effects on 
avian habitat potentially aa great or greater 
than bird losaea attributable to windplant 
collisions . 
Tb• project-related [ i ]mpacta to non-avian 
wildlife involved in • • • • 

In addition, the overall environmental 
consequences and habitat value diminution 
cauaed by air , water and bazardoua waate 
releaaea aasociated with any other energy 
form or generating facility would likely be 
greater than the proj ect impacts . 

7 

8 

9 

Tbeae lava contain prohibitions on taking 
individual a of protected apeciea which were 1 Q priaarily deeigned to penalize active , 
intentional conduct aucb aa unpermitted 
bunting or commercial uae . There have bean 
conflicting court deciaion• about whether and 
in what circuaetancee theae prohibitions 
apply to unintentional conduct auch aa the 
construction or aaintenance of facilitiea 
with Which birds or. other protected apeciea 
might collide or otherwise be harmed . trSPWS 
iaeued an April 28 , 19514 memorandum whiCh 
tocueea the inquiry in theae circuaatancea on 
the vindpover developer • •  efforts to reduce 
ths t.pacta on wildlife and to develop aafar 
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5 .  Rider 2 -55 

vindpover technoloc;y, rather than vievinv 
individual collisions aa violations of the · lav . OSFWS haa not yet cSeter11ined whether 1 Q particular avian acrtality permit• vill be 
required for vindplant installation , insofar 
aa it vill not consicSer takings violations to 
occur vber• the operator ia axezociaill9 such 
appropriate care. 

Whether or not a per.it for ltaited takiftq of 
protected specie• i• iaaued, the usrws .. y 
direct that the vindplant be conatruc:ted aDd 
operated to .. et certain stipulations to 

· 

reduce impacts to birda an4 other wildlife. 
Stipulations could include , but are not 
liaited to , using atate-ot-the-art technology 
known to ainiaize wildlife iapacta [ e . v . , 
uain; results of research conducted by 
Xenetach • a . avian task force) , locati� 
tacilitiea avay froa kncvn avian 
concentration araaa , and achedulinq Windplant 
operation. to avoid· cSiatur�inq avian wildlife 
durinq defined critical perioda . 

This EIS evaluataa the full ranqe of 
estimated avian aortalitiea and impacts CaneS 
those relatinq to other protected wildlife 
species) Which •ight � covered �y such 
permits or stipulations , if any . 

Western bluebirds vera obeerved to aigrate 
tbrou9h the site and alae �reed on and near 
the site , and thua it 1a poasi�le that 
col lision-related acrtality and localizec! 
population iapacta could occur . 

1 1  

Comments and�sponses 
=?= 
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MAR. - 3 1 ·  95 !FR I ! l i : 06 W I NTHROP ST IMSON TEL: 202 822 082 5 

1l1e Resource Prosrnm EIS e\·�lu:tted overaU �ysttm alttrNtives, each empMsizin� 11 difftrtJ't 
mix of resourcts. For 1111 system lllt-.m;�tiv-.�. rt1n�rv11tinn io: thl' niehl'.o:t £1rinrity fi'Mlurce; 
ht.'wPvPr, l'vl'n with conservation the BrA Resource rrogr11m esrlmates that addlr:lonal genen�tln� 
resources "''UI be needed U1 the r .. c..ifi�o Nutlhwesl. Renewable ruources, includins wind po�·er. 
Cln! );h•en the next hi,;hest priority in the Resource Progr:ttn. ln .,n but two of the syst81n 
llltemtltive�. Pi"� ·fired cosentrlltioll and combustion turbine rasources are to be devek•J"'d liiO: thl' 
third highast p. iority restourr.Po: tnlll'lwinr, dl"velopment of renewAble resources sud\ as wind 
rower. Thus. combustion rurbUles 11re lderutfled as the mu)t llkely repldc..l!ull!ul C!lr renewable 
energy prole\:ts. If thu)l! pru�ls ar e •wl implemented. figure 1 . 10  illustrates BPA's nssessment 
of the relative en .. ·ironnuntnl irnp:tc� typic.,lly associated with rt50urcu coNidered by BrA. 

' )n 11 per-Mw basJS. gas-hrtd combustion rurbUles produce more carbon monoxide tllitll •ll ur 
the omer resource alttnliltlvl!) I!Vd!Udltd in ll'le Resource rrosram 1:15. includitlg other thermal 
resources. Both cogeneration nnd COtl\bu�tion turbin!$ produce a nl11tively large amount of 
carbon dioxide CCOJ. 11 ���s which has bun linkecl tf.' th-. tr"PPnhnnw PIIPrt .11nd r,lnbal w21nmng. 
< nmhu�tinn hlrbines Md. to a lesser extent. cogener11t1on lll�o produce oxides of nltro�ell (NO,). 
In contrast, alr quCIUtv ilniJ""b .. sso.:ialed wilh wind por;er development are limited to short · 
tenn incrtll!le!l in fu,;ith·e dust durin� con:;truction. "' 1\ \ � IX I - 1 1  
CogP."-.rlllnnn lllrilitiP"- llrP developed m conjw,ction with exlstlnJt heat•producing Industrial 
operartons; combustion turbines occupy 1t relittlvt!lv )uwl dluow·•t llf lAnd on 11 per MW bii.Si!. 
Tl tt!ttfote, lhe Re5ource l'rogram 1:15 cot,cludes thllt land u9£ impnct3 from cogeneration N"d 
combustio11 turbines �rt! much less than tha land use impacts from wind power FfOi«t�. whkh 
typic11lly requira large tr11cts of IMcl .llnti rllln rtPIItl' vi"-Uill impacts. (The IIMlysis dot!S not. however. 
tAkP. Into 11ccount me lartd use unpiiCtS assoc111ted with development uf lliiNrctl �!I fie!� 01 
plpelirl�. ln t�u..Utluu, wuwu:>lion lw bu1es would require water for cooling.) 

· 

1 .6 Alternatives Considered but E l iminated from 
Detailed Study 

This section briefly describes 11n 11ltem11tive 'ite th<'lt the le;�d ;�gencie� e .. ·�lu:.ted and eliminated 
from det3iled �t1.1dy N"d is. tharafore. not tvalu;.tad in P:art 2 of this EIS ThP. lbttiPo:n.lllcP 
MoWitlli.J\ Sit• WliS prP.vinu�ly rnn�it1Prl'd hy the Apphcllnt. but me AppliCIInt abandontd tM Site 
frotn considerlltlon b11sed on Its lnltilll assessment of posslbll' .euvirutUIII!IIt.tl impacl5 Md 011 a 
ll'tlt!r frum d tt! Depa•ltnet1l of Ener�y (JWie 25, 1993), itldict�tittg that the Record of Decision for 
wind power devtlopll\c:nt on the: site would most likely bt unfavorable. Based on an evaluation 
of this uvonnation, Kllckitat CoWity and aPA r,nntrrPti with thl' A£1plicant that the Rattlesnake 
Mnuntatn s1te would I'IOt be 11 feasible llltemlltlve for the AppUcMt. The fulluwii•K :twrurwrv 
lnfomldtiuu u11 l11t! Ro\Uit!Sillllo.e MoW"laitt Site i.s included for cornp11rbon pwposcs. 

In 1991, KENETECH Wittdpowar. lnc. rrorosed t�:> Jlt-. :�� winti Pnllr&f fl l.llnt along the rtdgellne 
,t thl' Kattlesnake HiUs. toc11ted · on the Hanford Nuclear ReservAtion In south central 
Washlngron. A purtluu uf till! windiJIAnl sile WIIS loc11ted within the southemmost edge of the 
1 Cr8.ooo-hect��re (650-square-mUe) Nntion.,l £nvironmenttl Re�arch Park at Hanlord (the 
Rase11rch !'ark), astllbUshtd by Congress in 1977. Within the sout!'IP.mtn(lo:t Pl'lt" nt thP l'llrk ic 
thP �1 .1XIIl•hl'rtlll1' (1 2U�qullre-mlle) And wds Ecology Reserve (Reserve). Slnct 1967, It hils 
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wind, 11 renew11ble l'!fOurte. ft;�r pt11oll!r Sf"''"tinn IIJ'Icl we>uld not result in tho irrevenible or 
imtrie,·able commitment of resources since areas of the site occupied by Project features could 
be retunll:d tU cty;ri�ulturotl u� (uiJuwi.IIJ( d�!o:ORUl\i:i$iUI'LUIJ( u( Lf� r�L 
OtferrinR approval would providt tilnt for additional studies of avian UN, but could result in 
rarll'l"lllllinn nt thP l'rtljl"rt 1'1111" ttl tllf' Arrlirant's rnntnlrhllll nhli�titln� ttl l11"1ivl"r rnwl"r. Thi� 
would eUmltlllte an opportunity ro demonstrate a commerctal-teale wtndpower project In Washinr,ton and could ultimately ���d to development of additional fossU fuel pnetatinS 
resources as discussed in S.Ctlon 1.4 (No Action) witt. comparatively sruttr environmental 
lmrar:tc nn a r"r-MW hllt:ic .• ln lltltlitinn, rllnrf!lllltlnn nt thl" Prnjl"''t wn11ltl "llminlltl" II Mllrt'l" nt 
tncome to the agriCUltural pr perty owners with whom che Applicant hAS entered Into easement 
a�reements. Given the rei ti'lrely low �vel of expected impacts that would result from 
coNtruetion and o�ration of he Project with the mitigation measure� identified in Section 1.1.5 
And P11rt 2 of this El5. thl! .Mfits of 11pprov11l 11t thiJ time m11y outweigh the benefits of 
addldonal studies. 

Alternatives Or;an Envir(lntnMral lmf'l.llrr !illltP.ment 
washln�ton Wind plant " 1  

rebruary 1 995 
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2.4.6 Restricted Areas Alternative 

Environmental review for the proposed Project revealed no areas that should be restricted frolrt 
development based on ilnpacts to wildlife. However, impacts to western gray squirrels would 
be reduced by avoidl.r!g development in oak habitat to the I!Wdmum extent possible. 
2.4.7 Subarea Development Alternative 

2.4.7.1 Environmental Impacts 
This alternative would restrict Phase 1 project development to either the western area (Option 1)  or east<entral area (Option 2)  of the site as shown on Flgure 1.8. Table U.S shows the habitat 
types that would be disturbed during construction of each of these options. Both options would 
reduce Phase 1 impacts to Oregon white oak habitat. relative to the Proposed Action. Option 1 
would result in Phase 1 loss of 2 hectares (5 aaes) of this habitat type; Option 2 would result 
In loss of 8 hectares (19 acres). Oregon white oak provides habitat for the western gray squirrel. 
Option 2 would avoid disturbance to the large western habitat complex described in 
Section 2.3.3. Option 1 would avoid disturbance of juniper habitat, which supports the juniper 
hairstreak. Both options would avoid development In cliffs, talus, or rock outaops--areas that 
provide habitat for bats, inducting federal candidate species &I'd reptiles. 

Both options would limit Project construction activities to a specific area of the site. This would 
reduce impacts to wildlife with1arger ho�r�e ranges by alloWing them access to areas that would 
be relatively undisturbed by human activity. 
2.4.7.2 Mitigation 
Mitigation would generally be the same as listed for the Proposed Action in Section 2.4.4.2. 

2•4•8 � R l clJJI l- 4 o �•pacts te l'I&A a•<ian '"'Ucfli/4 caurad 8,_ roject construction and operation would be avoided 
if the agencies do not issue the required pe 'ts and approvals. However, ongoing agricultural 
and grazing activities would continue. A · tural use could include future dearing of Oregon 
white oak, which provides habitat for the w tem gray squirrel, and juniper saviMah. which 
provides habitat for the juniper halrstreak.. ¥ 

2.4. 9 Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts · 
No non·avlan federally threatened or endangered species would be affected by the Project or 
alternatives. Primary habitat Crock and talus areas) for the northem sagebrush Uzard (federal 
candidate) ls not expected to be affected by the Project. Primary roosting habitats (rock and cliff 
areas) for the fringed myotis and smaU-Eooted �r�yotis (federal candidates) would generally not 
be affected, although the Project would create the potential for bat collisions with wind turbines. 
The amount of Priority Habitat that would be re�r�oved Is minor In relation to that available on 
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• Ridge face. This unit indudes the steep. south-facing slopes and clUEs of the ridge situated 
on the southern edge of the study area. The study unit, which parallels State Route 14 
(SR·l4), begiN approximately 1 kilometer (0.6 mile) west of Juniper Point and continues 
about 13 Jdlometers (8 miles) easl 

2.S.2 Regulations, Standards, and Guidelines 
Klickitat County's Comprehensive Plan has established an overaU goal of ldentlfying and 
preserving wildlife. 

As with the animal species discussed in Section 2.4, avian species can be llsted as threatetted or 
endangered at the federal level and as threatened. endangered, or otherwise sensitive at the state 
level. These federal and state classifications are summarized in Table 2.3.1. At the federal level, 
species listed as threatened or endangered are protected under the authority of the Endangered 
Species Act Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act requires federal agencies to consult with 
the USFWS on actions leading to activities that may affect listed threatened or endangered 
species. Other federal laws include the Migratory Bird Treaty Act &rid the Bald and Colden j?le Protection Act.R l J A.V 1, _ 4 4 
In Washingto�tate management classifications include "sensitive" and "monitor" in addition 
to threatened and endangered. Stat�listed threatened or endangered species are not specifically 
protected by state statute or regulation, but are listed to assist with agency management efforts 
and decision making. Species may be listed at the state level because of rarity, vulnerability to 
disturbance, or other factors� Communal bald eagle roosts and rleSt sites are protected under 
WAC 232-12-292, the Washington State Bald Eagle Protection Rules. 

2.5.3 Affected Environment 

2.5.3.1  Special-Status Species 
General 
Consultation Wlth resource agencies, literature review, and review of· habitats in the Project 
vicinity identified 22 special-status bird species that could potetttlally be present on or near the 
Project site. Table 2.5.1 Usts the federal and state status of these species, as wen as their habitat 
associations. One species-the peregriJie falcon-Is federally Usted as endangered. The bald 
eagle is federally listed as threatened. Six other species (black tem, bunowtng owl, western sage 
grouse, northern goshawk. long·billed curlew, and fem.Jginous hawk) are c:anctidates for Usting 
under the Endangered Species Act. Peregrine falcon and bald eagle are also Usted as stat� 
endangered and threatened, respectively. Sa.ndhW crane is a stat�Usted endangered species, but 
is not federally Ustecl. 

Of the 22 special-status spec:lts that could potentially use or fly over the Project site, seven 
(westem sage grouse, gray flycatcher, bwToWlrlg owl, grasshopper sparrow, bank swallow, 
black tern, and sage sparrow) were not observed in the study area nor were they Usted as 
present by the WDFW Pri,ority Habitats and Species data base. While these species may be 
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Other Special-status Species 
Special-status species that would be most vulnerable to collisions with turbines due to the rtsk 
factors described in Table 2..5.4. include golden eagle, Swainson's hawk, and western bluebird. 
Although golden eagle most frequently use areas of the Project site that would not be developed 
with wind turbines, the foraging behavior of golden eagles makes them relatively susceptible to 
collisions with wind turbines. Golden eagle mortality at the AppUcant's windplant in Altamont 
Pass in Califomta was the third-highest of all species (Biosystems A.nalyslS, 1992). Because 
golden eagles breed at low densities and only one active nest has been vertfted in the primary 
study area (two in the extended study area), any mortality that did occur could affect the local 
breedl:ng population. In 1990, golden eagle populations in Washington were estimated at 
80 breedl:ng pairs (Rodrick and Milner, 1991). 
Because of its foraging habitat preferences and foraging Bight behavior, Swainson's hawk would 
be vulnerable to collisions with turbines. Eighteen individuals were observed on site. Two 
hundred and twenty-eight Swainson's hawk territories have been documented in Washington. 

W'f!"I'I
H!���we��Q5ei'¥E!�Hl'IWl!lte-thn:n:rg:ft-tl��llftCI!-Umrrel!!lt11;rrJnctmiTt!i,e site, 

However, as a 
n are raptors 

d suggest that a 
uring migration. 

ln addition, it would be highly unusual for these bird! to follow such a defin migration route. 
Western bluebirds are believed to move through the County in a relatively road front, whidt 
includes the Project site. Bluebirds have been observed in other locations n I<lic:kitat County 
such as Lyle, 35 km (21 mUesl west of the Project stte (Wahl and Paulson, 991). 
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Responses to Apri l 1 7, 1 995 Letter from KEN ETECH Windpower 

1 .  See General Response No. 5. 

2. Comment noted. 

3. Because of the small level of mortality per turbine, as has been found at other sites (as 
described in Section 5.2 of the Avian Technical Report), several years of data may be 
required to obtain statistically significant differences in mortality. 

4. The species affected would likely be a consideration of any monitoring plan. Emphasis on 
monitoring would likely be on those species having a disproportionately higher mortality 
or on those with special protection under the Endangered Species Act. 

5. Comment noted. Part 3 of this document modifies the text of Section 2.7.4.1 of the draft 
EIS to address these comments. 

6. The cover memo has been modified to address this comment. This document identifies a 
Preferred Alternative in Part 2. A list of preparers and qualifications is included in the 
Appendix of this document. A detailed Table of Contents was included in the draft EIS 
and also serves as an index. 

7. Part 3 of this document modifies the text of Section 1 .5.4 of the draft EIS to acknowledge 
this issue. See also General Response No. 4. 

8. Comment noted. Although pollutant loadings from fossil fuel plants are known to have 
adverse effects on forest resources and other habitats, there is insufficient information 
available to conclude that avian losses on a per-MW basis from fossil fuel plants would be 
"as great or greater than" avian losses attributable to windplant collisions. 

9. A comparison of the Proposed Action with other electrical generating alternatives is 
included in Section 1 .5.4 of the draft EIS and in BPA' s Resource Program EIS, which is 
incorporated by reference. 

10. Comment noted. The EIS has been corrected as indicated in Part 3 of this document. See 
also General Response No. 9. 

1 1 .  Comment noted. 
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Dear Klickitat County Commissioners. 

RECEIVED 

I":J. • ( I ''""""-r .. ' � ·  . ��..:,..; 

BOARD 01 COMMISSIONlRS 
Kl!CKllAI COUNTY 

April 1 4  1 995 

We would like to voice our support of the Columbia Hills Windplant that has been 
proposed by Kenetech Windpower. We believe that encouraging alternative sources 
of energy should be a top priority for public officials everywhere. and that compared to 
coal-fired. nuclear-powered or hydro-based projects. windpower is likely to have the 
least negative impacts to the environment. 

There are some concerns. however. as to avian deaths and impacts to native plant 
societies. Having been involved with the advisory group that Kenetech formed from 
community members. we believe that the company is willing to take the necessary 
steps to mitigate these problems. As one of the lead agencies. the Commissioners of 
this county need to make sure that all possible steps are taken. to insure that the 
developers of this project comply with the necessary laws for protecting the natural 
resources of the area. This does not mean. however. that all new projects must be 
automatically rejected as some people would like to believe. We would encourage 
you to look carefully at the alternatives discussed in the mitigation recommendations of 
the DEIS for Washington W indplant #1 , and with the assistance of wildlife biologists. 
approve the permits needed. with conditions requiring continued monitoring of the 
area's wildlife. 

Sincerely. 

� �l� 
Larry M iles 

/t(&dm-� 
Modena Miles 

P.O. Box 907 
Lyle, W A 98635 

1 

2 

Final Envi ronmental Impact Statement 
Washington Windplant #1 

Comments and Responses 

May 1 99 5  4-1 57 



Comments and Responses 

4-1 58 

Final  Environmental Impact Statement 
Washington Windplant #1 

May 1 995  

' 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
f .. 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



' 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
.I 
1 
I 
I 
I 
.I 
I 

Response to Apri l 1 4, 1 995 Letter from Larry and Modene Miles 

1 .  Comments noted. The Bonneville Power Administration has already addressed some of 
the comparative environmental impacts associated with these sources of energy in the 
environmental impact statement for its 1992 Resource Program (USOOE-BP A, February 
1993), which is incorporated by reference. 

2. Klickitat County is the SEPA lead and Conditional Use Permitting agency. As part of this 
permit review and approval process, each of the alternatives will be evaluated based upon 
information and the evaluation provided in the EIS. After reviewing the evaluation, 
reviewing the Planning staff report, and conducting a public hearing, the Klickitat County 
Board of Adjustment will make a decision about whether to issue the Conditional Use 
Permit and, if so, the conditions that will be attached to the permit for monitoring and 
mitigation. 
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- . 
TO 

National Audubon Society 
.,_ ........, QOiar 

Bonneville Power Administration 
905 NE 11th Avenue 
Portland. OR 97232 
Attention: Kathy fisher 

Dear Ms. Fisher: 

S» AUDUIIOtt 1'1..4CZ St� C4 nGS tllf# 41-11» 

April 17, 1995 

RE: Comms;nts of the NatjonaJ Audubon Society. on the proped Wgbinpm Wjndplant #1 jn the Columbia Hills. KUdsatlt Cpunty. WA. 
The National Audubon Society opposes the development of the proposed 

Washington Windplant #l in the Columbia Hills. 
Because of well-documented impacts of wind development on native bird rrw•tions� es� birds of M' in manr locations in the United States, the 

N&HAUI AU�UMR �!Dty eUDPDPln D momtoPinm in thD duvulopmunt Of wind 
· plants in importAnt bird qrms. until design improvements can be made to 
significantly lessen bird mortality. 

National Audubon relies on the analysis of our local chapters, input from 
knowledgeable wildlife agency biologists and our own professional judgment to 
help guide us in determining whether or not a particular site qualifies as an 
importAnt bjrd qrcrz. 

Local Audubon chapters indu� the Columbia Gorge Audubon Society and 
the Portland Audubon Society have presented us with sufficient information for • 
to agree with them that the site for Washington Windplant tl qualifies u an 
jmporMrd bird quq. Therefore, we believe that wind development at this site is 
premature given current design limitations and the marginal effectiveness of the proposed mitigation measures. 

' 

We understand that the proposed site possesses many habitat values for birds 
including a communal bald eagle roosting site, a golden eagle nest site, two golden 
eagle territorial ranges, a peregrine falcon territoty, a prairie falcon nest site, and 
habitat for the long-billed curlew and the westem bluebird. 

Pap l of 2  
AMERICANS COMMITTED TO CONSERVADON 

1 

2 
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Washington Windplant It 
April 17, 1995 
Pap 2 of 2  

National Audubon staH scientists have reviewed the nian studies asociated 
with the environmental review. We have conduded these studies do not 
adequately address the long tenn impacts of wind power deftlopment on kty bird 
populations. If this lite is acceptable to permitting agencies, then so wUI many, many 
more be acceptable. That means the current projeds will be c:ontributiJ18 to a mach 
grater industrial duelopment than cliscusMd in the EIS. Then II an arpnt need 
for a camulativ• imptd assessment that goes beyond the proposed project. 

National Audubon recoi!Uilends that the United States Departamd of Energy 
(DOE) do a "programmatic" impad statement - one that would assess the 
cumulative impacts in the Washington, Oregon, and California area of DOE adiorw 
in support of wind power. Such a study should assess the long-tmn impacts of the 
D11ny of thousands of wind turbines that zni&ht one day exist in the region becaase 
of government support. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this projed. 

ex: Jan Beyea, NAS 
Jim Pissot, NAS 
Portland AS 
Columbia Gorge AS 

Sincerely, 

��� 
Western Reponal Repretentatin 

3 

4 

TOTj:l, P.B2 
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NATIONAL AUDUBON SOCIETY 

J i l l  Barker 
PCB 572 
Mosier OR 
97040 

Dear Jill , 

700 Broadway 
New York NY 10003·9562 
April 1 5 ,  1 9 9 5  

Thanks for the material you sent m e  about the problem of wind turbine 
generators which k i l l  birds . I understand your concerns : I have been 
involved with this issue for at least two years as the same problems exist 
here in the San Francisco Bay area . The regional Audubon council adopted a 
strong resolution , sent to Kenetech and to the Cali forn i a  State agency 
which regulates the ir operations . It said that the Bay Area Audubon 
Chapters were opposed to any further deve lopment of wind turbines i n  this 
region until the problem of bird ki l l ing was solved . I had hoped you would 
get the Oregon counci l  to adopt a similar resolution . Such group activity 
is usually much more effective than if any one chapter or its members alone 
attack the s ituation . 

To my knowledge , no further turbines have been bui lt in this area , nor 
have applications appeared . 

I have been in contact with Jan Beyea during this period . He and 
others have been engaged with workers at Kenetech to develop a real study 
of methods that could decrease the bird k i l l ing by these machines . I do 
not think they have resolved the issue , but understand that several studies 
are underway , nontheless . 

It is not clear to me that a cage of some sort couldn ' t  be bui lt !5 
around the whirling propel lor that would de flect a signi f i cant portion of 
birds that might coll ide with them . That i s ,  after a l l  1 9th century 
technology that has worked we l l  for the last hundred years . 

I am sorry I do not have any more specific answers , but that is the 
best I can do at present . 

Sincerely , 

George El lman , Regional Board Member 
1 3 28 5  Arnold Drive 
Glen El len CA 
9 5 4 4 2  

c Western Regional Off ice , NAS 
Kathy Fisher , ECNJ 
curt Kreyer , Klickitat county � 
Jan Beyea , NAS 
A .  Feinstein 

nas\barker 
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Responses to April 1 7, 1 995 Comment Letter from the National 
Audubon Society 

1 .  The Nation Audubon Society's opposition to the Project is noted. See General Response 
No. 1 1 ,  which addresses concerns regarding the Columbia Hills as an important bird area. 

2. These species are identified and addressed in Section 2.5.3 of the draft EIS. 

3. See General Response Nos. 2 and 10. 

4. See General Response No. 2. 

5. Comment noted. 
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NoRTHWEST ENVIRONMEl\tTAL ADvocATES 
Apri l  17 , 1995 
Curt Dreyer 
Kl ickitat County Plann ing Departnent 
228  west Ma in St . ,  Room 150 · 

==. = Goldendale , WA 98620 Col-, .. -... 
............ 
�!.,';!� :;;;,:�e'ICathy F i sher . 

· 
Bonneville Power Adminiat.ration 
PO BOX 129 9 9  
Portland ,  OR 97212 

Dear Mr . Dreyer & Ms . Fis�er : 

Following are the COIIIlll&nta of Northwest Env i-ronmant:ll 1 
Advocates on �raft EDvironmeDtal Iapaat Statement CEil ) for 
tbe coulmbia WiDd rara 11 ( Proj ect) issued by �nnnAv 1 1 ] A 
Power Admin istration ( BPA ) and K l ickitat County , �ashington . 
Overa l l  NWEA i• •upportive of the projAet. 11nd bel ieve• �hat 
the comments below will improve it ' •  environmental 
performance . 

Th• F.T� 111hnn l n :  

1 .  r.n111ru•rl!' th• environmental· impaets o f  other •nergy 
producing alterna�ives such as natur a l  gas combustion 
turbin• . The a••••sment •hculd eonta i. n  oompar i c.onc of 
air pol lution impacts inc ludi ng C02' e ffects and water 
qua l ity and quantity impaota , eepec i ally ac they 
effect f ish ; ' 

2 .  account for di fferences in th is project with other 
wind ' projeota when oct imatinq cumulative raptor 
mortal ity . For instance, the use of tubu lar tower 
des ign and difforin� tur�ino end rotor deDign. We 
bel ieve that when credit is taken fer these differences 
th• eet imatcd imp�et ehould be far below the " 1 . 7  to 
5 . 8  birds per 100 turbines ; "  

3.. develop or ctloose the preferred alternative that 
•in iai zee .th� iapact on white oak and assoc iated 
habitat ; 

· 

1 

2 

3 

4 .  better identify w�stern grey squirre l habitat in 
·the project area and i.C IIH�HI:nusry outline waa to 4 ·minimize those impacts ; 

5 .  deve lop a long term monitoring program fo� raptor 5 and othez: J:,h\1 .L mvtu.:ts and ident i ty possible ll1tigat1on 
programs ; and , · 

302 Haseltm� Bldg., 133 S. W. 2nd Ave., Portlar.rl, OR 97204-l526 {503) 2�5-0490 FA.X 295·6634 
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' ·  develop s��•�•9i•• �u discourage unnecessary vehicular 
usa of the proj ect area . 

In 4etermininq cu•ulative impacts throuqh this !IS ,  tocus inq 
aolaly on �· K�CTECH and CARES projects is tbe proper scope . 
When future projects are proposed the time may be ripe tor much 
lar9c focus on the cumula tivv iapacts or wind power in Columbia 
River Gorqe . 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on thia project and wa 
look fo�ar4 to ravi�w!ng the Final EIS , 

Sincerely� 
R�G'�� 
dWer Project , Director 
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NoRTHWEST ENviRONMENTAL AnvocAJES 

. . ·, � I 

April 19 , 199 5 

CUrt Dreyer 
Xl ickitat County Planninq Department 

. 228 west Main st . , Room �50 
Goldenda l e ,  WA 98620 . 

Kathy· Fisher 
Bonneville Power Adm in istration 
PO BOX 12999 
Portland , OR 972 12 

Dear Ms . Fi sher ' Mr • .  Dreyer : 
-

Our oomments !axed on Apr i l  17th incorrectly referenced the 
Draft lnvironaenta l Iapaot statement ( li S )  for the Coulabia 
wind rarm 11 ( troj eat ) .  The proper reference i• Wathinvton 
Win4plant MO . 1 rrojact Draft •zrA/IBPA lnvir�naental 
lapact Statement . 

· 
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1 .  See General Response No. 4. 

2. These Project features are part of the design as discussed in Section 1 .4 of the draft EIS and 
the design factors are expected to reduce mortality at the site. However, the site factors 
(vegetation and topography) and avian behavioral factors (flight patterns and habitat use) 
introduce additional variables that must also be considered when estimating impacts. 
Because the relationship of these variables to avian mortality are not fully known, the 
analysis used worst-case assumptions and did not reduce predicted mortality based on 
design factors alone. 

3. Comments noted. Alternatives that minimize the loss of oak habitat are included as part 
of the environmental analysis under the Alternative Overhead Powerline Route described 
in Section 1 .5.1 of the draft EIS. In addition, measures to reduce loss of oak habitat and 
mitigate losses are included in the Preferred Alternative (see Part 2 of this document). 

4. As discussed in Section 2.4.4.1 of the draft EIS, all oak and oak/pine woodlands are 
assumed to be occupied by western gray squirrel. Measures to mitigate potential impacts 
to western gray squirrel are identified in Section 2.4.4.2 (page 2-39) of the draft EIS as 
modified by Part 3 of this document and are included in the Preferred Alternative 
described in Part 2 of this document. 

5. Support for a monitoring program is noted. Monitoring was identified as a potential 
mitigation measure in Section 2.5.4.2 (page 2-58) of the draft EIS and is included in the 
Preferred Alternative described in Part 2 of this document. 

6. The preparation of a site access plan is identified as a potential mitigation measure in 
Section 2.3.4.2 (page 2-27) of the draft EIS. Locked gates are part of Applicant's proposal. 
However, the Applicant only has easements to the Project site and does not have authority 
to regulate access provided by the landowners. 

7. Comment noted. See General Response No. 2. 
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� � � � · .: t  ; l i. J t.t(  

Kathy Fisher 
ECN3, Bonneville Power Administration 
905 NE l i th Avenue 
Portland, OR 97232 

Dear Kathy: 

PANACEA, Incorporated 
28 February, 1 995 

I have received, and preliminarily reviewed, the Draft EIS for Washington Windplant # I .  First, 
let me say I found the document generally quite good. The approach was comprehensive, and 
each aspect was given thorough. uniform coverage. I think the people at R.W Beck did a better 
than usual job. 

I do, however, have a few criticisms - most of them "quibbles:" 

• On page 2- 1 0. the direction of the drainages relative to Bigby Road are reversed - the 
west drainage is to Swale Creek, while Rock Creek lies to the east. 

• On page 2-28, any effective steps to exclude l ivestock from reseeded native 
grasslands may well be more disruptive than general construction. Fairly heavy fences 
would be required to exclude cattle. while fairly high ones would be required to 
exclude deer. If landholders were to be compensated for not running livestock for two 
or three years. the costs would be very large. 

• On page 2-88, the statement is made that manufacturing employment has fallen by 
about 8% since 1 980. I seriously doubt the accuracy of these numbers; but, assuming 
they are true in the absolute, they ignore the history of the past 14 years. In 1 980, the 
( then ) Martin Marietta Aluminum plant employed over 800 people (@ union wages). 
Since that time, employment at that facility rose to approximately 1 200, then fell  to 
about 600. Concurrently, the Boise Cascade lumber m-.11 at Goldendale and the 
Champion mill in Klickitat have closed. On the plus side cf the ledger, the Roosevelt 
Regio"lal Landfill has provided about I 00 new (albeit ver: · remote) jobs. I can think 
of no :>ther significant developments. 

• Somt table providing an estimate of the number of turt ,nes in each string should 
have oeen provided. The view simulations indicate someo 1e used some sort of guide, 
but ue information is never presented. 

As a general comment, the EIS puts too much of a "microscope" to the specifics, and fails to 
· address the broader environmental issues: 

• As a case in point, the western gray squirrel may be "state-threatened," but it is 
common in Klickitat County to the point of be,ng a nuisance. "Gray diggers·· are 
probably the single most common ( live) targets for boys with .22 rifles. The squirrel, 
some of whose nesting sites may well be disturbed by construction and the 
fragmentation of scrub oak thickets, will be the beneficiary of disturbances to the 
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PANACEA, Incorporated 
coyote, and red-tailed hawk populations. (I am assuming that rattlesnakes and the 
other raptors mentioned actually have a minimal impact on squirrel populations). At 
any rate, I am confident that - after ten years or so - predator/prey ratios will return to 
1 :  19 as seems to be universal throughout nature. 

• Red-tailed hawks are the most at risk from turbine collisions, both because of their 
numbers and because of their flight behavior. The repon correctly states these are the 
most common raptors in the project area. It might be fairer to point out that these are 
the most common raptors in the whole United States. Though they will undoubtedly 
account for most of the fatalities, they are by no means endangered. 

• Though I have not personally observed it, I believe the local peregrines primarily prey 
upon the pigeons that are common to the B urlington Nonhem Railroad tracks which 
parallel SR 1 4 .  Flocks of pigeons are common to the area below the site, feeding on 
"volunteer"' wheat growing from grain lost from railcars and farm trucks. 

I found the "Visual lmpacf' section of the EIS to be the most interesting. I have suggested to the 
County Planning Depanment (to Francine Havercroft, when she was still there ) that some 
mitigation of visual impacts be offered by providing an "interpretive Center" ( in the form of an 
observation point and wind energy museum ) on the southernmost of the two Lorena Buttes. This 
suggestion, of course, is fraught with difficulties in terms of obtaining land, building road access, 
etc. The photograph from the Stonehenge War Memorial, however, clearly shows it would be an 
excellent site for such a center. Until I saw these photographs, I had never realized how much of 
the project "cascaded" down the hills to the south. The near constant stream of visitors to the 
MOD-2 turbines ( when they were stil l  present), demonstrat.ed the public interest that exists in 
turbines: and a vie, .. rpoint at Stonehenge would be popular, instructive, and "doable.·· 

In summary. I think the study was good, and the environmental impact of the proposed project is 
acceptable. I favor development of renewable energy sources, generally, and think that Kenetech 
should be allowed to "get ori with it.'' I only hope the BPNCARES project does as well .  

Finally, I wonder if it would be possible to make this repon (and its appendices')) available on 
PC compatible diskette') For those of us with word-processing cap; .bi l ities, diskettes provide 
quick search and cross-referer cing capabilities. Reproduction and rna , ling costs would be much 
reduced. In the past. I hav•: obtained diskettes from Beck for the County Solid Waste 
Management Plan and the Moderate Risk Waste Management l 'lan. I know their word­
processing system is capable Jf providing "WordPerfect" format til :s, which would be totally 
acceptable to me. -

Warmest Regards. 

Tom Moughon 

840 Maple Drive. Goldendale. W A 98620 
(509) 773-46�2 (phone/FAX) 
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Responses to February 29, 1 995 letter from Panacea, 
Incorporated 

1 .  Part 3 o f  this document corrects this error. 

2. Comments noted; however, without livestock exclusion efforts to reseed and re-establish 
plant communities might not be successful, leading to increased spread of noxious weeds 
on the site. This situation would, in the long term, degrade the value of Project lands for 
grazing and agriculture. Therefore, the draft EIS includes mitigation that would involve 
livestock exclusion from disturbed areas until vegetation is successfully re-established. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

Comments noted. 

Part 3 of this documents adds this information to Table 2.3.5 of the EIS. 

The commentor may be confusing the western gray squirrel with a similar-looking species, 
the Columbian ground squirrel. The ground squirrel is very common and visible in the 
area. Western gray squirrels are rarely seen because they tend to remain near woodlands. 

The observation regarding the distribution and abundance of the red-tailed hawk is noted. 

Peregrine falcons are most likely to forage near the Columbia River, but they are known 
to travel widely while foraging, including to areas well away from the river. Because of 
this, and because peregrine falcons were observed near areas proposed for turbine 
development, the possibility of mortality cannot be dismissed, although this EIS concludes 
the probability would be low. 

Comment noted. The draft EIS and the Preferred Alternative identified in Part 2 of this 
document discuss this issue. Mitigation analyzed in the Preferred Alternative, if adopted 
as conditions to the Conditional Use Permit, would require the Applicant to provide 
signage to public areas, such as Stonehenge, from where the wind development could be 
viewed. 

Comment noted. 
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I Response to Comment Letter Dated March 22, 1 995 from 
Porteous Mines 

1 .  Comments regarding the Project are noted. I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

Final Environmenta l lmpad Statement 
Washington Windplant #1 

Comments and Responses 

May 1 995 4-1 79 



Comments and Responses 

4-1 80 

Final  Environmental Impact Statement 
Washington Windplant #1 

May 1 995 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 



I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

TO : 

rROM: 

SUBJECT :  

DAT E :  

Kat h y  �i sh�r , ECN3 
B·:mn �vi l l ,;, Pow,;,r Admi n i st r at i c•n 

905 N� 1 1 t h Av�nu,;, 
Por t i and ,  OF.: 97::3::: 

Lynn Her r i ng ,  Conser vat i on Cornrr.i t t eoe 
Por t l an o  Audubon Soc i �t y  
5 1 5 1  NW Cor n ,;, l l F.:oad 
P•:>r t l anC:, OF: 972 1 0  

Proposed Wi nOOJC•wer rac i l i t y  Si t i n g s  i n  t h e  Col umb i a  Gor ge 
and sped f i c a l l y  th� p r oposed Wash i ng t on Wi ndp l ant lt1 
in t h e- Col umb i a  Hi l l s .  Kl i c k a t at Coun t y ,  Wash i ng t on 

Ap r i  1 1 7 ,  1995 

I aro• wr i ':: i ng •:m P�hal f o::o f -:h� �=>c.r t l an d  Audubon So·: i et y , Con ser vat i on 
Commi t t e,;. ,  t c• e:r;pr ess our ov�r a ; 1 c on •: er n s ab•:.ut propos�d w i n d P•:>wer fa•: i l i  t y  
si t i n g s  i n  t h e  Co l um� i a  � i v�r Gor g ,;.  and r ,;. l a t ed i mp ac � s  upon wi l d l i ' � .  Tne 
(Jor g e  i!: ar1 l lloP •::J;· t at1 t llol � r a t c•r y c •:•r r • d •:lr fo:o,. avi ar' fauna and h orole t o  n·,any 
u n 1 ou,;. w 1 l d l 1 f e ana o l an t  s p ec i ,;. s .  The Gor g e  i s  most o e f i n i t e l y  a n  i mpor t an t  
b t r d a r ,;. a .  

Whi : e  w e  wi sh t o:o  add r ess t h e  c �r r en t l y p r opos,;,d Kenet ec h / CAPES w i n d  f a r m  s i t e  
a l •:1n9 t n �  ': . •  , l ur,.:: i �?. H: l i s  s·;.uth�-3�t  ( �  f3,, l d�nij a l t- ,  w �  c a l l f ,:.r a fl, l l �  
c umu l at 1 v� e f f ec t s  ana: ysi s t o  adcr ,;.ss a ! l p r opos•d w i nG farms i n  t h e  3or g e .  

A ' t er a l l ,  t n t  c umu i at • v,;. i mpac t s  o f  Was� 1 n g t o� Wi ndcl ant � �  a � �  over 400 w i n d  
t ur : : n-c-S •:1t"! n ��X ! )· 1 .:! , ('({1 d ( T o!-S :. •, j � St t h� f:."c-fi�t e-·: �1/ ,::AP.ES :! T (1_J E" C t  i !  1:•t1 l y  
p a n  c• f a i ar· ger s•: er1an c• f o:or pr ·:•P •:lsed w i n e  P •:.wer d ev e l opment i n  t h e  Gor g e .  

-he w i n e power i n o u s � r y  h a s n o t  yet o r oven t h at i t s  t ur b i n e s d o  not dest r oy 
s i gn i f i c an :  numo,;.rs of b : r d s  an j / o:;or t h e i r haoi t at s .  S i n c e  t h e  Col umb i a  Gor g e  
i s  a.n i :;oc•:•r t at1 ": b i r c  ar � a .  w E>  rrou s '.;  oo o o:•s ,;. a ! l w i n d  fan;os i n  t h E>  ar E-a , unt i l  
t � e  i n dust r y  oes1 g n ;  t u r b 1 n e s  t h at d o  not k i l l  b 1 r d s or t a � ,;.  t n ,;. i r  h a� i t a t . 

A·: ·: or d i nc; l y .  wt- ·=·�OC•S • ·  t il �  o r •:>Pc•s,;.d wash i n g t on W i n d o l ant # : ,  i n t h e  C ' l ulilb i a  
H i l l s ,  K l i c k i t at Coun · y ,  Wasn i ng t o n .  The s i t e  f eatur,;.s a b a l o eag i e  C )mrnunal 
r oost s i t e ,  a gol den eag l e nest s i t e ,  t wo g o l d e n  eag l e t er r i t or i a l r &nges , a 
per t-gr i ne fal c on t er r . t or 1 al r an g e ,  a p r ai r i e  fal c on nest s i t e  and hi� i t at for 
sc•me 1 8  r ap t or spec i E ; ,  

Compl i an c E>  wi t h  Ft-d e� a l  Laws : 

Wi n d  far ms shou l d  nc•t be per rloi t t ed t o  v i ol at e  red er a l  l aws , i n c l ud i n g  t he 
Endang ered SP E-c i es Ao:t ,  Mi g r at or y  B i r d  Tr eat y Ac t ,  and Ba l d  and Gol den Eag l e  
Prot e•: t i on Act b y  k i l l i n g  FE-der a l l y  p r o t t-ct ed b i r d s ,  such a s  t>a g l e s  and 
p t-r egr i ne f a l c on s . 

Wh i l e t h E>  i ndust r y  has not yet pr oven that i t s  t ur b i n t- s  do not dest r oy 
si g n i f i c an t  number s o f  b i r d s and / or t h e i r  hab i t a t s ,  t t-c hn i c a l l y  t h e  k i l l i ng o f 

ev�n one ;J r o:.t .;.d Eod c r eatur E>  shc•u l d  nc•t be perrni t t ed by a w i n d  power 
cor oor at 1 on when a" i n d i v i dual f ound gui l t y of k i l l i n g  a reder a l l y  or stat e 
l i s t E-d soec i es c a� most c er t a i n l y  b,;. f 1 n,;.d an d / or ot ht>r w i sE> p r o sE-cut e d .  
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I 

Need for s i t 1 nc c r i t er i a  and d a t a  st andar d s :  

We wou l d  l i ke t o  r e i t er a t e  t h e  oos i t i on t a ken by t h e  Or egon Audubon c hapt er s 
i n  No:•vernber 1 994 : "The Or egon Audubon C·:>und 1 r e c ogn i z es t hat wi ndpower , a 
potent i a l l y  desi r ab l e  sour c e  of r enewab l e  ener g y ,  c an have d et r 1 men t a l  e f f ec t s  

o n  wi l d l i fe .  W e  suppor t devel opment o f  si t i ng c r i t er i a  and dat a stand&r d s  t o  
ensur e protec t i on o f  ecol og i c a l  val ues pr i or t o  devel opment o f  wi ndpower 

f ac i l i t i es .  n 

It i s  i rnper at i ve t o  ful l y  assess bot h r esi dent and rr.i gr a t or y  a vi an popul at i on 

pat t erns over the cour se o f  sever a l  year s r a t her t h&r1 r >t l y i ng on a one-year 
study, whi c h  May not r e f l ec t  var i ab l e  b i r d  us•. 

In c l osi ng , WI!' c a l l your a t t en t i on to the concerns elCpr essed b y  t he Nat i onal 
Audubon Soc i t-t y  in opp ·::>si t i con to t h i s  pr oject . The Nat i onal Audubon Soc i et y  
suppc·d s � m•::>r ator i unl i n  t he d ll'vl!'l opr••ent o f  wi nd p l ant s i n  i mo •::>r t an t  b i r d 
ar eas unt i l  desi gn i mp r ovement � c an bt- mad t- to s i g n i f i c an t l y  l essen b i r d  

rnc•r t a l  i t y .  

Than k yc•u f c•r t h o!'  OPPC•r t un i t y  t •:> c oron.ent c•n t h i s most i mo c•r t an t  i ssue . 

6 
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Response to Comment Letter Dated Apri l 1 7, 1 995 from the 
Portland Audubon Society 

1 .  See General Response No. 1 1 .  

2. See General Response No. 2. 

3. See General Response No. 1 1 . Avian mortality is an expected consequence of the Proposed 
Action and alternatives, as described in Section 2.5.4 of the draft EIS. Mitigation measures 
have been identified to minimize impacts to avian and wildlife resources. 

4. The Portland Audubon Society's opposition to the Project is noted. The species and 
features identified in your comment were identified during field studies and described in 
Section 2.5.3 of the draft EIS. 

5. See General Response No. 9. 

6. Comments noted. See General Response Nos. 2 and 4. 

7. See General Response No. 10.  
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Response to Comment Letter Dated Apri l 1 5, 1 995 from 
Ray Thayer 

1 .  Comment noted. 

2. The draft EIS in Section 2.1 1 .4.2 includes a mitigation measure that, if adopted as a 
condition of approval, would require the Applicant to support a County survey of roadway 
conditions before and after construction and to pay costs associated with Project damage 
to Hoctor Road. This mitigation measure is also included as part of the Preferred 
Alternative described in Part 2 of this document. 

3. Comment noted. Part 2 of this document includes such a restriction as part of the 
Preferred Alternative. 

4. Figure 2.8.1 indicates the location of these properties which were platted prior to the 
"Extensive Agriculture" zoning designation. The Walker property (noise receptor no.16) 
represents the "worst case" situation with regard to noise impacts in this previously platted 
area because it is located closest to the proposed turbines. 

5. The draft EIS addresses the potential for increased tourist traffic in Sections 2.7.4.1 (p. 2-81). 
Mitigation, in the form of providing signs to direct sightseers to public areas where the 
Project could be viewed, is described in Section 2.7.4.2. It should be noted that, unlike the 
MOD2 turbines, the turbines for this Project would be visible from a number of public 
viewing arefis along the Columbia River (i.e., the Stonehenge/Maryhill area). In contrast 
the MOD2 turbines could only be viewed by driving along Hoctor Road. 
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Ronald R. Wiggins 
P . o .  Box 493 
Big Timber , Ml'. 59011 

Kathy Fisher 
ECN3 Bonneville Power Administration 
905 N . E .  11th Avenue 
Portland, OR . 97232 

reference : Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
Washington Windplant #1 
proposed by : Kenetech Windpower Inc . 

Dear Ms .  Fisher, 

April 8 ,  1995 

FEB 95 

The draft EIS does not correctly adiress several issues and completely 
leaves out other issues , 

First the issue of noise impacts ; The DEIS mainly addresses noise 
in the A-weighted scale (dBA scale ) ,  when actually low-frequency noise from 
wind turbines is the worst. See exhibits #1 , 3 , 4 , 5 , 6 , 8 , 9 , 10 , &17 . Your con­
clusion of sec . 2 . 9 . 9  on pg2-105 is wrong , and the cumulative impacts of 
3 . 3. 9  on pg3-14&3-15 does not cover low frequency and infra-noise . lee also 
exhibit #18. 

Secondly, the issuea of aesthetics are grossly underestimated. The 
still life black and white photos with wind turbines cannot approach the 
reality of spinning turbines in real life. The sec . 2 . 7 . 9  on pg 2-83 is completely 
inaccurate by omission . The "some" people who would likely view the changes 
as adverse are about 99%, whereas the "others" who would view thechanges 
as favorable are about l%Y also not just "residents " ,  but millions of visitors 
traveling along I-84 . See exhibits #1 , 2 , 3 , 6 , 7 , 8 , 9 , 10 , 17 , &18 to see how people 
view existing wind turbine projects . 

Thirdly , the Avian impact is greatly underestimated, just as it was 
not even considered at Altamont Pass before it was undertaken. See exhibits 
#1 , 3 , 7 , 8 , 9 , 11 , 12 , 13 & 20 . 

Fourthly , an issue that is not even mentioned in the DEIS is the danger 
of fires started by wind turbines . See exhibits #14 , 15 , &16, Sec . 2 . 8 . 9  
on pg 2-95 i s  wrong� 

Lastly the impact of declining property values as a result of wind 
turbines is not addressed. See what has happened in Calif. , Great Britian, 
and Denmark. Exhibits #6 , 8, 17&18, 

1 
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A le11inder 

Country G u a r d i a n ' s  F i r s t  AGH 

Please help to make this , our first national 
gathering , a huge success 

by being there ! 

Forte Post House , Alveston , near Bristol 

Saturday Hay 14 1 994 at 2 pm 

Clean Crazy ! 
The Committee Report ( right ) ,  published in ' City and 
Coun t y ' , the j ournal of the Northumberland and Newcastle 
Socie ty , shows clearly how misguided is public opinion 
about the so-called ' c lean energy ' o f  wind power gener­
a ted electricity . 

Country Guardian provided a l l  the hel p  and statist i cs 
the Committee could possibly need , and some of the 
d rawbacks of the proposed wind farm have been acknowled­
ged , yet the myth that it would reduce pollution prev­
a iled . Clearly ve must try harder to get our .essage 
through . 

Kielde r ' s  designed rating is 80 megawatts , its ' Dec lared 
�et Capacity'  is 34 megawatts . If and when it is c onst­
ructed it should generate somewhe re around 200 giga­
wa t t-hours per year if its operating e f f icien�y is on a 
par with existing wind farms . This .s a 0 · 00074th part 
of UK ' s  electricity requirement , not enough to cause 
more than a flutter on the National Grid and will c ert­
ainly not result in any _ go l lution-emitting fossil fuel 
station being shut down . 

• --

Noise and Tisual degradat ion are important obj ect ions to 
wind farms to people who live near or are familiar with 
proposed sites , but they don ' t  seem to cut much ice wi th 
people who will not have to suffer these enormi ties . The 
well publicized economic and f inanc ial foll ies of wind 
energy fall on ears deafened b y  too many similar a bsurd­
ities . Even the ' green ' argume n t  tha t turbines will 
kill birds and other an imals raises no more than a gentle 
' tut-tut ' .  It appears that only emotive terms like 
' global warming ' ,  the ' greenhouse e f fec t ' and ' ac i d  rai n 

can motivate the public , and wind energy is seen as a 
way o f  escaping from i ts consequences . 
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May , 1994 

roUNTRY GUARDIAN 
A Society opposed to 

the desecration of our 
countryside by viDd far.s 

Chairman : Joseph Lythgoe 

Swinhoe House , Culcheth 
Warrington WA3 4NH 

Telephone : 0925 764106 
Fax :  0925764439 

Editor : John Dod d s  
Telephone : 09 1 2 8 5  7713 

although the site is only jusl outside the 
National Park and is visable from 
within it and from the Roman Wall. and 
hu remoteness qualities. about half our 
Committee judged that the •clean 
energy" benefits outweighed any 
perceived disbenefits. The committee 
wu, however. unanimous in requesting 
a Public: Inquiry because of the sheer 
siz.e of the scheme and its controversial 
loc::uion. A letter explaining the 
Society's v iews was sent to the 
S ecretary of  State and to 
Northumberland County Council but 
sadly without effect. 
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Ill "vind blo1vs n o  good 
vVh�y this green 

idea is such 
a non-starter 

Earlier this vear Bu.nness Editor John Baker sugges· 
ted that more <rind fa.rms should be bwlt in the 

South West. EdWard Luscombe. a retired lecturer in 
elecmcal engineering, diaagrees 

THE 'clean· energy or 
WUid power LS constlllt!Y 
stressed :u the overall n• 
CHSirY for more and more 
7ilnd t:a.nns. 

The 1lobal benefits of 
the clean •mergy are so 
important that the penal· 

• ues or nav1n1 hundreds 
or wmdmills straddllnl 
the countryude are 
..,onh ;�aYtnl. But what 
are the facu? 

Wind power energy is 
,·ery unreliable. it can 
only be used to ·top up' 
the 1eneratinl capacl!Y 
o! convennonai power sta· 
nons. 

It cannot automatlcal· i!" be callea upon at u.mes 
oi ;�eait :lemand t ie 1 
clear rrosrr day with no 
':9tndl. as can steam :ur· 
bine or pu.mre<l atorace 
cenerators. 

Wind rarm 1 will al· 
':91ys �u�re hack-up cen·· 
eratlng capa :uy. they ':V1ll not obv1a e the need 
!or convention. l statioru. 

The aJ'IIU!Ilent hal been 
made that althouch the 
-;vmd may be lilht :.n �ne ;�an or the country It "'lll 
:-nost likely be suona in 
another so that. ll there 
are sw!lc1ent windmills 

·'WU!d power will at all 
times be able to contn· 
!:lute :o the nauon3l needS. 

There !s :ill 'r obtun­
:ntr �·� ". 

"ur �lectrJcal 
::eecis :·rom renewable 

sources by the rear :!000. 
and that most or tha wt!l 
come fro m  wtnd power. 
tlnc1denta.ily, much more 
than � •; could be saved 
by energy conservation 
schemes). Two•; repr• 
sents about 1.000 meca· 
wans. 

Wind farms or the son 
now ru.rtniJII or planned 
contam HHS rurbmes. to­
tal ratlnl 4·6MW. The 
output is very variable 
ana srudies at the Camar· then wind research sta· 
tlon indicate an erpected 
loacl factor or about :s•;, 
ie. the effective overall 
mean output will be I· 
1.5MW. 

ThiS is 3 tinY amount 
or elecmciey compared to 
that from a conventional 
aenerator or nation (600-
l.OOOMWl. An4 the con· 
ventional station is cap­
able or prodi:Cinl its full 
output on clemand: no 
wmd rann car' do that. 

To provid · · an ovenll 
l.OOOMW 1rom wind 
power will thus require 
an :nstaUed capacitY .of �.oooMW. ana with t'he 
1enerators curren tlv 
being used 1400 kllowatil 
that would mean 10.000 
cenerators. ie. 500- 1.000 
Wtnd l'anns! 

How can •he r.overtntr 
or our countryside ;,y so 
mucll macnmery ever �e 
;usnfied� What are :he 
JlooaJ Jenerits )t reciu· 
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These uguments seem 
1rTefu1able. So why are 
potential wind fanners 
queu1n1 up with their 
pUuvu11a appUcations? 

The ·creen' lobby. tog• 
ther with pollcitians. 
bave !leen iJtfSuaded :bat 
renewable enen .y. IJI par· 
tlcular Wind er ergy, is a 
lood thlnii-

Polltlclans 

I thilllt that the ·tobbv' 
and the politic:IUU are ta· 
ken up w1tb .he idea of 
WU!d power :•"ithout haY· 
lnl any notion o! the elec· 
trtcal scale �r :o,lc:ll 
outcome of !lif�thu· 
SI&SIIIS. 

There are renewable 
schemes which really 
ou1ht to receive Govern· 
ment su_ppon. ec. the S• 
vern Barrace. ·..-hich 
would proauce se,·eral 
thousancl :net&\Yatu 1n 
thr one proJect. 

3ut :o •ncoura�e ·vtnci 

;re 
to be paid Up per Uo1lt 
ror the1r electriCifY. 1bat is four times the cost or 
power produced by con· 
ventional generators. 

But on this basis. wtnd 
power ma.kes a great deal 
or sense ror the develo­
;Jers. Let us !uppose �hat 
the loacl !actor LS 35 •• i. 
e. a mean continuous c Ut· 
put o! 1.-IOMW·l • ..OOKW. 

In. one hour. 1...00 UIJ.its are cenerate<l. There are 8.760. hours in the yf.ar. 
so tbe total units � ell· 
vered to the :-Ia tit nal 
Grid are 12.::64.000. At 
Up per unit this :-t;lrt­
senu .:�n annual income oi !1.��9 :n111ion. Who 
wouldn·r want :o 3ulld .:1 
Wind farm! 

They 1re cenalnlr no 
help to the national econ· 
omy since all the pner· 
ators t'or :his scheme. 
.:�nd :·or .:�11 :he others. 
come :·rom '·.'est.:�s o)f !len· 
:1181'K. 

So 1oart �rom :he:r 
:in;- :ontnbuuon ::1 1ur 

-- · 

reasons lWo Y  
not subsldUE' o! Win4 &1t� 

erators which threaft!" 
our unspoilt countrySide 

The development ,� 
-:vind rarms in the l. 'K cAtJ 
:lOt � jUStified. The VtS­•Jal poUunon ?f dozell! o� 
them will far outwflc.-4 
any possible benefits n-­
c:ept !lnancw onea to hte. 
developers. 

U the price paid pejt 
unJt were reduced :o (tat 
which is paid to con•�AI­
tional aenerators thn:r 
would not be any .motf' 
wmd ranns. And � 
would !lot to the everl�­
;nrr �ener1t oi .>ur :.ncol'\­
;w-able countrySide. 

Fortunately. there !1 Q. 
growmt :Ide or conce�tw 
and thiS will increase 
:uore and more whel 
farms are bu1Jt. Peorle. 
Will wake :.1p and SAY 
·'.\'hat "n unh ue ""' 
:iotntr 10 our country 
sJCie!' 
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Wlndml!fs Hit 
Darl")'l Mueller 
Uvermore 

Wind energy is it a big fact or 
big joice? Stop I Stop! Say the en­
vironmentalist, we can't shut­
down the fledgling Windpower 
co: They provide 1.2 to 1 .711J'o of 
our energy and also this is one of 
the most unreliable sources. We 
still need all the power plants and 

J nfrastructure in place, ready to 
·go on line as soon as the wind 
·stops. Also they use PO&E 
: equipment which means we sub­
. sidize windmills. 
· It's a JOice that in today's world 
or environmental concern that 

· here in California our national 
.sYmbol the Eagle and other pro­
tected raptors are being chopped 

� . 
up by windmill blades. The wind· 
ntill operators get orr the hook 
with a study on raptor mortality. 
The name for it is "the st:�ll." 

Windmills were originally to be 
built on ranches ·as ·a c�h crop. 

. U.S • .  Wind power obtained per· 
mits (or over 300 on the O:�lcland 
Scavenger · Waste Management 
landfill. They had . a . hearing 
without informing any or the 
folks who live across from the 

· project. The beautiful hills that 
were supposed to be the. buffer 

. zone for · the landfill soon h:�d 
bulldozers cutting notches for 
windmills. The people who live 
across the street were shocked, to · 

s:�y the lc:J..St. The county doesn't 
oCfcr much hope and sliys, "sorry 
looks like :1 done de:�(.'.' 

Folks who live with the wind� 
mills complain of the ·noise and 
have measured it. They know 

·.what the ' thumping: sounds arc 
and feel the county should pro­
tect them. The county tells winil· • 

mill people to do a n�ise study. 
Windmill p.coplc do a 'tudy, not 
within the county standards, for 
recording the sound. County tells 
windmill operators to do another 
study within the county standards 
and measure the subsonic noiSe, · 

' windmill operators refuse. Wind· 
mill operators say, "We arc do­
Ing a srcat job. We have spent 
S7SO,OOO and hired a biologist." 
This expensive study has not ac­
complished anything except stall 
for time. Furthermore, this docs 
not justify trampling over folks 
who don't want windmills in· 
terrerin$ in their lives, and know 
or the killing or animals and rap­
tcrs protected by law. 

The fact is wind energy in the 
future may not become a reality 
if they keep side stepping the 
issues. The U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service has asked for a 
mor:�torium until the raptor pro­
blem is solved. Wind energy neo-
plc cQl!ld care less, and if the o�- \ 
.J!OrtunitY ts made avadablc in 
other arc:IS r s a )'OU c:�n bet 

v c t ere beaun tfieli · 

drums on c ean cne an JUS! • 
ct c pro ems so vc t cmsclves. 

This must be their real scheme, or 
why would they continue to erect 

· them while the problems still ex-
. ist. 

Windmill people could care 
less on how they. arc wrecking the 

_e.D.Jd..ton.m�nt .. . Thcy_s.ay now let's 
build a new bigger windmill, .one 
which produces more power • 
Let's get it approved to go into 
ope ration,  without the en· 
vironmcntal impact study, and 
ask the county to let us erect 
them. Well that's what's going on 
right now. Tite current model 
which is in operation has a 
governed tip spe�d or 137 mph. 
The new windmills are twice the 
size non-governed tip speed? 264 
plus mph and higher. U.S. Wind­
power's president, Dale Osborn, 
said, "Rotors arc allowed to spin 
f:J..Stcr as the wirid picks up." 

Stop the raptor bird killing, 
Silence the noisy windmills, and 
do the proper environmental 
work before they go into opera· 
tion, or shut them down. 

A windmill neighbor who has 
had enough. 
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Please see .iUUGE,.I'age 1JA -
. . U.S. Windpower turbines 

.. 

ruled within ·

·noise limits 
By Bonl Brewer · ing violated by U.S. Windpower, 
S&an wrllor which operates in the Altamont hills 

OAKLAND - Alameda County east of Uvermore. 
supervisors, caught in the cross· ' Residents complained that the 
winds of a complicated dispute over company refused to conduct new 
noise studies, threw up their hands noise studies, as requested by Zon· 
and ruled Thursday that U.S. Wind· · ing Administrator Steve Richards, 
power turbines are within accept· following studies performed In June 
able noise limits. 1990. 

"I'm just going to have to go They also claimed the county is 
along with staff on it, though I un· lax on noise standards because of 
derstand that the battle is going to millions of dollars in tax revenue 
go on," said Supervisor Ed Camp· annually from Altamont wind farms. 
bell, who represents the :1re:1 :�nd Residents told supervisors that 
who

_ 
said the technical data on noise the "rumble" of low-frequency 

studies were far too complex lor noise in their homes is unbearable. 
board members. .. h d · · d But Over Road residents said We hear I ose soun s 1ns1 e 

they mav· go 10 the DisrriC1 Anor- our house�; they reverberate off the 

nev's office to seek enforcement of walls," sa1d Danyl Mueller, com· 

noise standards they claim are be· Please seeWIND, Page 13A 
�-- - . 

DARRYL MUEUER lives about 900 feel from 
the U.S. Windpower wind· turbines. 
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:wind ·  company's study was "mllre credi· 
ble" because it used generall)' ac· 

FROM PAGE 1A cepted methods. ' 
Richards conceded thatl!L 

plaining t�al couf!ly environmental asked U.S. Wand;ffwer !or new 

health noiSe officials have refused �'StUdieS. But he sal il was not a 

to come to niSllome and ljst�n. . ' wntten'Ttquirement and that he was 

e JUSI m I s an unfair Situ• later satisfied with reasons the com· 

aJion that's been allowed to exist pany gave about why new tests 

· wt there." said Mueller, who bas · were unnecessary. · 

formed a group called Altamont James Eisen, an allomev for U.S. 

!A1ndowners Again$1 Rural Misman- Windpower. said the orij!inal tests 

�gement. were done in the summer. the wind· 

He said the noise problem start· iesl time of year and the 11me when 

rd about two years ago when .the noise levels are highest. 

company converted some turbmes AI issue are U.S. Wmdl'"'"er's b 

to produce more energy. But U.S. 200 turbines along Oyer Hoa,l . h 

Windpower officials contended thai which recei\•ed an operating permit rt 

the upgraded turbines don't g.e�er· in 1981.  /1.1 the time. the county had 

3te any more noise than the ongmal limited information about noise lev· 

turbines did. els and set subjedive standards. not 

John Soares, who has lived on measurable. 

Dyer Road for the past six years, Later, in I 983, a limit of 55 deci· 

said some residents are having trou· bels was set for new wind-farm op· 

ble selling their homes because lbe erators. though it was net applied to 

noise is so bad. · U.S. Windpower. V.'hafs more, it 

[ 

"I'm not willing to move. not was later determined that a 55-deci· 

.willing to be Nn off of the property .be! limit for low·frequency noi�e 

:rve waited for all my life.'' he said. ;was "naive and absurd," R1chards 

:"ll's much more serious than you : said. 

:think it is. It's very noisy in our .: He said that measures of hack· 

:houses. On some nights, ir:; al-..q ground noise show that even with· 

.unbearable." o.;; tu�!"!es, low·frequency sound 

A noise expert for the residents from wind. grass. trafftc and cnck· 

�'isputed a study a U.S. Windpower ets exceeds 55 decibels. !!'e n<me 

�onsult ant conducted in  June, .. expert hired by residents disp� 
!hough cour.ty officials said the ffiatclatm. 
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MviroN oise 
Monitoring and Me2SU.ting 

9628 Alcost:a Blvd. ,  San R.a.moo., CA 94583 
Telephone (415) 829-6641 

Ju l y  1 5 ,  -1 9 9 1  

lNIIJO �Nt"'/.-
H r . D a r ry l  Mue l l e r  
3 2 9 0  Dyer Road 
L i v e rmo r e , CA 9 4 5 5 0 � ""'·'· ... �·0·" � .. � trt't 

Dear M r . Mue l l e r : [ 
The f o l lowing i 9 a s ummar·y · o f the r e s u l t s  of �es.su :- i :l<; o f \·lECS 
l ev e l s  a t  your r e s i d e n c e  tha t has b e e n  accompl i shed to date : 

During t h e  e v e n i ng o f  Decemb e r  1 3 ,  1 9 9 0 , a s ur v e y  o f  n o i s e  
l e v e l s  be i n g  g e n e ra ted b y  th e WECS was c o ndu c t e d . The 
e q u i pment u s ed was a Larson�Dav i s  Hode l 8 7 0  Env i ronmental 
N o i s e  Ho n i  tor u s e d  i n  the S ound Level Me t e r  mode . The 
m i c rophone was p r o t e c ted from any e f f e c t  of t h e  w fnd through 
the use o f . a  w i nds c re e n , Hode l UA 0 2 3 7 , manu factured by B rue l 
& K j ne r .  C a l i brat i o n wa s ac com p l i shed p r i o r  to t h e  m e a s u r i ng 
p e r i od .  " S l o w "  r e s po ns e was u s e d  f o r  t h i s  s urvey e ve n  thoug h 
t h e  s tanda r d  prac t i c e  f o r  mea s u r i n g e n v i ronm e n t a l  n :1 i s e  i s  to 
use " Fas t "  r e spo n s e . Du r i ng that p e r i od l e ve l s  of m o re than 5 5  
dBa e x i s t e d  du r i n g  t h e  e n t i r e  pe r i od and a max i mum l e v e l  o f  
5 9 . 4  dBa w a s  n o t e d . 

Mon i t o r i ng o f  A we i g h t ed s ound l e v e l s  �as accomp l i s h ed from 
May 3 1 ,  1 9 9 1 ,  through June 2 ,  1 9 9 1 , and from June 3 ,  1 9 9 1  to 
June 5 ,  1 9 9 1 .  The purpo s e  o f  the f i r s t  of the s e  pe r i od s  was to 
r e c o rd l e ve l s  du r i ng a pe r i od in wh i c h  the WECS w o u l d  not be 
ope rat i n g  bu t in wh i c h  t h e r e  was enough w i nd t o  e f fec t 
o p e ra t i o n . The w i nd m i l l s  were to s ta r t  ope rat i ng at a po i n t  
d u r i ng t h i s  p e r i o d . T h e  s e cond m o n i to r i ng p e r i od w a r  d u r i n g  a 
two day " n o rma l "  opera·t ihg p e r i o d . Equ i pment u s e d  f' o r  t h e s e  
pe r i ods wab a La r s o n - Da v i s  Model 8 7 0  Env i r o nm e n t a l  N o i s e  
Mon i to r  s e  r. u p  t o  operate " remote l y " . T h e  m i c r o ph o n e  was 
p l ac ed a t  a pprox i mate l y  60 f n c h e s  above g ro und and we l l  away 
f rom re f l ec t i n g  s u r fac e s . A Mo del UA 0 2 3 7  w i nds c r e e n  was u s e d  
to e l i m i na t e  a n y  w i nd n o i s e . S p e c i f i c  i n f o rma t i on abou t  t h e  
s e t t ings a n d  c a l i b ra t i o n  o f  t h e  e qu i pment i s  i n  t h e  " S umma ry 
Report"·-from my f l'l e s , AI;ARM1-:-1r7 0 and ALARMA . 8 7 0 . 

D u r i ng t h e  p e r i od f r o m  May 3 1  t o  June 2 ,  1 9 9 1 , t h e  t i me s  o f  
opera t i on o f  the WECS c a n  b e  n o t e d  i n  a v e ry d rama t i c  f a s h i o n  
f rom t h e  I n t e rva l S ampl e Graph o f  t h e  LEQ . S ta r tu p  o f  t h e  WECS 
occurred ve r y  s h o r t l y  a f t � r  6 : 0 0 P . M .  and at that p o i n t  the 
average n o i s e  l ev e l s  i mmed i a t e l y  jump f ro m  a range o f  4 0 - 4 2  
Dba t o  w e l l  o v e r  5 0  dBa . d u r i n g  t h e  n i g h t  t i me pe r i od wh e n  the 
w i ndm i l l s  a r e  v i r tu a l l y  the o n l y  s ou r c e  o f  no i s e  above 50 dBa , 
max imum l e v e l s  o f  6 1  to 6 3  dBa a r e  common . 

The i n s t a n c e s  o f  WECS opera t i o n  a r e  n o t  as c l e a r l y  de f i n ed by 
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t h e  LEQ l eve l s  du r i n g  the p e r i o d  o f  mon i to r i n g  o f  June 3 t o  
June 5 ,  1 9 9 1 . Th i s  i s  b e c a u s e  the startup a n d  s h u tdown o f  t h e  
WECS i s  not a s  c o n c e ntrated as i t  w a s  o n  June 1 .  The l e v e l s  
s t i l l  r e f l e c t  LEQ a b o v e  5 0  dBa when a numbe r o f  mac h i ne s  a r e  
o p e r a t i n g  and max i mum l e ve l s  o f  more t h a n  6 0  d B a  a r e  c ommon a t  
t i me s  when t h e  o n l y s ource o f  no i s e  wo u l d  b e  t h e  WECS . 

I u s e  s e veral g u i de !  i n e s  i n  s e t t i ng my procedu r e s  f o r  no i s e  
measurement . ANS I 5 1 2 . 9 - 1 9 8 8  ( ASA 7 6 - 1 9 8 8 ) i s  t h e  Ame r i can N a t i onal 
S tandard for " Q u a n t i t i e s  and Procedures for D e s c r i pt i on and 
Measurement of En v i ronm e n t a l  Sound . Part 1 " .  There are t e x tbooks 
an�L':g u id e l i ne � "  a l s o  a v a i l &;�le , !,he . !_llo s t  commo n l y_ u s ed " g u i de l i ne 
i s  a Brochure pu�l i shed �y B ru el � K j ae r ,  a h i g h l y  r e s pe c t ed D�n i s h  
s ound measur i n g  e qu i pm e n t  manu factu r e r  1 e n t i t l ed " E n v i ronmen t a l  
N o i s e  Meas uremen t " . My p r o c edure s conform t o  t h e s e  d ocumen t s . 

The e qu i pment I u s e  i s  . pe r i od i ca l l y  c h e c k e d  f o r  c o n f o rmanc e t o  
ope ra t i ng s t andard s . I n  a dd i t i on t o  t h e  c a l i brat i o n  o f  t h e  system 
accomp l i shed p r i o r  t o  each meas u r i n g  p e r i o d , I have c e r t i f icates o f  
c ompl i ance s h o w i n g  c o n f o rmance t o  the appro p r i a t e  s t andards w i th a 
l i s t  o f  the t e s t  e qu i pm e n t  traceab l e  to t h e  Nat i on a l  B u r e au o f  
S t andards . M y  e q u i pme n t  i s  tested t o  and exceeds t h e  r e qu i reme n t s  
o f  Type 0 S o und L e v e l  t-le a s u r i n g  Equ i pment a s  spe c i  C i e d  i n  ANS I 
S l . 4 - 1 9 8 3 , IEC 6 5 1  and I E C  8 0 4 . 

S i ncere l y  Your� �c�r U� 
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Pq� 1 ·  DIG TIMBER (MT) PIONF.ER • For Th� w��k Of May 10·16, 1991 

Thrtt question! 
Dc. Ediror, 

We hope that 111 involved in 
the decision as to w hcther or not 
yoo sbould have 1 •wind farm" will 
reaDy IIUdy all the pros and cons. 

We just wish that you all could 
visit the Alarnont Pass in northern 
Califomi1 and the area north of 
Palm Springs i n  southern 
Califomil. and lalk to the resideniS 
in those areas. You should ask 
them how they like lookina at 
them 11ll IM 1i-. how they liko 
lisl.C21in& lo me.; tall ·�JL"!!. and 
what have they dolie to the value or 
their� 

- ·  

- We feel you would not want 
wind wrbines if just these three 
questions alone wcite answaed. We 
hope thll beluliful Montana will 

=X< not decide. to h1vc this visual _/ � I  · - .---
Calrlll & N••t1 BtGUrtfGI'd 

Sierra Madre, CA , 

.. .. .. - - -
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.. 
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First of all, you say the prospect of 
.wind energy development in Park and 
Sweet Grass counties ,is exciting. Maybe 
you wouldn't say it's so exciting if you 
knew more about what has been done to 
the areas in California, where wind energy 
has been exploited.  And maybe you 
wouldn't say it is exciting if you happened 
to live where this wind energy would like 
to be exploited. 

A 

Letters · . .  

i i 

Bozeman 
, Daily Chronicle 

'M 

---·- .�--

Bozem · ' Daily Chroni 
85 You say the state can learn from Cali· 

fomia's lessons. I say people themselves 
should team from the absolute disaster 
that has taken place in California, and 
stand against it You say the state can find 
ways to mitigate the impacts. Can they 
realty? Why hasn't California been able to 
mitigate the huge eyesore that's been cre­
ated there? Why is it that all they can 
s�em to do in California, concerning the 
killing of this country's national symbol in 
record numbers. is to study it? 

·Little do people know, 
that it would take · · � . 

20,9 1 4  of U.S. Wind­
power's  new state-of · ·  
the-art 300kw wind 
machines covering an 

· area of 490 sq miles, to 
produce the same . 
amount of electricity 
that comes out of Col­
strip, Mont. 

! Tilting · at windmills 

Uttle do people know, that the Alta· 
mont Pass Wind Resource Area, the 
worlds largest with its 80 sq. mi.  of  7,500 
,..ind turbines, supply only one percent of 
I'GE electric generation. Unle do people 
know, that it would take 20.9 1 4  of U.S. 
Windpower's new state-of the·art 300kw 
wind machines covering an area of 490 sq 
miles. to produce the same amount of 
electricity that comes out of Colstrip, 
Mont. Unle do people know, that in one 1 
year's lime at the Altamont Pass W.R.A. 
approx. 60 golden eagles are killed (based 
upon just released studies). And little do 
most people realize what the upper Vel· 
lowstone river valley would look like, if U.S. Wind power had its way. 

The next time someone thinks that 
this "wind generated power i iea offers 
exciting prospects for Montana", maybe 
they should land themselves in the middle 
of Altamont Pass for a few days to get their 
thoughts in line with that reality. • � · 

Ron Wiggins 
P.O. Box 493 

Big Tunber 

Tlk s f..ern:-(L 
{AJ· .� 
7111 5 --7 

()ftNION 
e>cPI2R5 stro 

I S  
TO 

A- F9V (j(f'y s 
�t..(� 

Willcf·gcnerated power IIIII wind, b ........ b:we rust. 
., .J .II'. • • as Justilr u lhe wind iiSeU.,M 1 
luea OJJers excztmg �ana Power, wllich woukl bo•• 

prospects for Mo111a11a �::.1��!':��:��;,0:!::�: 
T����,;c� ��.!'}:, :n.:,ar.�=::::J:r 

entrl:)' tftYCiopmtnl of · d1rou1:h. rower com�ies h:l 
Monun�·s litniLitn •1nd · Yitwrd wiDd tneriY wilh 10m1 
rtsources is utiLin£:. The stale · sbptitism. Hot only would W\: 
1hould do wh�t 11 an to boost the complicale chcir plans for dev« 
effort and to ensure il wind cner· ·opment of tzillin' coal rtt�er: g!::F,��-!t

Mo�:!:!::.!�'i 
and �� �t:r�:�a:.�,·�=��U� 

SmaJJ �,nd<l'ltrCY n:pcori· river and stream Oows who$t 1 
mtnts �tGnducted in Y�k County rv.,Liotts can be trmpcred .,th 
wert pretty incol'lclutrve durinc: darnL you can't dun wi.nd. N�o 
che put dtc�dt. Vis.iblt trom rinr pow« company concern:!: 
lntenO!It 90, tht stork oilhourttes about wind is lht bouom lint: . 
of wtndnvlls- somt proplns - wind. no power. 
tesll/y to U1t dil6evlty eompanies And •hilt wind tntrl:)' is t 
had mntenn' tht t«hoolol!)' od u cl<an. lrtt and lim1U<SS. 
ntedc:d to be compatible With lhe not without enw\rol'lmenUJ OJ" 
6ckJt .. ,nds. ntousands of turbines clus�rt 

Now, �tcorcl.in' to the Gtms o•« Montana's terDin would 
lookinr at lug .. salt •'ind �t••r· bltrnish tht 'vitW1Cipr.' &«<>1 
aline systtms. che te<hnolorr has int to detradors. Wind h&r'bin< 
berl'l muttred. The turbines can also pose dancers to np(on. A 
"ow handle the intonsiscency of chree-,ear study in CalllornU .1 
MonW>a·s notorious custs. Tho onlr one wind lllrbine site 
turbints an p,.,;d• a s�•dr abowod nur!r a hundrod carl< 
sourco of tntrcr to ...,..., romp•· llld hawks ..,. f.Utd bylhe 
ninlhat hnc to bo s:vanntHd a windmiUs. 
aet amount of mcpwous lor thtir W'10d�ptr11 propontnts ,.. 
birMech power rrids. hove tomprllinr arrumtnts ol 

Sever:al thouUIId acre-s have lhtir own. Po•er lines also �tGn 
bttn lustd in both tht U•· lribvtt to bird dulhs, coal rrn 
in�ston and Dir Tambtr arus and aline plants btlch hannlvl em� 
.,;nd enernr dr•eiopcrs suppo• lions and eoal miniDI dh'OW"S 
edfy are considerinc ti�lds with 'pt'Wie habib.L 
tcorH of turbints usinr the duo The dobato wiD bt in torts�· 
and Ito• wind rosourer. One of In lhe mtantime. don't ctt br" 
lilt con1panies - U.S. Winclpo.... less over lho prosptcU. !Mr .. 
H - which olrudy has moro scale wind <HriY dooelopmcn 
lhan 4,000 wiad turbints in Cali· wiD pn�boblr Dot resuscitste th 
!ornia. is striouslr punuinr • 30 state economr anylim• -n. 
mrrawall pilot in nortbtnS Moro- Tht lact lhat  ,, ..,.., is  to c 
lana. · state's adnntsge. Tht l\ll� =· Acconlinr ro a U.S. \V'onc!pow· !tara from Calilornia's lessons. 
H spoktsmon Barrttt SWabltr. •·1br lllttc::atfconwnplalt ho" 
MonW>a ·��as a much botttr wind btst to rup aHdod , .. roues. 
••••=• lhao C&lilornia. • Slam· Tht Nit can 6od wars 10 llliti· bltr wrnt so fu as 10 praist Moo· ���� tht impa<ts. · • 

IM\a·s Wllld resources u unonr U Monbna is roinc- to t:Xlr.: 
&he best i.n &he v.·orld. .a s�lt resourct to sell2s eoer�; 

n,. prospects lor d .. tlopin' olsrwhue. ltt � bt wind. 
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• Wind generators kill eagles and 
other major raptors in devasting 
numbers. 

• Windfarms devalue rural property 
permanently and aU property ln 
their vicinity. 

• Wind generators W'ould cause 
ground -tldliie to migrate because 
of dangerous noise and vibration. 

• Wind generators degrade the quail· 

Rural Montana 

ty of life in every area they are 
Installed 

• Wind generators are not clean ener• 
CY sources • they are dlrty, destruc­
tive, and irresponsible. 

• Wind poW'er companies are one 
more classic example of an out-of• 
state poW'er Interest raping 
Montana of Its big sky, beautiful 
rural farmland, -tldUfe resources, 
and quaUty of We. 

Could Look Like This Soon 
Unless You Help! 

• • • 

Paid for by Fne-nds of th� 81g Sky. P.O Box 6 5 S 3 .  Boztman, MT 59771 
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PO BOX 493 
Big T imber, Montana 590 1 1 

Dear Mr. Wtggtns: 

MT. DIABLO AUDUBON SOCIETY 
P.O. BOX !>:I 

WALMJT CREEK. CAUFORNIA IMSD6 
1 6  February 1 992 

You make moutry as to the errects the w lndrarms located tn tne Altamont 
Pass area or Alameda County are having and/or have had on birds, w i ldl i fe. 

A study was done on bird k i l ls. That study Indicated the larger birds, le 
eagles, hawks and so rorth do not rare wel l  when they are In the area or 
the w mdm t l ls.  It Is  our understanding another, more comprehensive study 
Is about to be completed. 

Whi l e  1 do not attempt to prognosticate, rm ralrly certain the results w i l l  
a l so show the larger b irds get Into troub le when they stray into a 
w tnararm area. 

S ince the larger birds reproduce slow ly, I bel ieve the results 
demonstrated by the study Indicate over the long term the w lndrarms w i l l  
do much damage t o  the av ian population. Whether such w i l l  be enough to 
dectmate these populations 1 don·t know. I suspect the long t�rm er rects 
w i l l  be very adVerse. 

Two other Issues cause problems: I .  noise, the er rects or such on humans 
wi"IO 1 1ve m an area where the wtndrarms exist. Based on_complalnts rrom 

_ Individuals who l ive In the Altmont area, the noise created by the 
wlndmachlnes Is very unpleasant. The noise creates many problems w i th 
the ouallty or l i re or such residents. 

2. Last ly, the tssue or appearance. Prior to Instal lat ion or the w lndrarms 
the Altamont 'ti l l s  were vast open areas. Green In the spring, golden brown 
during the s tmmer and rai l.. That pagent Is now disturbed by the 
appearance or hundreds or w lndmachlnes, sometimes whirl ing, somet imes 
at rest. I suppose some see beauty In such a pagent but anyone who l lk'!S 
open spaces sees the area as an aberatlon. 

The l i tt le  I know about Montana would leave me w ith the thougr t that most 
or  the residents, used to wide open spaces, who w i l l  u lt imately be exposed 
to w lndr arms <H createdl, w I l l  NOT It lee them. 

A B. McNabn�y /" • .-
VIce Pres I dent -Conserv�t I •Jr 

y 

�/ 
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U.S. Wmdpower gets caught in the wind 
• Comp;tny searches for response to 
criticism over its windmill plan to 
prevent the killing of protected birds 

By Jonad"-.o Weismnn 
SIAFF wRIIUI 

'fhc Altaouont Pa:�'l·s largest wtnd-power company 
-- under thc f lu cal of criminal charges -· Is snam· 
hl!ng Lo rcsponu to :. gcvernmc:nl memo slamming 
II'> t·llurt:; lu fu cvenl ils wlmlmtlls lrom killing tJrt}­
trTted bird sperlt'l>. 

Zonln� Commission was derailed by a scathing letter 
from '"" li.S �·Ish ancl Wildl ife Service. whil:h 
claimed that lht' rompany·s plans In decrt"i\St' t he 
!:dlling or jloldcn l'a!:llt"� aut! uthcr birds nr prey would 
amooml lo nnlhtng at all. 

I I  S. Wimlpnwer ''k;we� us wot h  a quc-stlonahlc 
proposal to install biMt'r huotncs 11ascd on a quc:'l· 
tionahle stud}• . . ha�crJ on non ·exl:'ltcnt rnlligallon 
measures:· chided Cyuthta Stnazik. a special al(ent 
in the wildlife :;rrvicc·s Burlingame ollice. 

A second hcarln� (llanned for today Is again t':OC· 
�>ec-tcd to be postponed. this t!me unlll March 3 1 .  b� 
cause U.S. Wtrulpuwrr tailed to satisfy the wildlife 
serv1ce wllh a minor r�r.onllguration. Srrvlce offi· 
clals now say any nrw proposal can add no new 
blade a rea. 

U.S. Windpnwcr ha•l planned lo rt(llace 1 20 of lis 
uhlt·r wlmhuills with HO ol lts Sli\le-of·the a.a1 models, 
wtoose blades sweep across an area mon: than twt� 
the size oft he: models th�y would replace. 

.. We sllll fe--1 any loss (of protected blrd:'ll Is 11-
But Its Feb. 1 7  hear1ngbeforc ihc 1\liluac•; .. (;..ounty legal;· said IJavld McMullin. assistant regional dl· 

ExH/rd/T #/� --� 

- - - - - .. .. - .. 

rector for law cn�rremt'nl in Pmllaml. Ore . .. Even If 
II was not r nvlsl ned 10 years agu. If a prohh'm Is 
rou nd. I I  has In b .fixed bdore we hlazr forw;ud.·· 

A 1�92 rqMlrt ,o I Itt• county fmand I hal 567 l:>ird" 
of pn'y died al l he pass In lhr two yt::ars sl uoli.,tl. Ia I· 
dulling at least 39 gold�n ra�lcs a vrar. Mo·I'.IHIIin 
hinted that lt•gal a"l lon <·oulrl lw taken If wind pt•wc:r 
cnmpantcs don't ad. 

.. It's nol our dN·islon un prose�ullon Thal"s up l u  
thr .Jusllce llcpatt rncnl." h t>  s:tld .

.. But other pr.ople 
havt• been prosecuted ror lncldrutal killlnl!s. ·· 

U.S. Wlndpuwcr - which �,.-crate� :oboul half of 
All.unonl's 7.200 Jurblncs - !s anxious tu put up II-> 
new models. which II say'> will p1 ovc that v.1nd pu·H�r 
can he as economlcnl a:'l convcn!ton:\1 t'lectrtc po•ver. 
And the Llvemtore company l.as �nnlended that ' l  
needs a slgnlllca)tt number o r  the new turbltws t o  
lesl var1ous mcthflds o r  ruttlnl! bird kills. like 
11ainllng tue blades or allaehtng !IO�IIId makers. 

- .. .. .. - - .. 
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s ( ,. JJ � f { P. lAJ/( 
United States Department of the Interior 

Bru ce Jens en 

FISH A.l'lfD wn.DLIFE SERVICE 
Division of Law Enforcement 

1 63 3  Old Bayshore Highway , Suite 
Burlingame , CA 9 4 0 1 0 

( 41 5 )  876-9078 . 
February S ,  1 9 9 3  

A l ameda County P l anni ng Department 
Deve lopment P l ann i ng Di v i s ion 
3 9 9  Elmhur s t  S treet 
Hayward , CA 9 4 5 4 4  

Dear Mr . Jens en : 

248 

t? h •v l 
-:f?ltj - . 

L 

I am en c l os ing a copy o f  a le t t e r  to M .  Jca� S t ewart ( U . S .  
W indpower l  dated January 27 , 1 9 9 3 . !n this l e tter ! exp r e s s ed 
many concerns reg a r d i ng u . s .  � i nd powe r ' s  propo s a l  for the 
remova l ,  i n s t a l l a t i o n  and re loc at io n of var ious w i nd turbines . 

S i nce w r i t i ng tha� l e t t er , . I  h ave r ec e i ved new do cuments wh i ch 
ra i se adci t i onal �ue s t ions . :or e xamp � = . on page 2 3  o !  the 
I ni t i a l  S tudy / Dr a f t  M i t i g a t e d  Negat ive Dec laration , the 
Oetermi na t �on {V 2 )  s t ates ' I  f ind that a l though the prop o s e d  
proj ect c o u l d  have a s i gni !ica�t e f fect on the envi ronment , 
there w i l !  no: be a s i gn i f icant e f f e c t  in thi s  c a s e  be�ause 
the mi t ig a t io n measures de scribed in Exh ib i t  "A" a t�ached have 
been a dded to the proj e ct by the pro j e ct sponsor . A NEG�TIVE 
DECLARAT!O� w i l l  be p repared . '  One �e�d s to bear in mind that 
a s tudy to id en t ity p o s s ible mitigat ion measures is not in and 
of i ts e l � a mi tiga t l on mea s ur e . Whi l e  the s tudy may y i e l d  
informa t io n , t h e  � � �dy w i l l  n e t  preve�t migratory o i r d s  and 
eagles f =om be i nq .ki l l e d .  

! have reason t o  be l i eve that the 3 3� -VS turbins s w i l l  resul t 
in an inc: ea s e  in norta l ity for the fo l low inq reasons : 

1·r The prop�sed- proj"ect�r e s ents an increase o f  2 . 2 3 
times the b l ade area of �he current ( 5 6-1 00 ) 
turbi�es . Th is means more contac t  area i s  ava i l ab le 
for co l l i s i o n .  

2 l  T h e  �ropos e d  i n s t a l l a ti ons a re � o  b� cons tructed 
on l ��t �c e towe r s  wh ich s howed a s t a t i s t i ca l ly 
s iqn! f i cant h igher mor �a ! i �y :ate tha� other tow&r 
type s . I t  i s  po s s ib l �  t��t the l a t t i c e  tower may 
s erve a s  an attractant , s i nce i t  i s  not uncommon 
to s e e  b i r 1 s  perch�d on l a t� i ce- typ& e le�t r i e a l 
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transmi s s ion towers ( ec .  towers adj acent to the 

· San Mateo Br idge ) .  In . at least one ease , a Red­
tai led Hawk was observed nesting on a lattice wind 
turbine tower . 

3 )  I f  we specu late that there is some sort o f  
recogni tion and avoidance d i stance ( as t h e  " Study" 
proposes ) ,  then a bird may have insufficient time 
to c lear the 1 0 8 '  rotor , whereas a 59 ' rotor , may 
pre s ent l e s s  of a probl em .  

4 )  The propos a l  i s  t o  ins tal l  S O  lattice-upwind 
turbine s .  At th i s  time I do not have the raw data 
ava i lable to do an analys i s , but it appears from 
the Biosystems s tudy ( comparing Figures 2 - 2  and 
3 - 1 9 )  that there may be a hiqher mortal i ty rate 
for the lattice-up�ind turbine s than for the lattice­
downwind turbine s .  

T he pos s ible eumul�tive e f fect o f  fac tors such a s  thi s s hould 
not be overlooked . I n  t�e absence of any ev:denee to the 
contrary , it would be a grave error to a l low 2 Negative 
Declaration in a ease such as this . Furthermore , it needs to 
be s tressed , that the current ongo ing take lev e l  of migratory 
birds and e�g l e s  is not acceptab l e  to the US F i s h  and Wildlife  
S ervice ( the Service ) .  

W ith respect to ' Exh ibit "�" ' , I f i nd it interest ing that someone 
has o f fered par t i c i pa t ior. of the US F i s h  �nd � i l dl i fe S ervice 
in the alleged mitiga t ion measures , without consult ing the 
S ervice . I obj e c t  to the use of the term "res ident raptor" . 
This terminology wou l d  not only exclude migrating raptor s , but 
a l so any other mig ratory bird . Whi l e  mortality may be higher 
for eerta�n spe c i e s  of rapt�rs , it needs to be stres sed th�t 
a l l  migracory birds , as l isted in SO CFR 1 0  a1 e protected by 
f ederal law ( 1 6  § 7 0 3  et saa . ) .  It is my unde rs tanding that 
the terj "res ident" was used to disLinguish !rom the " trained" 
raptors which the s tudy team intends to f l y  in the turbine are a . 
"Trained" raptors are _protected by tne s ame federal l aw that 
protects "wi ld" raptor s . Thus the mortality c f  a " traine d" 
raptor is .in no way �ore aecep��� than the mortal ity o f  a 
wild bird ,  as i s  inferred by the special designation o f  resident 
raptor . Addi t iona l ly it shou ld be pointed out that a s pe c i a l  
permi t wou ld be needed to conduct t h e  act i�ities that have been 
proposed with the " t r ained" raptors and the Service h a s  the 
option to dec l i ne to i s s ue such a permit . 

I n  e s sence , Exhib!t " A "  does not c ! !er any mitigation measur e s . 
A l l  it o f f ers , is to wri�e " repor ts"  and to :aase operation , 
i f  a s ignificant increase in mortal ity i s  observed . Th i s  i s  
not mit igation . M i t i gat ion i s  � measure taken to prevent 
mor t al i ti e s  i n  the f i r s t  � lace . The pro j ect attempt s  to say 
tha� they do not expect an i n c rease in mortal ity , but i f  they ' re 
wrong , they ' l l s :=? · T h e y  h a ve nc �ata t� back up these 
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exoectat ions . I sr. ' t the whole approval proces s  supposed to 
prevent s uch errors that can cause damage t o  the environment? 
I n the Altamont Pass , there are already 7 , 3 0 0  turbines kil ling 
approximately 40 Golden Eag les and 4 4  Red - tailed Hawks , a long 
w i th many other migratory b irds each year . In my e stimation , 
the County wou ld be neg ligent to approve a Negative Declaration 
o n  this proj ect .  Given the fact chat there are a lready 2 0  o f  
the 3 3M-VS turbines in operation, I believe that more data s hould 
be obta i ned from thos e  turbines prior to the construction o f  
any new proj e ct s . 

I n  a l etter to the County from u . s .  Windpower dated ,Dec . 2 8 , 
1 9 9 2 ,  Ms . Stewart says with respect to the proposa l , that "!hese 
actions are an integral part of an experimental res earch proj ect 
deve loped for u s  by a distinguished task f or�e of avian behav ior 
experts to test potential av i an irepact mitigat ion measures . "  
I have reviewed a copy o f  the "The Plan o f  Study" which the 
avian experts submitted to u . s .  Windpower .  Nowhere in thi s 
?lan do they mention the nec ess i ty of having e o  of the 3 3M-VS 
turbine s  insta l led ir. orde r to be able to do the s tudy . In 
a letter to the Coun ty dated Dec . 2 1 , 1 9 9 2  frcm Dr . Tom Cade , 
Cade s tates " I  have reviewed the proposed l ayout which U . S .  
Windpower is presenting to you. These a l ig��en�s will provide 
u s  with the requi s i te var i e ty of turbine l ay outs to evaluate " .  
u . s .  Windpower ' s  letter leads us to believe that i t  is the s tudy 
w hich c reated the urgent neces s ity to i n s � a l l  new turbi ne s . 
Ne i ther Cade ' s l e t-:er nor !'The P lan of Study" s eem to support 
that contention . I t  appears that the urgency o f  installation 
was created by U . S .  W i ndpower . 

S ince the study i s  a llegedly an integral part o! this propo sal , 
i t  too s hould be s ub j ect to scrutiny . !he proposed s tudy r a i ses 
s ome serioug que s t ions . 

1 )  One pha s e  o f  the s tudy c�ns i s t s  of f l y i ng homing 
pigeons through the turb�ne area a ,d observing their 
behavior . I have doubts as to how this wi l l  be 
app l i cabl e  to the behavior o f  Golcen Eagles and 
other raptor s . Vi 3ual acui ty and f l i ght 
character i st i cs ,  as well as feeding habits are 
remarkably d i f ferent for thes e  spe cie s . It seems 
that the• o nly s il!lil:: arrty , is that they all f ly . 

2 )  Whi le pigeons are not protected by federal law , 
the s tudy may be subj ect to questions concern i ng 
the pos s ib l e  i nhumane treatment o f  animals , by 
releas �ng them under such per i lous c i rcumstance s . 

� �  Another pha s e  involves the use of " trained" rapt�rs . 
I wou ld l ike to know f rom where the researchers 
p lan to obtai n  the se birds . Also , what type s o f  
permi ts wi l l  they have to a l low them to conduct 
these a c t i v i t i e s ?  
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4 )  Once again I que s t i on how applicab l e  the informa tion 
gathered on these trained ra?tors w i l l  be to wild 
raptors . Whi l e  the phys iology o f  trained birds 
w i l l  be the s am e  as for wild ones , the behavior 
mod i f ica tions as a result of the "training" may 
s e r i ous ly infl u ence the behavior o f  the birds in 
a non-quanti f i able manner . Furthermore , a s  tes t s  
continue us ing t h e  same trained birds , their 
reactions may be more a result of conditioning rather 
than an innate behavior wh ich we might expect to 
s ee in a wild raptor . 

5 )  Any mort al i ty o f  these " trained" raptors as a resu l t  
o f  the s tudy i s  a viol ation of f ederal law . 

6 ) The s tudy proposes  to use a 3-D  tracking system . 
From the sound o f  the study plan , the sys tem has 
yet to be des igned . From my know ledge of the 
Altamont Pas s area , it is hard to visua l i ze how 
equipment cou l d  be set up in such a vast  area and 
yet yield va luable information . A bird in fl ight 
passes  through the area in such a rapid manne r , 
that it would be hard to make obs ervations on the 
behavior . !n the event that the s tudy team dire: t s  
the fl i ghts o !  the "trained�  raptor s , then any trace 
of norma lcy to their behav ior has been altered . 

This leaves us with a que s t ionable proposal to instal l bigger 
turbines based en a ques t ionable s tudy for whi ch a Negative 
Declar a t i on is being reques ted , based on non-exi s tent mitigation 
measures . Installation o f  any new turbines , prior to the 
i ndustry offer ing mitigation measures that v i l l  prevent migratory 
bird morta l l t i e s  cannot be supported . Offering to turn off  
turbines i f  they k i l l  toe  many birds i s  not mit igation and i s  
therefore u1 acceptable . 

I f  the Coun � y  decides . to i s sue conditional use pe rmi ts for � h i s  
proj e c t  i n  �p i te o f  these obj ect1ons , then t h e  Service reque s t s  
that t h e  fol lowing be re�uired : 

t� Any migratory bi�d ��alities or non - fatal i nj uri e s  
a s s oc iated with the proposed s tudy or attributed 
to the new installations and relocations , wi l l  be 
reported to the US F i sh and Wi ldl i f a  Service w i th i n  
2 4  hour s .  Any such mortal ities  or inj uries w i l l  
n o t  b e  moved o r  tampered with , unl e s s  approved by 
the Service . One Service Reore sentat ive will be 
des ignated by the Se�vice for the purpose of handl i ng 
these  ma tters and all  inf�rmation sha l l  be submi tted 
to that indiv idua l unless other•ise s pe c i f i ed by 
tha t S ervice Representa tive . 

2 )  I f  t�e C�un�y p�oposes to a l l ow opera t ion on the 
cond: tion t h a t :h� t�rb i � e s  be ghu : ccNn ! �  the 
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event o f  " a  s igni f i cant increase i n  mortality "  of 
0 any mi gratory b irds , then these parameters need 

to be spec i f i ed in actua l numbers and not left in 
a nebu lous descri ption to be debated at a later 
date . 

P . S/7 

3 )  The s hut down condi tions in Exhibit "A" state that 
" • • •  the Zoning Administrator should suspend the 
respective operati ng permits unti l the U . S .  Fish 
and Wildl i f e  Service bel i eves that the problem has 
been corrected . "  Thi s  proposed condition sounds 
good in theory but it is not reasonable . Turbines 
have been in operation in the Altamont Pas s s ince 
the early 1 9 80 ' s . The migratory bird mortal i ty 
was recogni zed about 1 9 8 5 . Ic the past seven yea;s 
w i th the f inal nu . s near 7 3 0 0  and 

u s 0 rator bird mortal i ties the in ustry 
i s  no c lo s er to arriving at a solution . I am cur�ous 
a s  to what they expect might transpire that woul d  
l e a d  the Service t o  believe " • • .  that the problem 
has been corrected" with respect to the operation 
of the new turbi nes , when they haven ' t  figured it 
o u t  in nearly ten years of trials w i th the old 
��oin� . This portion of the proposed proj ect 
requires c l ar i f i cat ion . 

I am pleased to see that U . S .  W indpower is tak�ng some action 
by ini tiati ng this s tudy . ' However , I remain unconvinced of 
the neces s i ty to insta l l  larger turbines which may prove to 
be even more deadly to migratory birds . It is  recommended that 
the s tudy be conducted on the exi s t ing t�rb ines unt i l  some 
me thods have been documented th at wi ll substantially reduce 
mortalitie s .  At that time we wo�ld be will ing t o  recons ider . 
the i ssue . 

cr;;;&��� 
Cy�hia Struzi k  
s��1

ial Agent 

c c :  Harvin P lener t , Regional D i rector , USFWS 
David McMullen , A s s i s tant Reg ional D i re ctor-L£ , USFWS 
Scott oPe�rson , Senior Resident Agent , USFWS 
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.-\. Tll\UITIO:'\ OF SERviCE 

TO C:.U.IFORNL\ 

SI�CE 1 874 

U.S. Windpower plar1s snag 
on bird death issue again 

U.S. Wlndpower's attempts to expand 
Its fleet of giant wtnclm.llli is about !C be 
tro•mced for thr. fourth Ume beca�.:sc of 
concerns o\er bird deaths at the Alti1111nn: 
Pass. county otlldals said iue:sday. 

ilie LJ•·crmC�re-b;s:;ed company wa.> tCJ 
6" l:ark bt:fon: t.!:le AI2JD�da County Zo.1ing 
J\rl!n.tntstro\tor Wednt:sday wtl!l expansion 
pl:..:1:;. bur :Jle county now nys it ?.'\.11 nor 
r•.e:1 •- �•r.si:!tr the i5suc unt.tl w<!li Into ne:\.1 
yea: 

'i _,;1;.::�:.� ever;<.ne wouid have anli£: 
!p:U-:d !il�.t>e {WfndmllJ!Tii,'o�::'l have-cien a 

-· . .. ... -- -·· -·· -·- - - -- - - - - -

P.arl of the (pa!osl by now." laid Steve -�nc·-cou•1iy'·s zoriing admli\ts­
tralor .  ·�r It's _l!£!·happc•!•ng TJ'aey might 
end �p �itlidrc�wmg them ill together," 

U.S. Wind power's colossal new turbines 

- whose blade� stretch 10!! fecr wtde -
have btcn lauded as scientific marvels, 

garnenr.g tlu cc technical awards In the 
!asr few munt!os 

Bur tJ;c u . :� F'i:.h .md W:ldlue Service 
sees 'J:em :ts V'\rl; tFtl threats \o the ml· 
grd•;ry hi�c:; th«t a. c airr:�dy b�:tng kllled 
by l'):.:lcr. sm<�l!rr ·;us:ons. 

CI..U"cn�c Grcbt·r. a U.S  Wmdpower 

Please see Bird, page A·1 2  ' 

Bir·d : ::New. 
delay ; . .  
for windmill 

. . . expansion 
Continued from page A-1 
spokesman. said the company It· 
self has backed orr on the project 
unttl It can resolve Its cWrerences 
with Ftsh and WUdllfe. He noted 
that the company has oligotng 
projects both In the United·States 
and abroad. 

-we need the Inventory for 
those other projects:· he wd. • 

"Hopefully, by the Ume those get 
underv.-ay. we·u ha\·e cleared ��� 
thl.:lgs With the Fish and Wlldlllc 
Servtce." 

The compa.'ly approached the 
county In February wtrh 11 plan to 
replat:e 120 olc!e:r wtmi!uUls wll.h 
80 of the new giants. who;e 
blade!! sweep across an area 
more tWice the �iZe of the models 
they would replace. 

But Fish and Wlldllfc derailed 
that etrort. sending U.S. Wtnd· 
power back to the zorung adml.ll­
lstrator In March With a scal!:cl­
back plan to replace 13 1 older 
turbines with Just 38 new ones. 
At that Ume. company officiaLs 
sa!d they would seek the other 42 
as soon as possible. 

But an attempt In July was 
turned back by the bird ISSue. 
Wednesday's meeting will have 
the same result. Richards sa.td. 
The Issue will not come back up 
until at least March of next year. 

Sources wtlhiD Fish and Wild· 
Ufe and the wtndm111 community 

· 
say bird deaths - espectally the 
deaths of federally protected 
:olden eagles - conunue. Thlrry­
two golden eagles were found be· 
tween June 1992 and Jut May. 
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Turbine critics cite a burning iS,sue i 
lions. C I 

· -------- -� . .,.�--;:---- -: --· - · · =.,_,....,........,--

• Opponents of the 

�·industry say windmills 
�:pose a fire hazard 
fl -·--·--·· 
'jay Sarah Colby iiJ>l 1\ff WAn Ell 

� Windmill .:�pponc:nts haft le,trd � 
�ew complaint ;�gatost '"hat has 
i:a.be�n touled as an enwtronmntally 
!hound c\lergy sonrc:e - \¥lndmlb or 
'"'wlnwntll-related aellvltlcs :ause 

;morr !han 50 perc:ml of the -vas.' 
j:f\res lo lhe A11a1110nt Pass. 

erne. (In Thursday nl!(ht a nmlfunc:· 
11·1"'"" "''"''m•ll oU Orant l.lm� Ro>arl 
!-larltrl :1 blou.c tho\t scor•·hcd 1'10 to 
tOO acrt.s or �;t$$ hmd. cnr oili­

r•:tlli s:lld. 
Windmills (';If• CliiiSC rlrr.!\ In a \'01• 

rltty of ways. Rrt:ftghtl'r!' �alrl. ThP.y 
ran !ihort·ctnull. U:m!:Jng \11\rt::. grt 
twisted and wr.ar down. creating 
!'park:� wbl.-lt fall to the parched 
grass. 

Turbine analntenanc:e. such as 

welding, can be eldrP.mely �;olaCIIc. 

Vthleles <Uld machln�ry Chal are 

drtwn out In tilt wtndmlll:w rOIII emit 

sparks lhat slarl ".lSS llrcs. 

ever. tlt.tt the wlnrl c:omJI•IIItc:s ha"e 
:dwa�s bten \'try' cuopefatlvr about 
()o'\ylng CU�" ;Uirl loc;tl 1\rc a§IICIC:S 
for the costs or tllllogulshlng such 

nre:s. 
OtHclab fr()ll\ U.S. Wlndpower. 

Inc: .• the largest operaloc In the Alia" 
mont with nwrc than 4.000 tur­
bl.nc:s. s.lld lhry have been �.-orklng 
wtU1 local ab'tnr.ifs to minimize Ore 
rlangt'rS. 

All motorized equipment and vc· 
hldu that go out Into Chc fields stay 

on gravel·paved roads and arc 

cqulf•pcd v.1th both spark-arrester!! 

and mufflers. said Clarence Grcbcy. 

managtr or corporate commnnl�a-

ftreRghters train wind com(l:\IIY , 
employees. ••.nd workers c::\rry tools 1 
and rhemk:als with litem so that 
they can put out Rres. Grcbcy said. 1 
The cooJp<IIIY sends spotters out to j' 
catch tangled wires. be sale\. . · , 

Strident \\1ndmUI opponent and 
l:lndowuc-r Ow ryl 1.\ohttlltr wants to 
know what good that wtU do him tr 
an nnr•Jitlroll:lble gyas.• Ore attacks 
his house o" Dyer Road. 

. MM long as the windmill rontpa· 
ntes arc ll1111nj( to pay fnr the flri:s 

!hey sCart. nothing Is gohtg to --------------------
Please see Wind. page A-8 

8arrdt lA quick tn point onl. how· 
·� Capt. Stew 8anctt of lbe CaJI­
�;�ornla OepartJornl of Fottsiry ilays 
• the figure may be as hlt1Jl as 75 per· 
•iJ -- -----------· _ ... -· -·------- ----------·--·------··--.. - -----·· · ··-·--' 
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A;a: TRl·VAllE\ 

Wind: A popular alternative mental problem.'\ :.ssoclatcd with 
cnc:ll)' sources. Our lntcrrst ts In 
trying to chO!iC rrsourcr.s U1ul 
mtntml:tc 11">-qc problrms." Continued from from A·1 

--------------·· 
Challf.'t'. And I say I don't want to 
lose m\' n't w o u\v amll . And Chen arc 
7.500 Win m s uvrr d�erc. aud 
1C ,, nrr. gcta started In lhe rlgJlt 
plnct, the whole Altatuont Pa&." 
could f1,0 up. M 

or the 13 wtnd companies op· 
eraung In the pass, the only one 
��oilh reprcsentallves avaliailic i;; 
talk aboul tJ1e allcgalklns wa:s 
tJ.S. Wlndpower. 

U.S. Wtnd�oer officials s;ay 
the company bas always paid 
ranchers for grutng pasture lost 
to nrea. 

But MurDer and other wtnd­
mlll opponents have addlllon�l 
concerns. They say dial the \\1od· 
mllls, which are louted as an m· 
vlronmentally benign energy 
sourct. start Rrea that release 
pollutants Into the atmusphl!re. 
They also dte the danger to va-

rtous prncertr.d llptricll - certain 
owls. roxc:t .md salantandtl s ·­

that lm In the Altamont. 
The Wlud lndnslry Is aJrrady 

bl lrflllhlt U\'Cl' lhc dralhs of Jed· 
cr.dly protected bird s�ttctu -
tuclndlug golden c;,gtcs. A 1992 
report fol!nd 567 btrcts ur prey 
died In thr Altamont Ul tbc two 
years studied, conservatively put· 
Ung annual eagle deaths at :J9. 

lbc U .5. t"'sh and \YIIdllfc Scr • 

vice bas llald wtnd·p�r cXthlli· 
slon could be halted eomplttcly If 
lhr killing cannot be stopped. 

tfowcver. some til\ lrcmmrntal· 
lSI:! SII��Sl thai Ongcr polnllnl( at 
othrr cm:r� sources Is ool pro· 
ducll\'e. Rather. Sii)'S cnvlrun· 
mculallst Pant Thayer. I he public 

· has m obligatiOn to study and 
atldrr.,_o; the effects of cad1 c1H:rgy 
gcuer atot' - CSJIC'Cially sonactlung 
as relatively new as wind power. 

"It's Jnst ar..,lhcr ;lfC3 where 
these wind turbines oli'C causing 
pn.ohlcf'l:t nobody tho�t abonl 
when they j)QI ihu11 -..,;· Tlo.aycr 
said. '!herr's Jus: .a tendency to 
brush them aside In the :�plrll of 
Wlndpowcr ts e.�· .r.ullaUy benign.· 
and U's not." 

Indeed, many environmental· 
tst.:l Mt slow to crtUclze the wind 
lndusf&y. cltln� the many faults or 
allcrnaUve rncrgr so.1rce3, :�m:h 
as :u:td r:aln. strlp-mtnlng and nu· Sin)] Wlltf!r  Jon a t h a n  
cltar w-.aste. \Vefsman contributed to ti1IS 

"I ha� a hard tune believing _..;.st_o_r!J;;_· _________ _ 
that thiS IS a serious problem:· r aald Rlcb Fer�n lll lhc Sierra · 
Club. -rherc arc always mV1r4f!· 

- - - - - - .. .. .. -
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• At least six dozen 
firefighters battled 1 07 
acres ot flames 

liy Patricia Jacobus 
and S.arnh Colby 
STAFF WHoHR� 

A I,T A M O N "I - �· l ;un •" 
sparkt•d by a 1),::, \Ytnclpuwn 
turhlnc ra�c·rl thr""'�h ihc t\ il,c 
nwnl l'a:;� Wc·clnc.\ll.cy au c l  
scorrhc:rl tO? ;cnr� ul  '"'"'· .cl 
ll-:.:-1 lhtTt' vc·lndc·:o. a boat. .c 
�ampcr t:.cilrr .ucd � 'ltc:l. oJr. 
r.lals :;aid . 

· About 7:; hn·Jlc:!clrr� i1 0111 t :• 
tlcparunrnis ;cll.wknl :he f); · · 
whlrh st.ult.·•! ,thoul 10 a cn. ur;ct 
a IJ � Wmdpuwt•c oiCTCS!o mac! ,., . 
111 Dyu J<o;cc l .  W111• thl' aid . •  r , ,., . .  
air tank<'r s aw l t•U( hrih:n;'�'r 
:hey n>lllotim·ll It •�lllolu ! l'.'n 
hom s. 

The nn. w,J<; C.III:<Ctl ll\' .• 1m·  
hlne that r.:,vcrienr.t·d ,111 � I ·  , . 
tr l<:al ('ahlc fa r lurr.  a li : :  
Wlodpu..vrr spolll·�··:om.;u .-.aid 
The company rlanlo to romt"·a ·  
S.'\(C propel t y  I)WIICTS for lhl'lc 
losses, :;he .s.'\ltl. 

The California [)ep.utmrnl ol 
Forestry is JnvcsU�;tllug llw fm•. 

As mop-up rrcw� W(lrkr.d luh• 
lbe aflcrnoou ext lll�lshlng ,;mol· 
dcrlng flntc posts. rars ao;l! 
patchc:r ol gras:;, another nr� 
shuir.d 1111 about 2:20 p m . •  :op 
parcnlly I""Ucd by wchlll11� aew:< 
wm k!ng nn ;mutllcr �ct cl wind­
mills. ExioausteJ . ftren�hl cr" 
racctl 1.:1 the scene to tli�owr 
th'o!i wtmlnrlll work�rs h:id lhr 
llrr. almost completely under cou· 
trol. 

ornc:als at U.S. Wlndpowt·r. 
whose workers reported thr. 
scwUtl ftrc. :;alii J!,;ct hl�1.r. w.c, 

.. 
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2Fire: Caused by turbine 
.. 
;·Continued from page A· 1 -rbc names were comlng over 

":' 
the hlll real fast. so I just took rny 

· .. : Enveloped In a cloud of dc:use two Gennan shepherds. and got 

::.smoke. Garcia swUtly got out or out or here," he said. · 

• lllS vehicle and ran down the dtrt 

: ·road, out of the ga:;sy area onto Once firefighters arrtved, Tru· 

':' safer terrttory. 
JlUo said he marcbell back up the 

.· It was only a change ln the dtrt bill to help hose down his 

: wtnd dlrecUon that saved Gar· trallcr. He W'6S slckea1cd to see 

· .. cia's trailer from the inferno.>. wttb his vintage. 1969 whllr. Corvette 

only a few Inches to spare be· destroyed by nre. He .said tt was 

·

:
· tween the names and hill borne. worth $ 1 0,000. His l !I-foot 

· ... Th G d 
speedboat. was also scorched. 

. e arcla eornpoun , where 

• J'iml. his brother, lbclr mother. If the CalUornla Departmea;l of 

. sillier and her three children live Forestry determines Utat IJ.S. 

: ln three separate trallers, was Wlndpower acted negligently, It 

sparr.d. wtU btU the company for the cost 

"When the lir�: carne down. we of Its response. 

•· pulled lines right and left.· Ltv· Lo.>cal fire departments which 

ermore dtvtslon cbld Tom Bra· responded JJI mutual aid -

: . mell said. '1ben the fire blew l'leasanton. Uvermore. Lawl'tnce 

: past us and the next thtng we � .i,'trmore NaUon31 Laboratory, 

:. knew there
. 

was a wall of fire all .>an Ramon Valley. Dougherty Re· 

· around us. g\onal. Camp Parks. Alameda 

• Michael Tnljlllo. who lives County, Veterans AdmlniStratton 

m:ar: Ute Garclas. sald be was Hospital - do not usuallY recoup 

�lecp wben Ute fire erupted. tbe \.'\lSIS of thclr response. 
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JAY SOlMONSON - 51111 
A CDF helicopter drops water on a burning windmill off Vasco Road Wednesday. 

Windmill-ignited fires targeted 
av Jonathan w.m.n· 
STAFF WAITtll 

LIVERMORE - The Alameda County 
zoning administrator approved strict no.>w 
measure� Wednesday to prevent gras� lirl's 
sparked by Alt:unont Pass windmill� . .ru�t 
as flleflghters battled a seMing Wlntbmll 
blaze off Vasco Road. 

County offictals in Hayward could not 
have known how timely their decision was. 

An alto.>rnoon gra.o;s fire sparked hy a 
turbUic charred I 0 acres in southtw•tt•r n 
Contra Costa Cotulty, melturg tht' wmd· 
mill's madti.Mry. At Ollt' pourt. Ur� turhmr 

itself burst into flames and had w be 
doused by several helicopter passes. 

ihe fire was not extraordinary. Last 
year. about 40 files swept through the AI· 
wmont Pass. fraying the nef'·es or 
landowners and file lighters alike. 

"Li\ing out there. it just sends a chill 
down my spine," said Darryl Mueller, a 
homeo"11er in the Altamont and an ardent 
windmill opponent. 

About 90 percent of the fileS last year 
wert' sl.alted by the windmills. said Steve 

Please see ArM, A-9 
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Fires: Altamont 
Pass blazes ris ing 
Continued from A-1 
Barrett, a ftre prevention captain ll the California De­
partment of Forestry. 

In 1 993, fires ll the pus Increased by 100 percent 
and cost roughly S200,000 to fight. . 

Barrett said 70 percent to 80 percent of those eost.s 
would eventually be asswned by the windmill compa­
nies, a cost thll has company omclals, too, convinced 
80methlng must be done to prevent the ftrea. 

'"nnat's money we don't want to pay out of our 
pocket," said Clarence Grebey, a epokesrnan for Kene­
tech/U.S. Windpower, the largest windmill operator ll 

-�onl "From a business standpoint, thll doesn't do 
WI any good." 

Most fires have been caused by windmill blades 
twisting into the wtnd and tangling the wires thll fall 
from the blade structure to the ground. The county 
zoning staff decided Wednesday to require operators to 
retrortt older wtndmllls and sheathe exposed wires to 
reduce short c:lrcults. 

The county restricted welding and repair operations 
during hot, dry, windy weather and required some hard­
ware to be covered so thll birds do not spark fires. 
Birds of prey have been known to bridge electrical lines 
with their Wings, electrocuting themselves and bursting 
Into names. 

-

By Aug. 15, up to 20C windmills should be retro­
fitted, Barntt said. 

"They're not excited about It," he said of the wind­mill operators. "It wW cost some money, no doubt." 
But Grebey said the companies are complying will­

Ingly. By Aug. 1, Kenetech - which has been plagued 
by shorts from twisted cables - will put special sensors 
on 72 turbines the company had Identified as prob­
tematlc, Grebey said. Those sensors will shut the tur­
jllnes down when the cables are tangled, and will alert 
operators of a problem 

Even with all these measures, Barrett said windmill 
tires would only be decreased by 20 percent. With addi­
tional measures, the nwnber of tires could be cut In 
half. 

_ In another year, the operators will Wcely be required 
_to provide additional water supplies for ftreftghting, 
Barrett said. 

The Windmill opera .ors also will be required to notify 
lalidowners when a ft e Is heading their way. Area resi­
dents have complaint d loudly thll they are the last to 
know when fires ignite. 

- ·- -----
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Country Guardian 
PtllroiU: Tit� RJ Hon Neil Kin nod • Sir /Jenuml lnrhturt 
The National Campaign against Windfarms 
Aubrey House, Riverside, Twickenham, TW1 3DS • 081 892 421 1 

THE CASE AGAINST WINDFARMS 

A. EMISSION REDUCTION: 1liE CASE FOR WINDFARMS EXAMINED. 

No-one claims that windfanns produce elec:tric:ity more cheaply or more efficiently than conventional 
power-stations Those who defend them base their arswnem on two propositions: 
1) that they produce energy without the problems associated with nuc:lw power • the possibility of 
accident and the diffic:ulties of storing safely radioactive waste; and 
2) that they produce energy without the harmfUl emissions created by the burning of fossil fuel • col. 
sol and nitrous oxide. gases associated with global wuming and ac:id rain. 

For these arguments to be valid it is c:lear that windfarms, if developed in sufficient numbers, must 
significantly reduce emissions and/or must close a nuc:lear power station. 

The nuc:lear question is straightforward. Even Dr Jan Mays of the British Wmd Energy Association has 
admitted that wind energy will not dose a siaglr auclear powrr statioa aad tbat audear will 
continue to contribute to energy production If or wben fossil faels rua out. John Redwood, the 
Welsh Secretary, gi\ing evidence to the Welsh Affairs Select Committee on Wind Energy, confirmed 
that the nuc:lear power stations will c:ontinue to function until they raach the end of their plaMed 
working life Indeed. the government's nuclear review may give the go-ahead to Si.zeweU C. which wiU 
replace obsolete nuclear power stations. Proponents of wind energy sometimes dishonestly answer the 
question "Will wind farms c:lose a nuc:lw power station"" by answering "Not yet." The more honourable 
among them will admit that wind energy has no plac:e in the nuclw debate . •  

The justification of wind energy must therefore rest on the reduc:tion of emissions. The Department of 
Trade and Industry has talked of the possibility of 10"/o of the nation's energy requirement being 
provided by wind. Since only 33% of emissions of C01 c:ome from energy generation (DTI • 1991 
figures) we c:an c:alculate that a I o•/. crneratiac c:apr.ciry demed from wiad would save oaly 3.3-,. 
of British carbon dioside emissions, aad only 0.1" of flolHII co, nrtiuions, 111 dull t/un -111 k 
110 tMasurabl� imp Get 011 global warming. 

Even this minute saving may well be an ovematernerlt. It usumes that when the wind is blowing and 
wind energy is being produc:ed, it displaces produc:tio� &-om aU genenting sources in proportion to their 
average c:omribution to suppl)o. Since the �d turbi& is the only form of generatioa wbic:h c:annot be 
regulated by National Grid control no one c:an blow what other form of generation will be displaced 
when they do generate. In the highly wilikely event that wind displaces oaly the energy produced by our 
oldest and dirtiest c:oal-fired power stations. whic:h are in any cue beins cleaned up or phased out. 
emission savings willl be less than S% of the British total. If it displaces relatively dean ps generation. 
the saving will be Jess than 3.3%. If. however, it displaces only hydro tbere will be no saving of 
emissions. 

Of course it is totally unlikely that we will reach the I ()8/o figure in the first place. Califoraia and 
Denmark generate I .2% and 2.S% of their energy &-om wind respectively, after a twenty-year 
c:omrnitment to the technology. so that despite the proliferation of turbines, emission savings will be in 
all probability far less than 3 .3�1. 

The building programme for gas-fired power stations will save as much C02 as 80,000 400kW turbines 
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would. because gas power stations produce nearly SO"/e less C02 than coal ones. 

Gas power stations emit very little sol. 

The Drax coal power station is reducing noxious emissions by 90% • the saving that would be generated 
by 27,000 400kW turbines 

Proponents of wind energy usually express emission savings in thousands of tOMes, bec:aute that sounds 
much more impressive than a percentage of total national emissions. 

If the wiad eaergy developen an allowed to push ahead with their procramme we race tbe 
prospect or benreea 20.000 aad 30,000 tarbiaes oa oar biDs aad couu.. but w will 11111 uw 
''· "' of 011, lulnnfal rloiHII elfliuWtu. The cost is too high. the benefit too unall. 

B. SCALE OF DEVELOPMENT REQUIRED 

There is no official target for the production of energy from wind. However. its proponems often talk of 
1 0%, perhaps because even they would have to edmit that emission savings from a smaller percentage 
would be so minute that there would be no point in the exercise. 

Estimates of the number of turbines required to produce 10"/e of Britain's energy requirements �· 
wildly Wind ener�· proponents talk of 20.000; opponents have talked of 38.000 The Department of 
Trade and Industry in a written answer in May 1994. suggested 30,000. In fact all these estimates are 
true Turbine numben depend on size and capacity. 20.000 turbines would need to be of SOOkW 
capacity 

Since many of the turbines already erected ( eg the I 03 turbines on Britain's largest windfarm. 
Llandinam) or for which consent is being sought (eg the 83 at Cem Coch) are of Jess than SOOkW 
capacity. the total number required to reach the IO"Ao production figure will considerably exceed 20,000. 

To un 1 DTI estimate. 30,000 .OOkW turblaes would cover tome three-qua"'" or a mUlion 
acres. 400kW turbines are approximately 200 feet high from ground to tip ofblade (the height of a 20 
storey office block) Because high windspeed sites tend to be upland sites. the turbines will be visible up 
to 30 km away. If the average number of turbines in a windfarm were 2S, there would be 1 ,200 lites 
They would usually be \isible one from another ("intervisible"), so huge areas of the country would have 
windfarm landscapes. 

To produce as much elec:tric:ity u a 6SO MW power station (area less than 2 hectares) we would have to 
construct a windfarm covering SOO sq km! 

The 83 turbines proposed for Cefil Coch would produce iD a yar what a medium sized COIIVCI1rional 
power station would produce in less than 4 days. 

In September 1994 the influential Public Ac:c:ounts Committee of the House of Commons cast doubu on 
the viability of wind energy generation: "We consider that it is very doubtful that the relatively modest 
increases in new electrical generation justify the Jatse sums spent. • 
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C. LANDSCAPE QUALITY OF PRIME WINDFARM SITES 

Tbt map of "Dtslcoattd Artas" (Nadoaal Parks, Arus or OautaadiDC Natural Buacy, SSSis 
ttrl overlaps almost eurlly tbt map or bigb windspttd sites. Although tht Wtish Affairs Stlect 
Committee Report on Wind Energy (and even the British Wind Energy AssocWion's draft "best 
practice" guidelines for developers) say that windfarms should not be sited ill Designated Areas or where 
they will be clearly visible from Designated Areas, neither the Select Committee nor the BWEA has any 
control over developers, usually large public companies with a duty to their shareholders to maximise 
profits. Tbt new system or subsidy, wbirb iaviles dtvtloptn to ttader for roatntcu oa tbt buil or 
prirt per •ait ol electriricy, also earoanaa developers to da001e tbt best willcbpeed lites, 
l'fllnlltn or laadsrapt value. 

The result is that 1(Mdfarms art currently threatened ill much of our very finest landscape: Tbe Black 
Hill. Herefordshire (SSSI. Area of Great Landscape Value, 200 metres &om Brtc:On Beacons Natioaal 
Park), Ingham Farms, Norfolk ( I  km from Broadlands National Park), Flaigtn Hill. Yorbhire (Propc>sed 
Special Protection Area. Bronte Country), as well as sites on the edge oftht Lake District National ?ark 
and in Wiltshire within an AONB. If these landscapes are threatened. how much more so art 
undesignated landscapes. like the stuMingly beautiful Radnorshire Hills, whose lack of designation is a 
puzzling anomaly, or those isolated hills in otherwise degraded areas which are still greatly ueasured by 
those who live near them for thtiT amenity value. No biD is salt. 

0 BEAt.:TIES OR BEASTS� 

Proponents of wind energy somtrimes argue that beauty is in the eye of the beholder, that there are as 
many people who find a turbine beautiful as find it unacc:eptable. This is less than honest. If they are 
anracti�·e. why does even the British Wind Energy Association argue that they should not be sited in 
Designated Areas� Why did Guy Roots (Counsel for the Wind Energy Group) say at the Kirkby Moor 
Public Enquiry in June 1 99 1  "It tends to be the higher pans of the country which are technically suitable 
for wind farms These are too often prominent. scenically beautiful sites, and that causes a dilemma. • 

Again. the more honourable proponents of wind energy admit the true nature of these machines: 
Jonathan Porritt wrote in the Dally Ttlt�aph "The modem wind turbine is a mighty intrusive beast. It's 
not into nestling. blending in or any of those other cliches so beloved of rural romantics. • 

They break the skyline and draw attention to themselves with t'teir rowing blades. 

Tht wind turbiat i1 a huge aod noisy lndunrial macbiat aad "wiadfum" It a npbemltm tor an 
ladunrial site ol vast proportions. Tbt questioa ol wbetber some observers find tbem attncrlvt is 
IJTtltvant: tbert has been a wholly rusoaablt presump !loa acaiolt plariac new lndaa .ry In 
bitbtrto uniadustrialised areas In aatioaal pluainc poliq for over tbirty yean. 

There can be no argument that the national good over-rides normal planning considerations becluse the 
average windfarm (20 - 30 turbines) reduces emissions ofcatbon dioxide by only 0.003%. 

E. THE NOISE FACTOR. 

The noise from a wind turbine comes from both the mechanical gearing and from the rotating blades. 
The former can to a degree be controUed and insulated and some rnalces of turbine are quieter than 
others The mort intrusive noise comes from the aerodynamic prnpenies of the blade and the ildlstry 
has had virtually no succ:ess in conuolling this. The larger the turbine, the greater the air mass moving 
the blades and thereby the higher the noise level. The noise is of two kinds low-frequency penetrating 
noise and a "thump" reminiscent of a helicopter when the blade passes the tower. 
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The developers at the Llandinam windfarm in Wales have been unable to solve the noise problem and 
complaims cominue At the time of writing, the first neighbouring residem has just succeeded in having 
his Council Tax reduced on the basis that noise has sufficiently reduced the value of his house to place 
him in a lower tax band. 

The Welsh Al!'airs Select Committee has recognised the magnitude of the problem: "For existing 
windfarms we are satisfied that there are cases of individuals being subject to near continuous noise 
during the operation of the turbines, at levels which do not constitute a swutory nuisance or exceed 
planning conditions. but which are clearly disturbina atld unpleuaDt atld may have .:ae psycboloaical 
effect." It has proposed very stringem noise limits to be set for all houses within I .Skm of a turbine. "It 
should be the imemion of those limits that windfarm noise of mechanical orisin is inaudible at any 
neighbouring dwelling.· 

Noise is recognised as a significant cause of stress and related illness in modem society, panic:uJarty low· 
&equency noise. 

The diflicuhy at the planniog stage is that no developer can say with any cenainty wbat noise levels will 
be created by a proposed windfarm, although he will claim that he can. The Energy Teclmology Suppon 
Unit has wrinen ·At present there is no established method for the prediction of wind turbine noise and 
basic understanding of wind turbine noise is low Not enough is known of the basic mechanisms which 
control the noise radiation process to allow the development of detailed prediction methods.· 
(A ss'ssm�/11 & Pndlct1on of Wi11J T urbiM NoiS� 1993) 

A ·neighbour of a windfarm in Wales whose house is 0 8 km f'tom the nearest turbine was quoted in the 
national press "We call it the twin-tub factor, !Jeccause it is exactly what the noise is like. The turbines 
are huge . .  and we can't go anywhere without this noise." 

To introducr unw1rnnted lneb of noise. especially at •laht. and apeclaJir lD rani IU"'a wllere 
ambient noise ltvds are very low, ls partkalarly clamqin& to local .. eaky. 

F. AD\'ERSE IMPACT ON OTHER INTERESTS 

The main adverse impact that windfarm development is likely to have on the loeal economy of an area 
relates to tourism. Because wind speeds are best in areas that have often been designated for their 
beauty and landscape imponance, wind developers wget those areas where the tourist trade consists of 
that sector seeking peace. quiet and enjoyment ofunspoilt counuys.de. A National Tourist Board survey 
shows that 90% of British holiday makers who go to the countrys :le do so to enjoy it for its own sake 
and seek no additional "attractions" like theme parks. 

A survey by the University ofLeiden in Holland has found that the majority of those questioned felt that 
a landscape lost its interest 11 turbines accumulated. 

Although the first windfarms in Cornwall attracted visits &om tbose llready in the 11a for other 
purposes. the mraction was one of novelty. If the developen succeed in erecting large aumben of 
turbines. novelty value will be lost and those seeking rural peace will bead for areas not desracfed by 
turbines - for example. National Parks, increasing pressure of use when current levels of villiton are 
already c:ausing problems. 

A typical windfarm would employ one single maintenance operative. At Bryn Trtli in Wales even 
construction workers were Danish, erectins Danish turbines with which they were &miliar. The vast 
ma.iority of turbines are of foreign male e. The only benefit to an area is the site rent (£I 000 • 0000 pa 
per turbine) paid to a handful of landowners. That benefit could easily be outweighed by a decline in 
tourist numbers It should be noted that with holiday conages and caravan sites, tourism has become an 
imponant elemem offarm diversific:ation. 
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Govemment policy, as outlined in mininerial statemeau, appul decisions and Planalag Policy 
Gulddian., is to ncounge renewable nei'IT projecu wlam thq m 1!9! amgcinr rg ftlag 
i1ul!lm.. 

G. EFFECTS ON BIRDS 

At Tarifa in Spain. the wind turbines have killed birds of thineen species protmed under European 
Union law, including the Red Kite. (Source: Wi�r Monthly, Volume 10, No 2, February 1994.) 

At Altamont Pass. Livermore. California. 500 birds of prey were killed by the 7,300 turbiDes during the 
two year period of srudy undertaken for the I 992 repon ordered by the California Energy Commission 
Among the dead birds were at least 78 protected Golden Eagles. (Source - NatiOIIII Audubon Society 
Audubon voi 9S no S. September 1993) 

In Briwn. a wind farm has been constructed on the Wye Valley at Bryn Titli. within the foraging area of 
Hen Harriers and Red Kites. 

H. WIDER E:O.YIROmiE�"TAL CONSEQUENCES 

Windfarms are such a recent phenomenon that it is hard to be certain of their long-term ec:ologic:al 
imfiCt However. the Flaight Hill Opposition Group at Hebden Bridge. Yorkshire. commissioned an 
hydrologist and a number of engineers to examine the neighbouring Ovenden Moor windf1111l. They 
found tbat the erection of turbines two hundred feet high had ctacked the bedrock of this upland 
moorland and diverted natural watercourses. Around the turbines and along the cable trenches the thin 
layers of peat are d�ing out rapidly and it is likely that before long the peat bog will have blown away 
A different problem is caused by the tracks to and between the turbines which have acted as dams and 
formed deep pools of peat "soup". fetid surface water which cannot run or drain away. There is certain 
to be a knock-on effect on the insects and birds which depeoded on the ec:ologic:al staus quo before the 
arrival of the turbines Dr John Hedger of the Institute ofBiolc•gic:al Sciences at the University of Wales, 

Aberysrwyth. has written: "Wind energy is not as clean as its proponents would have us believe. It is an 
industrial development and as wch causes degradation of the mvironments where turbints are sited. The 
result is a loss of habitat for wildlife The proposed environm mtal benefits of wind farm·.ng - reductions 
in sulphur dioxide emissions and acid rain - will only come ftcm the very large-sc:ale use •Jf turbines. One 
environmental problem will simply be replaced by another." 

It may be convenient to treat the ufety i1111e under this heading. · Blades weigh up to J.S tonnes. They 
have broken off in gales and planed up to 400 metres. The .:ivic authorities in Palm S�rings have nwie 
de\·elopers move turbines to a distance of half a mile from the highway for safety reasons. Turbilles 
cause Bicker which fiightens limes and tall cause riding accidents. Tbey distract drivers on 
neighbouring roads. 
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I. WHY HAVE DEVELOPERS SUDDENLY BEGUN TO ERECT WINDF ARMS? 

Not because or the innate soundness or good economic sense or the technology - the wind turbine 
senemor has been available ror 100 years' - but because in 1991 the sovemmeut imroduced subsidy ror 
wi!Jdfarrns through the NON-FOSSn. FUEL OBLIGATION (NFFO). When subsidy comes through the 
door. conunon sense flies out of the window. Until the subsidies were introduced. not a single windf'arm 
had been built in the UK. 

• AJI wind energy developments throughout the world are subsidiled in one fOrm or another. • (DTI 
statement, 24 August 1 994.) 

!IIFFO is a levy on all our electricity biDs. 94% or all the money railed thereby soes to subsidise nuclear. 
The other 6% is divided between renewables - hydro, wiad aDd "biofilels" - laDdfi1l ps. sewase ps and 
municipal and seneral industrial wute. Through NFFO tbe Secretary or State for Trade and Industry 
requires electricity suppliers to obtain specified quantities or their electricity &om sources other than 
fossil fUels. 

Undu tbe t111'ftnt tranche or tbe NFFO. wind eaft1Y It boaplt rl"'HHI the proclacen at II peace 
per kWb, more tban rour times tbe price or power cenerated by rouU rueL 

Developers now have to tender for subsidy and say at what price they wiD seD wind-senerated 
electricity The details of the tender wiD be known in Autumn 1994. It is expected that the price of wind 
senerated electricity wiU be 6 - 8 pence per kWh, as compared to 2.3p for that which is conventionally 
senerated 

J. GO\'ER..-..'ME!'-.1 POLICY 

The L'"K has a renewable energy target or 1 300 megawans by the year 2000. Government policy is to 
encourage renewable energy projects where they are: 

-Economically viable and competitive, makins an economic contribution to diversity 
and security or supply. 
-En\ironmentally aec:eptable. c:ausins the minimum harm to countrySide and coast. 
-Not damaging to other imerests. 

These are very �ignificam constraints on wind energy. David Curry, Minister for the Environment, has 
wrinen (lener, 7th April 1993) thai aoven�meat policy makes ao presumption ia ravour or 1riad 
entfiY and tba . aay application iJ sabjK1 to aD tbe normal planniaa replations aad coDJll'aialS. 
Tim Eggar. Ene. gy Minister stated ( I I March 1994) •The challenge for the wind iDdumy is clear: it 
must find sites which are aec:eptable to the planning process and reduce its costs if development is to 
progress • 

Moreover, whereas tbis aoven�raent policy oa rent'll'able eDff'IY lla eo leJal ltatas, tile 
covemment's respoMibility to preserve tile couan,tlde does, aader ltatate law (Coaan,tide Act 
1968). 

Recently, the sovernment has been making it dear that it would prefer decisions about individual 
windfarrns to be made by planning comminees at the local level. Notably, John Redwood. the Welsh 
Secretary, made this point forcibly when he gave evidence to the Welsh Affairs Select Co!IIIDinee. We 
can infer from this that he would expec:t inspectors It appeal to maintain 1 planning committee's refUsal 
or a windfarm application as lona as it wa made OD IOand piiDDiDJ FO••ds. 1be moral ror those 
or us opposing windfarrn development. is that it is crucial to defeat proposals at the initial planning 
stage. 
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K. LOCAL PLANNING REGULATIONS 

There is no national strategy for wind energy. paniculall')· in relation to the proliferation and cumulative 
impact of windfanns and their intervisibility one from another. Planning Policy Guidance Note 22 (PPG 
22). the government's guidance to planning authorities in relation to applications for all types of 
renewable energy development. is almost uniformly regarded as unhelpful. "Planning Officers were 
unanimous in their dissatisfaction with PPG22" (Welsh Affairs Select Cormnittee repon). Because PPG 
22 indicates that renewable energy development is in the national interest, planning authorities bave felt 
that they are being pressurised into approving applications despite their serious concerns over the 
environmental impact of prospective development. Developers choose sites only because they have 
access to the land and because it is technically suitable; they have no reprd for the landscape quality or 
for the proximity of sites chosen by other developers. 

RKent lt�islarion bas aiven pi1Dnia1 p�ineace to tbe LOCAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN 
Loul Government bas bKome increasinaJy aware or rbe need to protect IU couarryside as an 
essential amenity and tourist anncrion, rtOectiag rbis ia LocaJ Development Plaat by restrictiag 
Industrial developmenu to specific areas, la,.ely rbon wbicb are already iadiUtria.liled. Tbis 
makes it difficult for wind farm developen who seek sires precluded by rile Local Plan. They are 
required ro find "tubstantive material reason•" wby the restriction• sbould be 1et uide. Tbe only 
martrial reason that might carT)' conviction is tbe reduction In rostil fuel pollution, bur tbe 
rtduction acbievecl by even a laJ'Ie wiadrarm il 10  miailcult u to be ia ao ltDit ••bstaative. 

L 1l{E POSITI\"E CASE • El\'ERGY CONSERVATIO:-.: 

Count!)· Guardian is cenainly not a NIMBY organisation whose platform begins and ends with 
opposition to wind energy. We are committed to a reduction in fossil fuel pollution through energy 
conservation. mainly because it achieves an environmental good without 1 counter-balancing 
en\ironmental cost. but also because it achieves a gr'a"r reduction in pollution for a sma/l'r economic 
COS! 

The government has calculated (Energy Paper No 58. HMSO 1 989) that a 30% reduction in energy 
consumption could be achieved immediately through better management or investment in energy sa\ing 
measures which would be justifiable simply in terms of the money they saved in the shon term This 
would reduce carbon dioxide emissions by 10%. 

One simple example wiU show that wind energy subsidy is the economics of the madhouse: 
·There are I ,628.000 houses in the UK with pitched roof and no insulation. • 

-3780 kWh of energy are lost by each such house each year. • 
-Insulation to I 990 Building Regulations standard would reduce this to 405 kWh p.a. • 

-Insulation thus saves 3375 kWh per house p.a..• 
- Insulating 450 houses would save 1 .5 m kWh p.a • the output of a 500kW turbine. 
-The cost of insulation is a oae-otr £122 per house•. or !SS,OOO for 450 houses . 
• Through NFFO. the turbine is paid £165.000 eacb year (I Jp per unit). 
• Over the first seven years of the life of the turbine we pay the operator £ I .  I Sm. 

· Over the emire life span of the houses the insulation costs !SS.OOO 

If under future rounds of NFFO the developers tender to seU electricity for 6p 1 unit. the aaaual 
payment for one turbine is still hugely more than the one-off c:ost of insulation. (•Soun:e: Pilkington 
Insulation. UK Mineral Wool Assoc.) 
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M. CONCLUSION 

We were told in the 1960s that tower blocks would solve all our housing problems. Thiny yean on, they 
are being dynamited. clearly recognised u an ec:ooomic. social and eavironmemal disaster. 

Join Country Guardian now and help us to &ght a rural catastrophe of similar proportions. Resist the 
wild-eyed fundamentalists on the fiinge of the Green movement wbo would have us so out and destroy 
what is beautiful just to prove our Green credentials and to show t1w we are not middle c:lus romantics. 
That is the philosophy of the Cultural Revolution llld the morality of the Red Guards. Or. if you want 
political balance. the pbilosophy of America in VJeUWn: "In order to save the country, it ia aecessary to 
destroy it." 
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... . ..-�tS .. .os�f'®�� � t.1 fJ - ...... . ,. . ' P<1'e#,c'-�������i.- 5X'rrtbrl ,_L I <J �:/ '' Intro duc e srap-premium o n  w�ndmil.la " 1S ,.., tJ� �nA., 
. a:f .0 

_ _ of' �!Stl 1-"7 

' 

�he srap-pr emium on older care cost much . �ut seems to have po sit ively 
influenced traffi c safety , the economy and. to some extent the environment • 

. Now we ought to introduce a erap-premium o n �indmill s • .  It will . be exp e� 
sive , but is an absolute nec e s sity . Windmill s d estroy the enViro nment and 

th� nat�nal e conomy , they give an imb�a.nc e in the grid and constijut e a 

negative influenc e on public health. 
Yes ,  but ( what about ) the windmill industry which so loudly "b eat� ito 
adv,rtieing' drum ? It will di e ,  and goo d  riddanc e .  No more unhealthy in­
dust%j" 'exlsts in the Queen ' s realm, In reality it simply is a. dir ect dr&i.l 
laid in :the public exchequer . Just as� :fo�er m1n:i.st.er :tor energy , Poul. 
.Nilson, l!P ,  so cial-democrat spoke sman on energy and a ·bOard member of the 
windmill :taistpry ,  Veetas A/S • Be knowe • .  

Yes ,  �t . ;tinditill exports ? :L'he;e is ·ta.lk o f  export to Egypt and India. 
.� you very much. Paid tor out ot tax mo ney , throUgh DANIDA ( Danish 
foreign aid bure-au ;· a braJ;tch o f  the Foreign Offic e  ) . In other wo rds , a 

. · dead lo�e . As is the
. whole windmill scam, Minus 2 billion Dkr p . a • •  �o no 

. . . . 

- � 
. . 

earthly ueeful purp o e E! ;  Cheap electricity can be bought in Norway and. . Swe.:. 
den. Oiv:Ll E:ngineel: Peter . Schou bye 1 s .  ,xc all ent arti cle of 30/7/94 said 

. � . •  ·:1 ,  . 

minus l billion Dkr. But d�es not seem to include compound int erest on 
�nvested , , no t ·diVidend-produ�ing .�a�ital , some 11 billion Dkr . Nor on 
c o st s  for the str engthening of the �id , new transformers and continual 
revi sion o f  imbalanc e s  in. the grid •. O ther �cee!s...ry ,· he�vy costs uielude ·; 
the w1nd.zti11- bureaucracy and · . so-called " windmill-research . " .  Simpl3'- l 
a waste ·of money , Windmills ar e ,  and will ever remain · - a. techno logical : 1 
dead-end. Only quit e ' marginal details may p erhap s �e improved . . 

. . l  • . " ·  • 
• . .• . J If it plea.ses . the wind to blow , 1! the win�mill ie not brokep - the beasts j are mecha.nica.l.ly very .v\;l�erab:t� · ..: 1:f the wind is neither too w���r ��9 � ·-· • . . 

. 

. 
. 

. . 
• · • . , • 

• . . . . . I . , • �) •· t hard � .a windmill nay .pro'Cluc e a li-;tle electricity. Just ·�s a candl e  · mar . 1 
give. a li:ttle ligh·l; • . »ut : just as candle s  c�nn�t light a moder� ·society' , � 
wiridmUla · cannt>t �eet ite ··e:z:iergy-demands . · · · · · 

, ' · · • , . . .  · : .: 
� From the ( Govt . ) 'Ene�gyd epartment • s  tat , · �cessarjly e%peneive rep�rt 

of J&Duary 94 " . The e conomy · of' private wizidmills " 1. t is clear ·that · not . •. 

o ne a1:c.i1e
. 

w1ndtoill g�ne�·t e s  an�iltll&a:.net profit . Al.l .so-called p.rof'it 
'
; 

is derived · trom tax subsidi e s  and legallj' · imposed surcharges , wh�n (wind:_ : 
mill � ) electricity is paid for , Furthermore , � windmill has yet b een · 

construct ed that will produce mor e  energy dUring its short lifespan -· some· 
15 years - than wa.s spent in manu:f'acturi� , erec ti:cg , keeping :n2nning �nd : , 
finally scrappi:cg 1 t .  You a e e , ea9h k1:qd of energy-pro duction sho.uld be . 
submitted to a t�talrnergy analy$ie . 
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' mhe b e st friend of mo st ' po lit�cians . Becaus e  through 
·well , but co 2  ? Ba • • 

unsci entific �care . -campaigns the best sourc e of ne� taxe s .  Apart fro� 1 
that she er unscientifi c nonse.ns e o  Profes Eor Martin D. Xamen of Ca.l�!orni� 

t . I 
who around 1935-40 took part · in the mapping o! pho t o synthesis and who in i 

. II • . 

1941 ·, a.s the firat pro duc ed carbo n 14 - say s : All this C0 2 ta.l.k l.S just 

�o o ee c�atterin& . 'Even muc.b. higher amou:nt e of the gas than the present 
ones will be ab sorbed by plant s ,  trees and the sea. In fact• mo re CO� is 

mo st useful to p lant growth.'' Read what . phy sicia.."'l. Tor Ragna.r Ge�holm , 

. geographer Wib j orn Xarlln and · geologist Eric Olausson in Sweden, 

Hugh Elssaes ser and Richard Linz en �n the USA, William Mitchell in the � .  

and lndrew tenny in South Africa have t o  eay on the acientific co nt ent s 
· 

og the ma� wil d  claims made avout C02 • (&'�MI... � • �� � :)  {.&li.r�.t'ft) ,  
Yes , but the .,:Brundtla.nd-rep ort ? Of no use . I e  the attempt of 15oci&lie t s  · ; ·. 
and gre�· fundamentali st s  t o  sabotage modern industrial society , which- ' 

based on chaa:p e�nerr;y ... i3 . . the bas:l.s. o!' our welfare . 
All around the Wor�d r e eearch o n  new· energy fo�• pro ceeds apac e .  Of sp ec ! 

. I int erest are 11 ho t " and " cold " tue1on, reSP. �ctively , a.nd the all-p erva- i 
. di:tlg vac�1Jlll-1'1ald-enefgy .  Whi ch e:tperimenta.ll.y .- in I ndia , Japan, New j 

Zealand , Swit�Zerland , Germany and USA - ean · already be ta."'ped in six difft 
erent way s .  U:ctil�

· 
the new:... enc:;gy_PT'a�cers are ready , we �ba.ll ot courl)e -i 

go pn usiJ:Jg the b e st ava.ila.bl..,.. e to.day , c oa.l-power and the .. �nrtronment�lly I fri endly wat er-power and nucl ear-power . Natural ga8 , the . be st ra�at �rial · 
!or the chemic$.1.1 industry· - .·we should abstain trom b�n1ng for power . · I . . 

. . - Windmills not only - which il5 bad ·ell0\18h - destroy our mo st b eautiful 
l andscapes , our na�iona.l eco nomy and a dreadful number of private · citi- · 

· zen ' s econom;y as well. The latt er �ough pr£lerty rendered valuele n/uneell 
· · . . · . .  • I 

lable/ . See the pre judi¢a.l jui&ement handed do� by the �a% Rig.b. Court 
on 20th March 1989 , which sub �tantially reduc ed the tax-value asee�sm'nt . . . . . 
Of & prop erty 1fi. th a Windmill clo 6e by • Worst .of a:Ll is the negative 11l-.. . .. . . 
:nuance on fUblie healt.h. ; . 1 

• Windmills pro duce three · kind of noi&e . lligh-:trequ.ucy , low-frequency and � ··- . . . . . I in:''ra-naiee .  High-frequency no i s e  1e· maddingly irr:J.t at1ng . ;But may t o  eomi 
. extent ·be · ecreett�d o:t£ � · Lp�-frequ�}lQJ_� .1tttra-noise , both o:t. whiCh ..re 1 

detr1me�al .to · �an health�cannat &t -al1 be screened ott . With ext en4ed � 
expo sure they act o n  the p syche , oausiDg depressions , stress and lo ss of l 
sleep • . T.her may ev entually oause c ell changes. The minimum safety distanc� 
theretom should b e  min 500 m ,  pre�erably - as low fr e quencies travel far- i 
1 km to the neare st pl ace where p eople dwell . i 

i 
The !'alization o f  the simpli ci st dream' of the windmil l as our new saTiour l 
caus e s  unacceptabl e di sadvantag e s .  Saviour ? From what ? From the windmill 
-bel iever ' s  self-created horror-Ti sio ns o f  mo der11 so c i e ty ,  crystal.! zed 
into the bra in di s e a s e  Nucl e arophobia irrationalis.�ti Irrational fear �1' 

.... J 
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· · nuclear power . The windmill cult is clearly p seudo-religious in character ,  

a sublimation of the believer ' s fear o! lif e .  
\ 

'Soared politicians , who dared not cooperat e in the introduct1o n . o! enviro� 

mentally fri endlY nucl ear power , in allianc e with · green· - � - tundamen­

t a.liet s  � have caused a major , quite \l,lUlecessa.-y envirolllllenta.l cata.stl·ophe . 

W'ni c.!l a.t the same time is � cl e edj.ng wou.nd in ou:- natio nal eooncm.y . 

Parliament should treat the introduction of a sc��P priium on windmills 

with the highest priority. 

I'BNS ELLIOT'.f NYEGAARD 1 �·tr� ' i''�' f:�J A .  
Bakkegaardan, I ster� d ,  2970 H�rsholm , ( DEmlABK ) .  

·. 

.. 

• .. 

( lf<">t'""-1 f....CtR-.'tidtl "1, . J.,.k.f f'<fb 
'if· . �� J(e l-� lA.". Cll// 

Cli, :SrJ 'f' fh-tJul( 'qy_ 

.- . 
• ·  
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A G-EAT 31!ST.A!CE O F- .DEF•'"'-� TO GO IN FOE :U�;riEl\"ERGY , SAYS EXPERT 
O!'i E..;o�v-J.AO NE:J::I:AL :::com�qt . 
( Br Lars Erik Skovga.azoci ) 

imVironmental. 
Wiridmille a.re bo th a.n e::z:p ensive and a bad\linvestment . CalcUlations 
show thEt you ge t much more for your money by inv esting in p:her 
eources of recurrent energy , e . g.  solar heating , or by using the money 
to reduce the -energy-consumption in industry and at power stSilone. 
Only a.t very i iSoia.t ed plac es may w:!.ndmill.s pa.y their way , 

Professor in environmental economy , Finn R. Fr/reu:n.d of O slo .Univer­
sity say, , this to POLI TIKEN. Re has just been des1g�ted special ad� 
visor-member of the .i::conomic Council of Denmark , which is l.!,!d by 3 
independent aa.ges . ( Translator ' s  not e :  The worg i s  " sage s "  - ori-. ..L 
ginally a j ok e , it n,.s , curiously become the a c c ep ted d e signa tio n 
for thes e p eo p l e  - ) • 

. :;, •• 
•· 

linn R ,  Fpr sund says that windiilills are an exp ensive inve stment in re-
lation to the amount . of el e c tric� ty produce d . '' 

" Y"u get mu.ch mor e  fe r "your mo ney by invuttng in other sources ot ellr­
&Y or by trying to reduc e pol lution in other p lao·es , 1ou may th�refol'e 

ap eak of a mi staken inve s tment , whe11: Dez:ma..rk buile1s too many wind­
m!.lls .  1' 

\L The costs p er k7ih are much too high , I ca.'lr.ot understand why Denmark 
puts so much cap ital into Wi!ldiilills ,  as the case is. 'there are bound 
to be oon!li c t s  with other envirolUllental intere st s . Big Y;indm.ill s · 

. II 
also pro duce no i s e , he say s .  

The scientist al s o  wavee1 away the cl�im that Denmark , by going i n  fo r 

windmill s ,  has cr �at ed a sub stantial windmill-indus try whieh has be­

cpme a gilt- edged busines s  for the co�try :  

" We ar e  talking about an industri' which ocly exi st s thanks t o  the 
stat e ,  Energy produc e d  by Windmills o�ot comp et e  with low electri­
city pr�s . What .. �.a b e e��vJ-4r.tt:_up is a kind a.:f' state-subsidized

_ 
eXport industry. But this mo ney could moat likeJ.y have been muc� b et­
ter invested in o ther enviro nmental pro jects , " aays he. 

Today Denmark is the World ' s  bigge st producer of Windmill s .  Exports 
have quadrupled sinc e 1990 , but home me.rket aal e e  are in t�e coldrun� s .  
!'iM :a. F�r sund says that De::unark should cc ncentrat e o n  bettering i t s  
own environment , rather than thro>ting ll!.c ney int e Eastern �urop e . 

Publ i she d  on fro nt p age c f  POLI T I.KEN , Cop erJlag_en ' s  s e co �dbigge�t ' pap � 
o n  , ;, Icc; rr,. .. .., .,. ,  .. ... .. jj �, /1 /c ; nv r .. ..  .,. -;:, , � nt t "  l'1V ,.P'AA'r.1 . li'RSA .  
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MemoranduJD 

United ·smtes Department of the Interior 
FISH AND WU.DLIFE SERVICE 

JAN 2 1 1994 

'l'o: Director, u . s .  Fish and Wildlife Service Washington , b. C .  (b) 
From : Regional Director , Region 1 

Porltand , Oraqon (ALE ) 

Subject : Windpower Expansion Concerns 

This •emorandum is to keep your office inforced and to express 
our growin� concern over the killin; of eagles and migratory 
birds associatQd with the .axpansion of the vindpcwer turbine . 
industry : Wbile we supFort ef forts . to develop windpower as an 
alternat1ve source of renewable energy ,  we believe it �s 
important to �ddress serious environmental issues which have been 
identified with wind turbines as currently designed. We aimplv 
would not like to see one probl em resolved by cxeating a problem 
that could be a� serious in nature . 

Installation of . producing wind turbines began in ca lifornia in 
19 8 1 .  Bird morta lities assoc i a t ed with col lis ions with rotating 
turbine blades �ere f i rst nc�ed in 1984 . S ince that time , two 
stu�ies of .avian morta lity as soci�ted with the wind BnGr�y 
proJ ect� hava b�n co�pl eted . These studies and other sources 

have revealed a disturbingly hi;h loss ot fed�ally prot ected 
bird3 .  For examp l e , tbe utud ies indicate that an average of 4 0  
90 lden eagles are be in;. ki lled each year at the Altamont Pass 
s it e  alon e .  rt has also been estimated that 6 , 8 0 0  passerine 
birds are killed annually at another s ite in so uthern Ca lifor.ni n .  
Mos t ,  i f  not a ll , of the losses are in violation of the )Jiqratory 
B ird Treaty Act , 16 U j s . c .  7 0 3 -7 12 and �,e Bald and Golden Eagle 
Froteetion Act , �6 u . s . c .  6 6 8 . 

The Servic e noti f ied a ll r.nj cr wlndpover compan ies !.n vritinc;r o f  
the conflict with Federal \lildlife lawo i n  19 8 7 . I,J'Idus�ry 
expi!n:aion hn!l .;:ontinued without a solution to tbe lllortal ity . 

I.n respons e to g:::owlng public conc'ern and the lack of remedia l 
action by the windpowEr companies , the Service ' s  Divis ion of I..·w 

Enforcement initiated n c:::�ina� · inve�gatlon into avi An 
�ortalities at the Al tamont Pass aite in Calirorn i a .  · �he results 
o f  the invc�tiqntion have been rererred to the u . s .  Attorney , 
Northern Di�tri ct of California , " tor evaluntion and di�position . 
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. · 

. · '�- . 

cc: 

F l.' sh and Wildlife service 
Director, u . s .  

2 

t t t · v  ly r�commanded that the
, Officials in that office have an a � . e ties under authorl.ty 

Department of the Xnter io� 1as;es� �l�� ��a�rior to initiation 
of the Bald and COlden Eag e ro e . to�al 
of criminal prosecut ions . We are awaitl.ng a 
recommendation !rom the u . s .  Attorney . 

1 tl: beinq spearheaded .by U • S • 

z,cpansion at the industry s curr�n :'!( 
orld' s leading . .  

Windpower , a KEN�ECH com�ny, Vhl.ch l. S  the • .  w 
.. is attem ting to 

�anufacturer o! Wl.nd turbl.nes .  u . s .  Wlndpo�e- sian by
p

funding "mitiqate" losses associated with industry exp
i 

an 
rvatio 

additional stud i es and donating money to var ous conse n 
organi zations . company representatives have recently indicated a 
possible solution to the. "proble11111 will probably J'\Ot be 
implemented for at ieast 8 -lO years . 

We are particularly concerned over recent proposals to expand 
. into envircnmcntally sensitive areas before a soluti�n to t�e 

killing is developedt �or example , there are cur�en� propo sals 
to place approxi�ately 4 ' 0  turbines along ��e Columbia R�ver in 
Washington and oregon .  The turbines are to be placed ad) acent tc 
th� columbia River Gorge scenic Area at locations known to be 
�reg�ented by golden eaales , bald· eaqle s ,  ar.d pareqrin� falcons . 
Pereqrine falcons have , · in  fact, be£n reint��duced a lonq the 
Columbia River Gorqe �ithin th� past five years . Beca\lse th.i� 
expansion is beinq oroposed with full knowl edge of the potential �aking o f  nigratory

-
birds , eag les end e�danqera� species , �e . �  

�n�ena to ope� c�ininnl invest�;ations and cocu�ent a l l  los s es .  
Evl.dence o f  k�ll �ng v i l l  b e  presented t o  t h e  e?pr.opriate u . s .  
Atto�ney in Oreqor. cr Wa shington t or consid era tion o f  cr iminal 
pros ecut ion . We a ls o L,tend to submit evidence of cegle los s e s  
to the Regiona l S c l icito� for civil penalty cons ideration . 

We believF.! illG:qa l  lo s s e s must be address ed ":h=o�o:gh the 
develOJ:llnent o! safe turbines ar.d not throuc:h "mi t igntion " payments : We further. b�lieve these conpanie� must be r equired to 
comp�y . w•�h Fedor.a l l �w .  �he app l icable la�s do no� conta in provl.sl.om; which a llow .large corporatio�s tc si:nply "miti;�t� " nonco:r.plizmce . 
T�e::e i: r:o question tha-t wind turbinP.s , �s t�ey are currcm:lv d�s l.gnec. and operDtoC. , pose a sic;rnific:ant ':hreDt to miara�ory­
.bl.ra popul ation:: . J:t •.xpan::ion is a l l owed to 111ove forward �ro�gl}cut the Nation wi thout proper safeguar:ic , the curren-t s tua� l.on c�n on ly ge� worse . We , �her aror�, beli�ve and ��commend that the Sc�vice take a stror.g &t�nd concerning t�ese osses Dnd devel op a �ritten policy re�a��inq our position . 

.. 
• ·  

• ·  

As:!:r�! :�qi��:: gir:ct�r• tor La� Enforcement 
Director or 

r r 
Director ' wa!fif��epartment of Fish and Wildl ife 
P t N i , 

":J .on DepartJDent ot Wildlife . • r 9bt, Portland Field Ottice (AES) 
DLMcMULLEN :  bse 

·' 
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Response to Apri l 8, 1 995 Comment letter from 
Ronald R. Wiggins 

(Including Exhibits 1-20) 

1 .  See the response t o  the low-frequency noise issue raised i n  comment no. 1 i n  the letter 
from James Gleason. 

2. Comment noted. Section 2.7.4.1 of the draft EIS on page 2-79 acknowledges that actual 
wind turbines would provide greater contrast against the landscape and that the movement 
of turbine blades would attract the eye and cause the turbines to stand out more in the 
overall landscape. Section 2.7.3 describes the types of viewers for whom the wind turbines 
would be visible. The draft EIS conclusion that some people will find the turbines 
aesthetically displeasing while others will find them pleasing was based on a review of the 
professional literature regarding wind turbine aesthetics and public perception. The 
exhibits attached to this commentors letters provide examples of the reactions of 
individuals who find wind turbines objectionable. 

3. The justification of conclusions regarding avian mortality are presented in Section 5.3 of 
the Avian Technical Report and are summarized in Section 2.5.4 of the draft EIS. As stated 
in these sections, a conservative worst-case analysis was used to estimate impacts to avian 
resources. For instance, potential impacts to bald eagles was assessed by assuming the 
base population was twice as great as what has been observed in these or previous studies. 

4. Fire hazards and mitigation are addressed in Section 2.12, Public Services and Utilities of 
the draft EIS. Section 2.12.3.1 discusses environmental impacts including the risk of fire 
caused by construction and operations/maintenance and equipment failure. 

Section 2.12.3.2 lists a number of mitigation measures to reduce the risk of fires during 
.construction and operation. These mitigation measures are also included in the Preferred 
Alternative described in Part 2 of this document. 

5. Under State SEP A rules, issues related to profits and personal income, such as the potential 
for declining property values, are not required to be discussed in an EIS (WAC 197-11-448). 
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C O L U M B I A  W I N D F A R M # 1 D E I S  

I f e e l t h e  f o l l ow i n g  i t e m s  n e e d  t o  b e  a d d r e s s e d  b e f o r e  a 
c o n d i t i o n a l  u s e  p e rm i t  i s  i s s u e d . 

1 .  T h e  9 1  T u r b i n e s  M o d e l  AWT - 2 6  a r e  u s i n g a h i g h  g u y e d  
t u b u l a r  t o w e r .  O n e  o f  t h e  m i t i g a t i o n m e a s u r e s  t h a t  t h e  
K e n e t e c h  p r o j e c t  h a s  i s  t o  u s e  f r e e  s t a n d i n g t o w e r s .  H i g h  
g u y e d  w i r e s  c a u s e c o l l i s i o n s  a n d  f a t a l i t i e s  f o r  b i r d s  i n  
f l i g h t . H o w  c a n  C A R E S / F l ow i n d j u s t i f y g e t t i n g a r o u n d  t h i s  
m i t i g a t i o n m e a s u r e  ( s e e  p g s  3 - 1 0  t o  3 - 1 1 ) .  

2 .  T h e  s t e e l  o p e r a t i o n s /m a i n t e n a n c e  b u i l d i n g ( 1 6 0 0 f t� ) 
w i l l  b e  u s e d b y  u p  t o  3 p e o p l e a t  4 0  h r s / we e k  e a c h . U n i f o r m  
B u i l d i n g C o d e  r e q u i r e s  w a t e r  c l o s e t s  a n d  s i n k s  ( f o r  w a s h i n g 
h a n d s - p e r s o n a l h y g i e n e ) .  T h i s  i mp l i e s  f l u s h  t o i l e t s  a n d  
r u n n i n g w a t e r . H o w  w i l l  a s e p t i c / d r a i n  f i e l d s y s t e m  a f f e c t  
s p r i n g s  a n d  we l l s  i n  t h e  a r e a  a n d  h ow w i l l  t h e y  d r i l l  a w e l l 
t h a t  h i g h u p  o n  t h e  r i d g e  w i t h o u t  a f fe c t i n g o t h er 
we l l s / s p r i n g s ?  

3 .  T h e  l a n d  o w n e d  b y  m e  ( T e r r y  � a l k e r , R e c e p t o r  1 6  p g  2 - 8 9 
& 9 0 )  c a n  p o s s i b l y  e x p e r i e n c e  n o i s e f r o m  t h i s  w i n d t u r b i n e 
p r o j e c t  i n  e x c e s s  o f  N o i s e  A b a t e m e n t  o r d i n a n c e s . My l a n d  i n  
s e c t i o n 1 3  i s  p l a t t e d  f o r  r e s i d e n t i a l . T h i s ,  t h e  n o i s e ,  
w i l l  b e  b r o u g h t  o n  b y  t u r b i n e r o w s  A ,  B ,  a n n  C ( 3 3 t u r b i n e s ) 
o n  t h e  C A R E S / F l o w i n d  P r o j e c t . T h e  n e a r e s t  t u r b i n e s  a r e  o n l y  
1 5 0  f t  a w a y .  T h i s  i s  u n a c c e p t a b l e .  W h o  w i l l  b e  l e g a l l y  
r e s p o n s i b l e  f o r  n o i s e p r o b l e m s  e x p e r i e n c e d  o n  my l a n d ?  
K E N E T E C H  m o v e d  t h e i r  t u r b i n e s  . 5  m i l e  a w a y t o  m i n i m i z e n o i s e  
p r o b l e m s . T h e  CA R E S / F l ow i n d p r o j e c t  s h o u l d  b e  r e q u i r e d  t o  
d o  t h i s  a l s o .  C u m u l a t i v e n o i s e i mp a c t  i s  o n l y  o n e  d e c i b e l  
l e s s  t h a n  d a y t i m e l i m i t  f o r  C l a s s  A l a n d  ( w h i c h m i n e i s - p g  
2 - 8 8 ) .  I t  c o u l d  b e  e x c e e d e d  p e r i o d i c a l l y  d e p e n d i n g o n  w i n d  
d i r e c t i o n a n d  n u m b e r  o f  t u r b i n e s  i n  o p e r a t i o n .  W h o  w i l l  b e  
l i a b l e ?  W i l l  t u r b i n e s  b e  r e mo v e d ? ( w i t h o u t  a c o u r t  f i g h t ? ) .  

4 .  C A R E S / F l ow i n d p r o j e c t  i s  t o  h a v e  b o t h  a n  1 1 5  K V  
o v e r h e a d  t r a n s m i s s i o n l i n e  a n d  a 2 4  K V  o v e r h e a d  t r a n s m i s s i o n 
l i n e  a l o n g  t h e  c o mm o n  f e n c e  b e t we e n  my p r o p e r t y a n d C o l u m b i a  
A l u m i n u m ' s  l a n d  ( p g 2 - 3 0  t o  2 - 3 1 ) .  T h e s e  w i l l  b e  u n s i g h t l y 
a s  m y  t r e e s  i n  t h a t  a r e a  a r e  o n l y  a b o u t  3 5 '  t a l l .  My l a n d  i s  
s u rr o u n d e d  b y  t u �i n e s  t o  t h e  w e s t ,  s o u t h , a n d  e a s t  a n d  
p owe r l i n e s  t o  t h e  n o r t h  ( K e n e t e c h s ) a n d  s o u t h . N o i s e l e v e l s 
w i l l  b e  e x c e e d e d  d u r i n g  c o n s t r u c t i o n f r o m  h e a vy e q u i p o m e n t , 
a n d  e r o s i o n c o u l d o c c u r  d u e  t o  n e w  r o a d s  d u r i n g 
c o n s t r u c t i o n . I wa n t  n e i t h e r  t h e  n o i s e o r  d i r t f r o m  e r o s i o n 
c om i n g d own  o n  t o  my l a n d  d u r i n g c o n s t r u c t i o n .  I s  1� 
p o s s i b l e  t o  r u n  l i n e s  u p  n e a r  e x i s t i n g  r o a d  o n  r i d g e  
t o p ?  ( s ee f i g u r e  1 . 1 ) .  O n  e ro s i o n ,  s e e  p g  2 - 6 . 

5 .  S wa l e s 1 1  a n d  1 2  b o t h  c o m e  d ow n  t h r o u g h  m y  p r o p e r ty 
( s e e  f i g  2 . 3 . 1 ) .  W a t e r  r u n s  t r o u g h  s wa l e 1 1  ( i t  c o m e s  f r o m  
n e a r  T u r b i n e  R o w  A )  o n  my p r o p e r t y  f r o m  D e c e m b e r  t o  J u n e  
( d e p e n d i n g o n  a m o u n t  o f  p r e c i p i t a t i o n ) . S o m e  w a t e r  a l s o 
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c o m e s  dOWn a s h a l l ow s wa l e  o n  t h e  e a s t  s i d e o f  my p r o p e r ty 
f r o m  n e a r  t u r b i n e  r o w  B { n o r t h  e n d ) .  T h e s e  a r e  n o t  d r y  
s wa l e s a s  i n d i c a t e d  i n  D E I S .  I h a v e  p i c t u r e s  t o  p r o v e  i t .  
H o w  w i l l  e r o s i o n ,  o i l ,  f u e l  l e a k s , e t c .  d u r i n g  a n d  a f t e r  
c o n s t r u c t i o n a ff e c t  t h i s  w a t e r  o n  m y  p r o p e r ty ?  { s e e  p g  2 - 1 9 ,  
s e c t  2 . 3 . 3 . 1 ) .  

6 .  I h a v e  s e e n  R e d  T a i l  H aw k s , H o r n e d  O w l s ,  B a l d E a g l e s , 
a n d  W e s t e r n  1 l u e b i r d s  f l y i n g  n e a r  o r  o n  my l a n d . W i l l t h e  
n o i s e o f  t h e  w i n d  t u r b i n e s  c a u s e  t h e s e  b i r d s  t o  l e a v e .  W i l l  
f a t a l i t i e s  a mo n g  t h e s e  b i r d s  o c c u r  b e c a u s e  o f  t h e  g u y  w i r e s  
a n d  t u r b i n e  b l a d e s . 

7 .  T h e  W e s t e r n  G r a y  S q u i r r e l , J u n i p e r  H a i r s t r e a k 
B u t t e r f l i e s ,  b r own b a t s , P a c i f i c  t r e e  f r o g s ,  l o n g - t o e d  
S a l a m a n d e r s a n d  h o r n e d  t o a d s ,  h a v e  b e e n  f o u n d  o n  o r  n e a r  my 
l a n d . H o w  w i l l  t h e s e  be a f f e c t e d  by n o i s e  a n d  w a t e r  
p o l l u t i o n o n  m y  p r o p e r t y . I h a v e  p e r s o n a l l y  s e e n  a l l  o f  
t h e s e  o v e r  t h e  l a s t  s e v e r a l  y e a r s .  T h e  t r e e · f r o g s  a n d  
s a l a m a n d e r s  w e r e  n e a r  t h e  s e a s o n a l  c r ee k t h a t  r u n s  t h r o u g h  
m y  p l a c e . I ' v e s e e n  a t  l ea s t 6 d i f f e r e n t  W e s t e r n  G r a y  
S q u i r r e l s i n  t h e  t r e e s i n  t h e  s p r i n g .  

8 .  W h y  d o  t h e  p h o t o g r a p h s  t a k e n  f r o m  d i f f e r e n t  v i ew p o i n t s  
n o t  s h o w t u r b i n e r ow s  A ,  B ,  & C o f  t h e  C A R E S / F l o w i n d  
p r o j e c t . O n l y  p a r t  o f  t h e  t u r b i n e s  a r e  s h o w n . T h e  p i c t u r e s  
a r e  d e c e i v i n g i n  t h a t  a s p e c t . M o r e  a c c u r a t e p h o ms  a r e  
n e e d e d  w i t h a l l t u r b i n e s  s h o w n  t o  g i v e a t u r e r e p r e s e n t a t i o n 
{ f i g .  3 . 4 ,  3 . 6 ) . 

9 .  K E N E T E C H  p r o p o s e s  t o  r u n  a n  o v e r h e a d  p owe r l i n e u p  t h e  
e a s t  s i d e  o f  C o l u m b i a  H i l l s  E s t a t e s , ,  { i n  s e c t  1 2 )  a n d  
i n t e r e s e c t i n g w i t h t h e  o v e r h e a d  p owe r l i n e s  c o n n e c t i n g t h e  
e a s t  a n d  w e s t e r n  p o r t i o n s  o f  t h e i r  p r o j e c t  i n  S e c t .  1 3  j u s t  
n o r t h  o f  my p r o p e r t y . I p r o p o s e  t h a t  n o  n e w  p e r ma n e n t  r o a d s  
b e  c u t  t o  i n s t a l l t h i s  l i n e  f r o m  t h e  s u b s t a t i o n n e a r  H o c t o r  
R o a d  u p  t o  t h e  E a s t / W e s t  c o n n e c t i o n . U p g r a d e  a n d  u s e  
e x i s t i n g r o a d s  t o  m a i n t a i n  t h e s e  o v e r h e a d  l i n e s . T h i s  wo u l d 
i n v o l v e  t h e  r o a d  u p  t h r o u g h  Y o u n g  a n d  L a F e v e r s  p r o p e r t y  a n d  
t h e  r o a d  u p  t o  t h e  l i n e s  c r o s s i n g  C o l u m b i a  H i l l s E s t a t e s . 
A n o t h e r  o p t i o n  i s  t o  u s e  t h e  p u b l i c  u t i l i t i e s e a s e m e n t  u p  
t h r o u g h  C o l u m b i a  H i l l s  E s t a t e s  { 6 0 '  w i d e t o t a l  a l o n g  r o a d ) 
t o  t h e  E a s t / W e s t  o v e r h e a d  p o we r l i n e .  N o  n e w  r o a d s  n e e d  t o  
b e  c u t .  

1 0 . T u r b i n e  o i l a n d  p r o b a b l y c l e a n i n g s o l v e n t s  a r e  t o  b e  
s t o r e d  o n  s i t e { p g 2 - 7 3 ) .  W i l l  a c o n t a i n m e n t  b e  u s e d t o  
s t o r e  t h e  o i l a n d  s o l v e n t s  i n  c a s e  a d r u m  o r  s t o r a g e  t a n k  
l e a k s ?  W h a t  w i l l  p r e v e n t  i t  f r o m  g o i n g i n t o  t h e  s o i l , o r  
f l o o r  d r a i n s  i n  m a i n t e n a n c e  b u i l d i n g ?  W h e r e  w i l l  
m a i n t e n a n c e  b u i l d i n g f l o o r  d r a i n s  d u m p  t o ?  N o t  i n  t h e  
g r o u n d - i t ' s  i l l e g a l . 

1 1 . D a m a g e d  o r  u n u s a b l e p a r t s  c a n  b e  s t o r e d o n  s i t e 
{ p g 2 - 7 5 ) .  W i l l  t h i s  b e c o m e  a j u n k  y a r d b y  t h e  m a i n t e n a n c e  
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b u i l d i n g .  W h o  w i l l  m o n i t o r  t h e s e  i mp a c t s  t o  t h e  s i t e n e a r  
t h e  m a i n t e n a n c e  b u i l d i n g ?  E a s i e r t o  m o n i t o r  i f  m a1 n t e n a n c e  
b u i l d i n g  i s  o n  H o c t o r  R o a d . G a r b a g e  a n d  t r a s h  p i c k u p  - w h o  
w i l l  c o l l e c t  f r o m  t h e  m a i n t e n a n c e  b u i l d i n g i f  i t  i s  u p  o n  
t h e  r i d g e ?  

1 2 . O n  p a g e  2 - 8 4  a g o a l i s  t o  p r e s e r v e  t h e  c o u n t y ' s  c l e a n  
a i r  a n d  m i n i m i z e n o i s e  a n d  o d o r s . I n  t h e  d i s c u s s i o n c o l u m n , 
i t  r e a d s  • t h e  c l o s e s t  t u r b i n e s t r i n g wo u l d b e  w i t h i n  s e v e r a l  
h u n d r e d  f e e t  f r o m  t h e  n e a r e s t  a r e a  p l a t t e d  f o r  r e s i d e n t i a l 
u s e • .  T h i s  i s  n o t  t r u e  e n t i r e l y  a s  t h e  n o r t h e r n m o s t  
t u r b i n e s  i n  s t r i n g 8 a s  s h own  o n  F i g  1 . 1  w i l l  b e  w i t h i n  2 5 0 ' 
o f  my p r o p e r t y , a n d  n o i s e l e v e l s w i l l  b e  e x c e e d e d  i n  t h a t  
a r e a  i f  c e r t a i n  c o n d i t i o n s  e x i s t .  T h i s  i s  u n a c c e p t a b l e .  

1 3 .  I f  a f i r e o c c u r s  ( p o s s i b l y  c a u s e  by w e l d i n g o r  
v e h i c l e s )  d u r i n g c o n s t r u c t i o n a n d s p r e a d s  t o  a d j a c e n t  
p r o p e r t y  o w n e r ' s  l a n d s ,  w h o  w i l l  p a y  f o r  t h e  l o s t  t i mb e r , 
h a b i t a t , e t c ?  W h o  w i l l  p a y  t o  r e f o r e s t ?  f o r  E r o s i o n 
r e p a i r ? C a n  v e h i c l e e x h a u s t  s y s t e m s  c a u s e  g r a s s / b r u s h  f i r e s  
d u r i n g t h e  d ry s e a s o n ( J u l y  t o  O c t ) ?  

1 4 .  W i l l  a s e c u r i t y b o n d  b e  r e q u i r e d  s o  t h a t  t h e  c o mp a n i e s  
j u s t  d o n ' t  w a l k  a w a y  w h e n  t h e  t u r b i n e s  we a r  o u t  a n d a r e  t o o  
e x p e n s i v e t o  r e p l a c e  o r  i f  t h e  p r o j e c t s  d o n ' t  m a k e  i t  
f i n a n c i a l l y .  W h o  w i l l  f o o t  t h e  r e s t o r a t i o n b i l l i n c l u d i n g 
r e m o v i n g a l l  c o n c r e t e  p a d s ?  

1 5 .  A r e  m o r e  t u r b i n e s  g o i n g  t o  b e  a l l o w e d  t h a n  w h a t  i s  
c u r r e n t l y p l a n n e d ? W i l l  i t  b e c o m e  a n  e y e s o r e  l i k e  
T e h a c h a p i  a n d  A l t a m o n t p a s s e s  i n  C a l i f o r n i a ?  

1 6 .  H o w w i l l  t h e  g e n e r a l  p u b l i c  b e  k e p t  f r o m  t ry i n g t o  g e t  
c l o s e r  v i e w s  o f  t h e  t u r b i n e s  b y  d r i v i n g u p  p r i v a t e  r o a d s  i n  
t h e  a r e a ?  H o w  m a n y  l a n d o w n e r s a r e  g o i n g t o  a p p r e c i a t e 
p e o p l e wa l k i n g t h r o u g h  t h e i r  f i e l d s , l e a v i n g  c a t t l e g a t e s  
o p e n  a n d  l i t t e r i n g t h e i r  l a n d  t o  g e t  c l o s e  t o  t h e  w i n d  
t u r b i n e s  - i t  h a p p e n s ?  H o w  i s  t h e  c o u n t y  g o i n g  t o  h e l p 
t h o s e  l a n d o w n e r s  r i g h t  n e a r  t h e  t u r b i n e s  i f  w e  h a v e  p r o b l e m s  
w i t h  t h e  p u b l i c ?  

I s t r o n g l y  r e c omme n d  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  b e f o r e  a p p r o v a l  o f  a 
c o n d i t i o n a l  u s e  p e rm i t  f o r  t h e  t u r b i n e p r o j e c t s :  

1 .  U s e  e x i s t i n g r o a d s  f o r  a c c e s s  a s  m u c h  a s  
e s p e c i a l l y  a s  f a r  a s  p ow e r l i n e a c c e s s  a c r o s s  
E s t a t e s .  D o n ' t  c u t  n e w  ro a d s  a c r o s s  s wa l e s .  
s u c h  a s  g r a d e d  g r a v e l  a r e  r e q u i r e d . 

p o s s i b l e ,  
C o l u m b i a  H i l l s  

U p g r a d e s  -

2 .  M o r e  b i rd s t u d i e s  m a y  b e  r e q u i r e d . 1 9 9 4  w a s a v e ry d r y  
y e a r .  H o w  a r e b i r d p o p u l a t i o n s  i n  w e t t e r  y e a r s ?  

3 .  P a g e s  2 - 9  t o  2 - 1 3  s h o w  s p e c i a l s t a t u s  p l a n t s  o n  t h e  
C AR E S / F l ow i n d p r o j e c t  s i t e .  N o  s t u d i e s h a v e  b e e n  d o n e  i n  
o v e r h e a d  p o we r l i n e  a c c e s s a r e a s c o n c e r n i n g  p l a n t s  - n e e d  t o  
b e  d o n e . 
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4 .  D o  n o t  a l l ow g u y e d  w i r es o n  a n y  t o w e r s�t o  a v o i d  b i r d 
c o l l i s i o n s . 

5 .  D o  n o t  a p p r o v e  a c o n d i t i o n a l  u s e  p e r m i t  u n t i l  n o i s e 
p r o b l e m s  a r e  s o l v e d  w i t h p r o p e r t y  ow n e r s  w i t h i n  3 0 0 f t  o f  t h e  
p r o j e c t s  b o u n d a r i e s . M i t i g a t i o n m e a s u r e  - r e q u i r e a l l 
t u r b i n e s  t o  b e  k e p t  i m i l e  f r o m  r e s i d e n t i a l l y  p l a t t e d  
p r o p e r t y  l i n e s . 

6 .  D o  n o t  a l l ow C A R E S / F l ow i n d  t o  r u n  o v e r h e a d  p o we r l i n e s  
t h r o u g h  n e w  a r e a s .  R e q u i r e  t h e m  t o  b e  r a n  a l o n g  e x i s t i n g 
r o a d s .  

C l o s i n g  C omme n t s  

A s  t h e  n e a r e s t  r e s i d e n t i a l l y  p l a t t e d  p r o p e r t y  o w n e r t o  a l l 3 
t u r b i n e  r o w s  A , B ,  & C o n  t h e  C A R E S / F l o w i n d  p r o j e c t ,  I h a v e 
m a n y  c o n c e r n s  a s  y o u  c a n s e e . I n  O c t o b e r , I t a l k e d  b y  p h o n e  
w i t h t h e  i n d i v i d u a l  w h o  d i d  t h e  c o mp u t e r  mo d e l  o f  t u r b i n e  
n o i s e  f o r  t h e  CA R E S / F l ow i n d p r o j ec t .  H e  i n f o r m e d  m e  t h a t  h e  
t r i e s  t o  t a k e  a l l  t h i n g s  i n t o  a c c o u n t  w h e n  h e  d o e s  t h e  n o i s e 
m o d e l  b u t  s o me t h i n g s  m a y  b e  m i s s e d . He s a i d  t h e  t u r b i n e 
n o i s e m a y  b e  l e s s , a n d  i t  m a y  b e  m o r e . W i n d d i r e c t i o n , 
s wa l e s , t e mp e r a t u r e  i n v e r s i o n s , t r e e s , w e a t h e r , e t c . a l l 
p l a y  a p a r t . I a s k e d  i f  h e  h a d  e v e r t a k e n  a c t u a l  n o i s e  
l e v e l  r e a d i n g s  a f t e r  a p r o j e c t  h a s  b e e n  b u i l t  t o  s e e  h o w  
a c c u r a t e t h e  c o m p u t e r  m o d e l  wa s a n d  h e  s a i d  " N O "  t h e y  h a d  
n o t , b u t  t h e r e  h a d  b e e n  n o  c o m p l a i n t s  s o  f a r . O n  N o v  1 0  & 
1 1  a n d  o n  D e c  2 9  & 3 0 , 1 9 9 4  a n d  a g a i n  o n  M a r  3 ,  1 9 9 5 , I w a s 
i n  C o l u mb i a  H i l l s  o n  my l a n d  a n d  w a l k e d  t o  t h e  s i t e o f  A & B 
a n e m o m e t e r  t o w e r s a n d  t h e  w i n d wa s b l o w i n g f r o m  t h e  
e a s t / s o u t h e a s t . T h i s  m e a n s  t h e  n o i s e  f r o m  t u r b i n e r ow s  B & 
C o n  t h e  C A R E S / F l ow i n d p r o j e c t  w i l l  b e  h e a r d o n  my 
p r o p e r t y . T h i s h a p p e n s  m o r e  o f t e n  on t h a t  m o u n t a i n  t h a n  
m o s t  p e o p l e  b e l i e v e  ( w h e n e v e r  t h e r e ' s  H i g h P r e s s u r e  e a s t  o f  
t h e  C a s c a d e s  a n d  l o w p r e s s u r e  we s t  o f  t h e  C a s c a d e s ) .  I t  c a n  
h a p p e n  a n y t i m e o f  t h e  y e a r .  N o i s e l e v e l s c a n  b e  e x c e e d e d  o n  
m y  p r o p e r t y  a s  p o i n t e d  o u t  i n  b o t h  D r a f t  E I S ' s . K e n e t e c h  
f e l t  t h a t  i f  t h ey  k e p t  t h e i r  t u r b i n e s  i m i l e  a w a y  f r o m  my 
l a n d , n o i s e wo u l d  b e  m i n i ma l . CA R E S / F l o w i n d h a d  t o l d me  
t h e y  c a n ' t  move  t h e i r  t u r b i n e s  i m i l e  a w a y  a s  i t  w i l l  
e l i m i n a t e 3 3  o f  t h e i r t u r b i n e s  o r  1 / 3 o f  t h e  p r o j e c t ) .  T h e y  
h a d  a c h a n c e  t o  p u r c h a s e l a n d  o n  t h e  o t h e r  s i d e o f  t h e  v a l l y  
f o r  l e s s  t h a n  $ 1 5 , 0 0 0  i n  S e p t  1 9 9 4 ; I w o u l d  h a v e  t h e n  t r a d e d  
m y  l a n d  f o r  i t  a n d  n o t  b e e n  i n  t h e  w a y  o f  t h e i r  p ro j e c t .  
F l o w i n d  b a c k e d o u t . I e n j oy my l a n d  a n d  h a v e p l a n s  t o  b u i l d  
a s u mm e r  r e s i d e n c e  t h e r e . I ' v e  a p p l i e d f o r  w a t e r  r i g h t s  b u t  
t h e r e ' s  a two  y e a r  w a i t  o n  a p p r o v a l .  I ' v e  h a d  my a c c e s s  
r o a d  g r a d e d  a n d  p l a n  t o  h a v e  a p e r k  t e s t  d o n e  s o o n .  I ' v e  
b o u g h t  h o u s e  p l a n s  a n d  h a v e  t h e  p a p e r wo r k  i n  h a n d  t o  a p p l y  
f o r  a r e s i d e n t i a l b u i l d i n g p e r m i t .  T h e r e f o r e  w h a t  i t  s a y s  
o n  p a g e  3 - 1 6  i n  t h e  c u mu l a t i v e i mp a c t  a r e a  o n  n o i s e  i s  n o t  
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t r u e . I t  s t f l l  q u a l f f f e s a s  a r e s i d e n t i a l l y  p l a t t � d  
p r o p e r ty a n d  m u s t  b e  p r o t e c t e d  b y  t h e  n o f s e  a b a t e m e n t  
o r d i n a n c e s .  T h e  C AR E S / F l ow f n d p r o j e c t  h a s  m o v e d  t h e f r  
t u r b i n e s  c l o s e r  t o  my p r o p e r t y  t h a n  o r f g f n a l l y  a n t f c f p a t e d  
a n d  a d d e d  s e v e r a l  m o r e  t o  t h e  t u r b f n e r ow s . O n  M a r c h  2 4 , 
1 9 9 5  my s o n  a n d  I c o n d u c t e d  a s i mp l e  n o f s e t e s t  o n  o u r  
l a n d . I wa l k e d  u p  t o  w h e r e  t h e  n o r t h e r n  m o s t  t u r b i n e w o u l d 
b e  f n  r ow 8 o f  t h e  C A R E S / F l ow f n d p r o j e c t  - a b o u t  1 7 5 ' f r o m  
o u r  f e n c e  l f n e .  I t a l k e d f n  a n o r m a l o u t s i d e v o f c e , a n d  h e  
h e a r d  m e  e a c h  t f m e .  I c l a pp e d  my h a n d s a n d h e  c l a p p e d  

b a c k  - w e  c o u l d h e a r  e a c h  ot h e r  p l a i n l y .  T h e  w f n d  w a s 
a b o u t  1 5 m p h  fr o m  t h e  we s t / n o r t h we s t .  T h e  n o f s e r e c e p t i o n 
w a s  g r e a t  a t  g r o u n d  l e v e l  w h e r e  s ome a b s o r p t i o n w o u l d t a k e  
p l a c e . How m u c h  l o u d e r  f t  w f l l  b e  f r o m  a b l a d e  t u r n i n g o n  a 
1 4 0 f t  t o we r . T h e  w f n d  w a s  a l s o  b l ow i n g  f r o m  t h e  
we s t / s o u t h we s t  d o w n  t h e  s wa l e s o n  my p r o p e r ty . N o f s e w o u l d  
c a r r y  q u f t e a w a y s  u n d e r  t h e s e  c o n d f t f o n s . L e g a l l y ,  my 
p r o p e r ty f s  p l a t t e d  r e s f d e n t f a l , a n d  h a s  b e e n  f o r  m a n y  
y e a r s . I a l r e a d y  h a v e  a b u f l d f n g p e rm i t a p p r o v e d  f o r  a 
s t o r a g e  b u i l d i n g  o n  f t .  I b r f n g  my b o y  s c o u t  t r o o p  u p  t h e r e 
s e v e r a l t f me s  a y e a r . I mp r o v e m e n t s  h a v e  b e e n  m a d e . I s l e e p  
t h e r e  a p p r o x i m a t e l y  t w o  wee k s  p e r  y e a r .  I t  s h o u l d  b e  
c o n s i d e r e d  r e s i d e n t i a l  f o r  n o f s e  a b a t e m e n t  ( c l a s s  A l a n d ) .  
I n  c o n c l u s i o n , I e n j o y g o f n g t h e r e t o  w a t c h  t h e  h a w k s , 
e a g l e s ,  a n d  b l u e b i r d s .  I l o v e  w a t c h i n g t h e  we s t e r n  g r a y 
s q u i r r e l s i n  t h e  t r e e s  o n  my p l a c e . I e n j o y t h e  q u i e t -
o n l y  t h e  w f n d t h r o u g h  t h e  p i n e s  a n d  o a k s . My c h i l d r e n  l o v e  
c a t c h i n g t h e  P a c i f i c  t r e e  f r o g s ,  s a l a m a n d e r s , h o r n e d  t o a d s ,  
a n d  f e n c e  l i z a r d s  we f f n d t h e r e . W e ' v e w a t c h e d  b r o w n  b a t s  
f l y  t h r o u g h  o u r  f i r e l i g h t  a t  n i g h t . O n e  q u e s t i o n ,  h o w w f l l  
a l l  t h e s e  b e  a f f e c t e d  b y  n o f s e  a n d  wa t e r  p o l l u t i o n ,  a n d  
e r o s i o n . I d o n ' t  wa n t  t o  l o s e  a l l  t h f s  f n  t h e  n a m e  o f  
p r o g r e s s  w h e n  f t ' s  n o t  n e e d e d . P l e a s e  d o  n o t  f s s u e  a 
c o n d i t i o n a l  u s e  p e rm f t  a t  t h i s  t f m e f o r  t h e  C A R E S / F l ow i n d 
p r o j e c t .  I r e a l l y  f e e l  a d d f t f o n a l  s t u d i e s n e e d  t o  b e  d o n e , 
a n d  o t h e r m f t f g a t i o n f a c t o r s  n e e d  t o  b e  c o n s i d e r e d . I w f l l  
d o  w h a t e v e r  f s  n e c e s s a r y t o  k e e p  my p r o p e r ty a s  u n a f f e c t e d  
a s  f t  f s  n o w . I t  c o s t s  a b o u t  o n e  m i l l i o n  d o l l a r s  p e r  
m e g a wa t t t o  i n s t a l l w f n d t u r b i n e s . H o w m u c h  m o r e  e x p e n s i v e 
f t  f s  f f  t h e y  h a v e  t o  b e  r e m o v e d  a n d  t h e  l a n d  r e s t o r e d  t o  
s t ay u n d e r  t h e  l e g a l  n o f s e  l e v e l s a c c o r d i n g t o  a b a t e m e n t  
o r d i n a n c e s . I s t r o n g l y  r e c o mm e n d  t h e  d i s a p p r o v a l  o f  a 
p e rm i t  f o r  t h e  C A R E S / F l o w f n d  p r o j e c t . 

J n c e r e*tJ� 
T�W a l k e r  
5 0 1  S Z i n s e r  
K e n n e w i c k ,  WA 9 9 3 3 6  
5 0 9 - 7 8 3 - 0 6 05  
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Response to U ndated Comment Letter from Terry Walker 

1 .  This comment applies t o  turbines proposed for another project the CARES' Columbia 
Windfarm #1, and does not apply to the Proposed Action evaluated in this EIS. 

2. This comment applies to turbines proposed for another project the CARES' Columbia 
Windfarm #1 , and does not apply to the Proposed Action evaluated in this EIS. 

3. Noise from the KENETECH project could exceed the night-time noise limitation criteria 
(50 dBA) established under the Washington Administrative Code (Chapter 1 73-60 WAC) 
at Receptor 1 6, if this receptor is determined to be a residential property. This decision 
cannot be made in this EIS because it necessarily involves a legal question that turns on 
the development of facts regarding buildability and residential occupancy of this receptor 
property. The EIS contains a worst-case analysis that discloses the potential exceedance 
of the nighttime noise limitation criteria. Projected noise levels from both the KENETECH 
and CARES projects would be 59 dBA, or 1 dBA less than the 60-dBA day-time standard. 
Thus, the projected cumulative noise level would meet applicable day-time requirements. 
Klickitat County has authority to enforce the noise ordinance if noise levels exceeded 
limitation criteria. Mitigation measures provided in Section 2.9.4.2 of the draft EIS could 
be implemented to reduce noise levels associated with the Project, and would require the 
Applicant to pay the cost of noise level evaluation if a complaint is filed with the County. 

4. This comment applies to turbines proposed for another project the CARES' Columbia 
Windfarm #1 , and does not apply to the Proposed Action evaluated in this EIS. 

5. This comment applies to turbines proposed for another project the CARES' Columbia 
Windfarm #1 , and does not apply to the Proposed Action evaluated in this EIS. 

6. The relatively constant, non-threatening noise generated by wind turbines should not cause 
birds to avoid the area. Birds, as well as other types of wildlife, tend to be frightened by 
instantaneous, unexpected noises, such as blasting, and become accustomed to ambient 
noises. 

7. The comment related to guy wires is pertinent only to the CARES' Columbia Windfarm 
#1 project. Features of the Proposed Action evaluated in this EIS would not include guy 
wires, thereby eliminating the potential of collision with those wires. Avian mortality from 
collisions with wind turbine blades is an expected consequence of the Proposed Action and 
alternatives, as described in Section 2.5.4 of the draft EIS. 

8. See the response to comment no. 6. The evaluation in Section 2.2.4 of the draft EIS 
concluded that no significant change in water quality would be expected from the 
Proposed Action provided mitigation identified in the draft EIS is implemented. 

9. This comment applies to turbines proposed for another project the CARES' Columbia 
Windfarm #1 , and does not apply to the Proposed Action evaluated in this EIS. 

1 0. Changes to the Proposed Action by the Applicant (KENETECH) would relocate the 
substation to the west and eliminate the need to run a powerline north along the east side 
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of Columbia Hills estates (see Part 1 of this document). Therefore no new road in that area I would be required. 

1 1 .  See response to comment no. 1 0. 

12. This comment refers to the CARES' Columbian Windfarm #1 , not to the Proposed Action 
(KENETECH's Washington Windplant #1 ) evaluated in this EIS. The KENETECH Project 
would not involve on-site storage of turbine eil or solvents. Nonetheless, the KENETECH 
Project would create some potential for the release of hydraulic and lubricating oils into 
the environment due to accidental leakage from the turbines or to an accident during 
equipment maintenance. Section 2.2.4.2 of the draft EIS, as modified by Part 3 of this 
document, includes mitigation measures to reduce the potential for lubricating and 
hydraulic oils to contaminate water and soil resources during both Project construction and 
operation. 

13. This comment refers to the CARES' Columbian Windfarm #1 , not to the Proposed Action 
(KENETECH's Washington Windplant #1 ) evaluated in this EIS. The KENETECH Project 
would not involve on-site storage of damaged parts or equipment. These would be stored 
at an off-site maintenance facility as described in Section 1 .3.3, page 1 -5 of the draft EIS. 

14. The comment regarding the County's goal for air quality and noise is noted. Please see 
the response to your comment no. 3 above. The remainder of this comment refers to the 
CARES Project and does not apply to the Proposed Action evaluated in this EIS. 

1 5. Generally speaking, one who causes a fire that results in property damage is liable to the 
owners for such damages. 

1 6. The Preferred Alternative described in Part 2 of this document calls for a Decommissioning 
Plan prior to commercial operation to address the underlying issues related to 
decommissioning and the potential for Project abandonment. 

1 7. The Proposed Action (KENETECH's Washington Windplant #1 ) includes installation of 
1 15-MW of wind turbine generating capacity or approximately 345 turbines. The CARES 
Project calls for an additional 91 turbines. Development of each project is contingent on 
obtaining a Conditional Use Permit from Klickitat County. Proposals to install additional 
turbines would also have to go through County permit and environmental review 
processes. To date, the County has not received any additional applications for installation 
of more wind turbines in the Columbia Hills. 

18 .  The draft EIS addresses the potential for increased tourist traffic in Sections 2.7.4.1 (p. 2,.81) .  
Mitigation, in the form of providing signs to direct sightseers to public areas where the 
Project could be viewed, is described in Section 2.7.4.2. In addition, KENETECH's 
Proposed Action includes providing locked gates at access points onto the Project site. 
Section 2.8.4.1 (p. 2-91 ) discusses the potential for unauthorized entry onto Project lands; 
Section 2.8.4.2 (p. 2-121) identifies the potential need for increased police service that could 
be associated with increased unauthorized entry. As mitigation, Section 2.12.3.2 identifies 
monitoring the site for evidence of unauthorized use and providing additional security if 
warranted. 
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19. If landowners have problems with unauthorized entry, vandalism, or other problems with 
the public, they should contact the County sheriff. The draft EIS discusses the potential 
the Project may create for increased demand for law enforcement services. Also see 
response to comment no. 1 8. 

20. Comment noted. The Applicant proposes to upgrade existing roads, rather than cutting 
new roads, where feasible. 

21 . See General Response No. 10 and the response to April 1 7, 1995 WDFW comment no. 3b. 

22. This comment refers to the CARES' Columbia Windfarm #1 Project, not to the Proposed 
Action evaluated in this EIS. 

23. This comment refers to the CARES' Columbia Windfarm #1 Project, not to the Proposed 
Action evaluated in this EIS. Guy wires are not proposed for the KENETECH turbine 
structures. 

24. See response to comment no. 3. 

25. This comment refers to the CARES' Columbia Windfarm #1 Project, not to the Proposed 
Action evaluated in this EIS. 

26. Comments noted. They generally refer to the CARES' Columbia Windfarrn #1 Project, not 
to the Proposed Action evaluated in this EIS. 
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Response to Comment Letter from Terry Walker (Undated, After 
Draft EIS Hearing) 

1 .  See General Responses No. 1 and No. 1 0  and the response to April 1 7, 1995 WDFW 
comment no. 3b. 

2. Two red-tailed hawk nests have been identified near the area that is described. See 
Figure 2.5.4 of the draft EIS. 

3. Great horned owls were observed in this area, but no nest site was found. It is assumed 
that great horned owls may nest in oak woodlands. 

4. Your finding of petrified wood on the CARES site is noted. 

5. Measures to mitigate potential impacts on western gray squirrel are identified on page 2-39 
of the draft EIS. See the responses to WDFW comment nos. 4 and 21 p. 

6. This comment relates to the CARES Columbia Windfarrn #1 Project. However, see 
response to comment no. 3 from undated comment letter from Terry Walker. 

7. As discussed in Section 2.9.4. 1, Operation, fifth paragraph, the EIS concludes that whether 
or not the Walker property would be considered a residential property is a legal issue that 
is not resolved. The EIS reports a worst-case scenario of potential noise levels at the 
Walker property by the KENETECH Project and the cumulative impacts including the 
CARES Project. See also response to comment No. 3 from Terry Walker's other undated 
letter. 

8. See General Response No. 1 .  

9. Comment noted. The Preferred Alternative included in Part 2 of this document calls for 
a decommissioning plan prior to commercial operation of the Project. 

10. Comments noted. 
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KEN:E:'l'FCF. 't'l i nd p ow e r ,  Inc . 

5C:O Sa n s ome S t re e t  

San Fr a r. c i s c o ,  Ca l i fornia 9 4 1 1 1  

�0'7 H o c t o r  F oa d  
G o ld e nd a l e , Wa . 9 86 20  

'M& r ch 1 2 ,  19P5 

Dea r  S i r s : 

In r eg a r d s  t o  y our p ropos e d  pr o j e ct ,  the Wa shington W i ndplant 

#1 s i t e  l o c a t e d  in the Columbi a  Hills a re a  o f  K l i ck i t a t  C o . , 

f o r  s ome rea s on my husba nd a nd I ,  W i l l i a m  c. & C l a ud i a  R � Y oung, 

ha v e  been forgotten o r  j us t  d i s rega rded . 

Th e e a s ement y o u  hav e  f o r  W i l l iam F .  Young ' s  p rope rty e x c l ud e s  

the W e s t  640 ' o f  t h e  N o r th 4 25 1 o f  the N o rthe a s t  �ua r t e r  o f  the 

No rthw e s t  oua r t e r  o f  S e c t i on 1 ,  Township � .  N o rth , R a nge 16 

Ea s t , w .  �. The r e f o r e , y o � r  p ropesed P ro j e c t  s i t e i n c l ud e s  

1 2 , 6 2 4 a c r e s , n o t  1 2 , 6�0 a c re s .  The si x a c r e s  y ou hav e  inc luded 

in y o u r  prop o s ed s i t e  is no t p a rt o �  your e a s ement . 

Our s i x  a c r e s  i s  a p r opo � e d  home s i t e .  The p rope rty ha s � we l l , 

a s e p t i c sy s t em a nd pow e r  on i t . It ha s b P. e n  r e n t e d  to owne r s  

o f  reot � � e  h ome s in the pa s t . I w i l l  r e pe s t ,  i t r s a p ropo s e d  

Home si t e :  C o nc e rn i ng y o u r  p � opo s �d sub s t a t i on ,  I c a nnot ima gine 

it r i ght in my b a cky a rd .  Le t me a s k  y o u ,  'W O '.lld you put a s ub -

s t a t i on i n  y o n r  b a ckya rd� 

The t w o  pump s ta t i on ne a r  y o u r  P ro j e ct A re at l e a s e  a ha l f  m i l e  

o f f  t h e  ms ir. roa d , n o t  nea r h orne s i te 3 .  

� ;u :: e  q nc'l F P. ggy t'a v e np o rt , the les see o f  Wi l l i am F .  Yo,mg ' s  

f a r � .  w e re n o t  e • e n  c on s u l t e d  o r  info rmed a s  t o  whe re a p ropo s e d  

subs t � t i on w o u ld b e  l o c a t e d . The r e  is conc e rn tha t y o u  ca n do 

a s  y o u  rlee s e  a nd e x� e c t  the fe rm e r  t o  l o s e  u s e a � e of good fa rm­

A b l� � r o ,md , "hen you c o · : ld ha v e  at l ea e t a sked the ma ns a d v i c e . 

One a c r e o !' c ro p s  f o r  y e a r· s , is a lot out of a f a rm e r s  pocke t .  

Enc l o s e d  a ;e p i c t '.l r e s  o f  the in t e rmi t t ent s t re a m ,  whi �h pa s s e s 

";h r·ougl': y o •; :- P r o j e c t . Thi s  s t !·eam c a n  f l o o c  thA c o rne r o f  y o u r  

p ro�os � c  s ub s t a t i on s i t e .  A l l tha t w a t e r  a nd e l e c t r i ci t y , I 

w o u ld not � a n t  to w o rk a ro und i t .  I woult think , y o u  w o u l d  w a nt 

y -:J�; :- e ub s ta t ion on a l i t t l e  h i ghe r· g ro;.1nc' . A fa rme !' ' s  f i e ld 

car. flood a na he st i l l  can ha r v e s t  hi s c ro� f o r  the y e a r .  

'fole w o·1 ld b e  r e a l int e r e s ted t o  hea r y our -: omme n t s  conce rning 

o a r  p roposed home si t e .  

C " :  �� t t y  V! sh� :· , !onnev � l l P.  � o� e r  � dm \ � � � � �e � i � n 

��! !" t  r :""!Y P !" ,  K U ck i t & t  Co :nt:: f l A n:: !. r.� t; i : e. c t o r  
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Response to March 1 2, 1 995 Comment Letter from Wil liam and 
Claudia R. Young 

1 .  In response to the issues raised in this comment letter, the proposed substation has been 
relocated as described in Part 1 of this document and in Figure F-1 .  
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Kdthy Fisher 
Pr ojec t leader 
Department of Energy 

P.u. 9tJH 2 1 3  
Lyl�. Wit 9au 35 
Rpl ll  5. 199� 

Bonneuille Power Rdmlnls tratlon 
P .0. 80H 362 1 
Portland, OR 97208 - 362 1  

Deer ,_,.,, fiShP.r: 

Sub jed: Kenete1.h & C ARES Draft E I S  for Proposed Columbics Wind Farm 
.. .  .. I 

Thant: you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed wlndpower 
projec ts for a site east of Goldendale. My name is Bil l  Weller, and l llue 
m ttJI�. u•e�hington. 2'; m11es ll'e\t ot  thP project situ. By profP.ssion, I 
am " Ulill111fe b•olog•st eno 1 tuw'!l been on thEt wmdpou•er "te� courtesy 
ui Odnd Pet:lc. 

'lou must  under�t and that due to the numerous problems auotiated 
with both projec ts, you'ue put a number of windpower supporters like 
myself on the defenslue. I had hoped to come tonight end embrace the 
wlndpower plans, because neHt to solar energy, there Is no more 
em•ironmen telly-competible energy producer. Unfortunately, much 
u.•ortc needs to be done In order to win me back ouer to your side. 

1 .  The biggest biological argumen t  against the projects Is that only 
tJear of wildlife surueys were performed. There Is absolutely no way 
that the Draft E IS  author, Kenetech, or CARES can make the 
assumptions, predictions or management decisions that you do based 
on only one year o f  surueys. Why did the companies only conduct 1 
year of surueys? Why aren't these surueys being repeated this year? 
Generally, researcMr' are looking for at least l - 5 yean before trends 
in a specie'' population sta tus can be ascertained with any accuracy.  
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WhuJpower Projects 
April 5, 1995 
Page Two 

2. The mitigation measures for wildlife impacts are woefully 
Inadequate, particularly for the we,lern gray squirrel. More on lhi' 
later. 

3. My opinion is that through the wlndpower projects, as currently 
proposed. BPA is uioleting one of its major responsibilities: " Restoring 
end enh&nctng ent•tronmentel  quality and auoiding or minimizing 
po,�tblf? adt•er�� em•tronmental effect�.·  I Page �-21. 

4. One geh the di�tin t l  feeling that the Draft E I S  documents are simply 
an oduertisement for the pro jet h rather than an objectiue biological 
and et onomit assessment. The NEPR process Is not serued by poorly 
written enuironmental impact statements. 

s. Msny piece� m the Kenetech E I S  document boast thst without the 
proJ�rt,  the site will continue to deteriorate because of grazing. Yet, 
grazing will  stil l  be allowed to continue and the spread of noHious 
weeds will  only be enhanced by g round disturbance and new roads. 

6. Speaking of roads (Page 1 - 1 2) ,  I urge that the all roads leading to 
the sites by gated (closed) to the public. This should be one mitigation 
step to reduce recreational and/or u ehicular traffics impscts to 
wildlife. 

7. White oak {Page 2-231 The Kenetech project will remoue 22 acres of 
Oreqon whi l e  oak. This is unacceptable. The wind turbines should not 
be strung through oak woodlands. Turbine strings N, Y. and Z should be 
moued to auoid white oak stands. Rt the uery minimum, Klickitat 
County and BPA should insist on the purchase of  additional oak 
woodlands and donate the ecresge to Nature Conserusncy, Central 
Casr.�tde Alliance or Washington Department of Fish & ll'ildlife. I n  
•u1dition, et least 22 acres of o a k  woodland should be planted on the 
s i te .  
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Windpower Projec t� 
APt il 5, 1995 
Page Three 

8. wenern gray �qutrrel mitigation (Page 2 -39J.  1 ask for 2 yean of 
we\ tern gray �uruey\ before the fint bulldozer sholl•s up. There ere 
eppttrently dozens of actiue western gray squirrel nests on the 
Kenetech project site. The western gray squirrel is  a state-threatened 
spetiu whith will soon be petitioned a s  a federally threatened species. 
You moy haue a dogfight on your hands If  the p roject Impacts the 
western gray squirrel in any way. 

The Keneterh Draft E I S  mentions staying 400 feet away for any nest 
\ite from May to September. This Is not adequate. Western gray 
squirrel� nest twice yearly, from late December to September. 
Additionally. I recommend retaining at least a 60% canopy In the stand 
around eath nest site, as Dr. Susan Foster o f  the Oregon F ish & Wildlife 
Commission recommends, not just 50�o canopy. 

One of many unjustified assumptions In the Draft E I S  lnuolues gray 
squirrel impacts.  Page 2 - 4 1 : "The project ll•ould redurP habitat for 
we\ tern gray �qmrret to a retatiuely minor eHhmt. " There is no 
uientific bttsi� to this s l tt lemen t .  Gn'!J squirrels  only heue e 5 - 1 6  
atre home nmge. and the project is eliminating a t  least  22 acres o f  oak 
woodlands.  in addition to noise fuctors. and other disturbance during 
the nesting season. In addition, western gray squirrels are highly 
susceptible to mortality by motorized uehicles. Again, road closures 
would serue to mitigate for this species. 

9. Other sen\itiue habitats: tPage 2 - 40J The Kenetech project proudly 
s tftte.s there will  be no deuelopment In talus, cl iffs, or rock outcrop 
areas. This Is not adequate. Buffers are needed and BPA/KIIckltat 
County should require b u ffers a s  recommended b y  the Washington 
Department of Fish & Wlldife. 

1 0 .  Amphibians/Reptiles. I don't recollect reading anything on these 
ll•ildlife specie�. 

I I . Long-billed Curlew: fPage 2 - 45} Two curlews were seen on the 
site. There was another poor statement, "Project site recetues only 
ottasionel use.· We don't know If this sighting represented a nesting 

8 
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1 0 

1 1  
1 2 
1 3  
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Windpower Project$ 
April 4, 1995 
Page Four 

pair. 1 know of et least one breeding curlew petr utilizing the nearby 
tenterullle area. 

1 2. west ern b luebird:  This species Is  nesting In the oaks on the project 
site.  I think epproHimately 1 1 5 bluebirds were counted. Whet happens 
after 22 acres of oaks ere remoued7 

n. I mparts  to repton: Nou•here In the Kennetech E I S  we� there e 
'•mou\ rt�ference to thtl (alifornie EnP.rgy (ommiulon''' March 1 992 
report ti l led. " Wind Turbine E ffects on Apien Rctiuity, Habitat  u�e. and 
Mortali t y  in Altamont Pau end Solano County Wind Resource Area�. 
1 989 - 1 99 1 :  

This is one o f  the few research e fforts t o  document mortality o n  
rapton. 1 quote from t h e  enecutlue summery, " Our estimate o f  the 
number of  repton killed by windferm-releted injuries within the e nt ire 
Hltamont PaH WRR uerled 403 In the first year of the study to 1 64 
during the second year. O f  these reptor deaths, we conseruatluely 
e't imated thet 39 golden eagles were kil led each year. · 

Yet on Page 2 - 53 of the Kennetech E I S, It Is estimated that only " 6  -

20 rep tors could die . ·  Be sed on the California report, Kenetech's guess 
o f  predicted reptor mortality seems much too low. 

O n  Page 2 - 55, the only reference to potential golden eagle Impacts by 
the turbines Is, "&olden eagle mortality eHpected. • 

1 4. One recommended mitigation measure Is that no turbines will  b e  
p laced within 1 mile of e n y  rep t o r  nest. 

1 5. Apparently e bald eagle roost eree hes been louted on the 
Kenett�rh site. I urge that no turbines be pieced in the ulcinity of this 
roost area.  

1 7  

.1 8 

1 9  
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Windpower Projects 
April 5, 1995 
Page Fiue 

1 6. Peregrine falcons: Another questionable and cert ainly lnsensitiue 
statement from the E l �  reed� o n  ll'age 2-54J, " I f  one of these 
peregrines u•ere to strike a turbine, I t  would be unlikely to affect the 
uiabil ity o r  the popula tion o f  the Columbia Gorge Management Unit.·  
We are talking about a federally U•ted speties with only seuen 
confirmed pairs of peregrines in the entire Columbia Rluer Gorge area. 

1 7. On page 2 - 93, the E I S  admits that only one year study has been 
conducted on wildlife inuentory. l cannot oueremphasize the need for 
continual research. 

1 8. In conclusion, my recommendations are as fol lows: 

1 .  Close all roads leading Into the project area. 
2.  Leaue Intact the 22 acres of Oregon white oak. If so, you might be 
able to preuent impacts on western gray squirrels and western 
b luebirds.  
3. No road construction or  turbine construction within 1 /4 mile o f  
known western gray squirrel n e s t s  during t h e  January I - September 
nesting period. 
4. Eliminate any turbines within one mile of any rap tor nest. 
5. Buffer sensitiue habitats such as talus slopes, riparian area, cllfh, 
etc. In other words, do not allow any roads or turbines In sensitiue 
area buffers. 
6. Continue wildlife im•entorief In 1 995 before and after placement o f  
turbine�. 
1. Protect bald eagle roost area.  

I r these retommendations are followed, I could support the 
deuelopment of a prototype wind farm on the west side of Juniper 
Point. Two years o f  monitoring for aulan mortality would be part of the 
agreement with consultation with both the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Serulce 
and Washington Department of  Fish & Wildlife would occur frequently.  

The Draft E I S  is mistaken in Its  most basis assumption, wrongly stating 
that the Columbia Hills Is  not a prime areas or repton and not an 
important migration route. It appears that the Columbia Hills area Is as 
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rlclt In wildlife a' the aborted Rat tlesnake Hills area In Benton County, 

Wlndpower Projeth 
April 5, 1995 
Page SIH 

Washington, yet until we heue more data, the significance of Klickitat 
County site won't be fully known. I hope Kenetech end CARES will 
Immediately begin their 1 995 lnuentory and will continue to monitor the 
site• once wind generation occurs. 

Though both these projects are on 11 fast track for approuel, hopefully 
Kenetech, CARES, and BPR are a ware, that In addition to the federal 
Endangered Species Ret,  that adherence to the Migratory Bird Treaty Ret 
I� al'o required. Both wind power projects may be challenged If the 
proponents do not  do euerythlng within your " power· t o  protect 
mlgratoriJ bird species. 

Sincerely, 

{jt (7_( LJ;,J -
lllilllam J. liletler 
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1 .  See General Response No. 10. 

2. See the response to April 1 7, 1 995 WDFW comment nos. 4 and 21p. 

3. See General Response No. 3. 

4. Comment noted. The draft EIS was objectively prepared by third party consultants to meet 
the environmental review requirements of NEP A and SEP A. 

5. Measures to reduce the potential for noxious weeds created by the Proposed Action are 
provided in Section 2.3.4.2 (page 2-27) of the draft E IS as modified by Part 3 of this 
document. Part 3 of this document modifies the "No Action" discussions in the draft EIS 
that impacts from continued grazing would also occur under the Proposed Action and all 
alternatives. 

6. Comment noted. Gating access roads is included in the Applicant's proposal. 

7. Recommendations to mitigate for the loss of oak are noted. Please see the response to 
WDFW Comment number 21a. The Alternative Overhead Powerline Alignment, as 
described in Section 1 .5.1 of the draft EIS, was designed to address this issue. The 
Preferred Alternative, described in Part 2 of this document, includes measures to reduce 
impacts to oak habitat and to mitigate losses. 

8. All oak and oak/pine stands within the Primary Study Area were assumed to be occupied 
by western gray squirrel in the assessment of impacts in Section 2.4.4.1 of the draft EIS. 
Additional studies would only confirm this or would reduce the extent of the habitat 
considered to be occupied by western gray squirrels. 

9. See response to comment no. 2. 

10.  Comment noted. See the responses to WDFW comment nos. 4 and 21p. 

1 1 .  Because, under the Proposed Action, the amount o f  oak habitat that would be lost 
represents less than 10 percent of that available on the site, the loss is not considered major 
in terms of the existing conditions. 

1 2. See the responses to April 1 7, 1 995 WDFW comment nos. 4 and 21p. Also see Part 2, 
Preferred Alternative, and modifications to mitigation for impacts to western gray squirrel 
described in Part 3 of this document. 

1 3. The recommendation to close roads to minimize road kill of western gray squirrel is noted. 
The Applicant's Proposed Action would involve providing locked gates at access roads to 
the site. The Applicant has no authority to restrict landowner assess or use. 

14. See the response to the April 17, 1 995 WDFW comment no. 21h. 
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15 .  Amphibians and reptiles are discussed in Section 2.4.3.2 on pages 2-32, 2-33, and 2-34 of 
the draft EIS. 

1 6. The two observations of long-billed curlews were made at different times of the year. 
Based on the amount of time spent on the Project site over the course of a year (85 person­
days), this number of sightings is very low. Nevertheless, the draft EIS assumes that long­
billed curlews may use the site (see Section 2.5.3.1 on page 2-45). 

1 7. The loss of oak habitat would reduce nesting habitat for western bluebirds and other 
species. This was implied but not stated in the draft EIS. Part 3 of this document modifies 
Section 2.4.4.1 to clarify this issue. 

1 8. This reference was cited as Orloff and Flannery (1 992), rather than California Energy 
Commission (1 992). The document was a major source of information for both the Avian 
Technical Report and the draft EIS. 

1 9. See the responses to the April 1 7, 1 995 WDFW comment no. 6 and Central Alliance 
comment no. 13. Discussions of impacts to golden eagle are also presented in Sections 5.3.2 
and 5.4.2 of the Avian Technical Report. 

20. The recommendation for 1-mile buffers is noted. See response to April 17, 1 995 WDFW 
comment no. 21h. 

21 . Klickitat County, BPA, and the Applicant are addressing potential impacts and mitigation 
measures for bald eagle and other threatened and endangered species through formal 
consultations with the USFWS as part of the Section 7 consultation process under the 
Endangered Species Act. In addition, the Preferred Alternative, described in Part 2 of this 
document, would restrict development in the eastern area of the site until an additional 
winter season of bald eagle study and an additional year of peregrine falcon study are 
conducted. 

22. See the response to the April 1 7, 1995 WDFW comment no. 1 1 ,  Central Cascade Alliance 
comment no. 1 4. As part of consultation under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, 
the USFWS is determining whether the Project would jeopardize the continued existence 
of the peregrine falcon in the Columbia River Gorge. 

23. See General Response No. 10. 
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24. Recommendations regarding mitigation measures are noted and were responded to in I 
earlier comments. 

25. Conditional support for phased development and for a monitoring program is noted. I 
Monitoring was identified as a potential mitigation strategy on page 2-58 of the draft EIS. 
The Preferred Alternative, described in Part 2 of this document, includes phased 1 development and ongoing monitoring. 

26. See General Response No. 1 1 .  
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27. See General Response No. 9. These laws are enforced by the USFWS and U.S. Department 
of Justice. Klickitat County, BPA, and the Applicant are coordinating with the USFWS 
through formal consultations under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act and through 
informal discussions regarding other applicable laws, including the Migratory Bird Treaty 
Act. 

Final Environmental I mpact Statement 
Washington Wi ndplant #1 
May 1 99 5  

Comments and Responses 

4-261 



Comments and Responses 

4-262 

Final Envi ronmental Impact Statement 
Washington Windplant #1 

May 1 995 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 



I 
I 
- I  
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 

I 

I 
I 

Kathy Fisher - ECNl 
BoMeville Power Administration 
905 NE 1 1th Avenue 
Portland, Oregon 97232 

Dear Sirs 

William H. Link 
1 0300 Hwy. 14 
Goldendale, W A. 98620 

I spoke at the public comment hearing but had one additional thought after 
thinlcing about speakers comments about noise. So, I thought I would restate my points 1 
made and include my concern about the noise. 1 am addressing both wind power projects. 

- Noxious weed control is left kind of vague in the Impact Statement 1 would like 
to see a specific statement stating that the projects must follow all recommendations laid 
out by the Klickitat County Weed coordinator. 

- 6  to 20 raptors each year being killed is unacceptable. 1fthis project is allowed it 
must provide for habitat improvement here or somewhere else to replace those birds or 
ideally provide for more repht.cements than what is being killed. 

- The windmills look like they are going to be ugly but maybe we can get used to 
them. It seems a shame to put them on the Gorge, but it is a windy place. 

Additional Points from discussion at the meeting. 
- They shouldn't be placed anywhere that the noise reaches residences. The known 

standards for noise problems shouldn't be set aside. We live within plain view of one of 
the planned turbine strings, now I am wondering if we and our horses, dogs, and other 
animals are going to bothered by the noise. Dogs are more susceptible. 

- We maintain and take care of all aspects of our private road leading to our house. 
As 1 could see their plan, our road is listed but didn't appear to be used. 1 expect that there 
will be no other than emergency use of the private loops road. 

- 1 1ike the proposed idea that there be a 1 00 turbine limit imposed for a DW11ber of 
years so that more data can be gathered. We can measure how much noise, see how many 
other problems appear. I do think the one speaker made a good point that data roUection 
on bird kills may be a problem as the coyotes do make their rounds f:Very day here. 

- 1  don't think the Cares windmill design should be allowed, it is plainly poorer 
technology from a bird kill aspect 

- 1 think the Indians comments would have more credibility if their settlements 
along the river didn't have so much garbage heaped around. 

Thank you for your time gathering all this together. 
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Responses to Comment Letter (U ndated) from Wi l l iam H .  Link 

1 .  Parts 2 and 3 o f  this document incorporate this recommendation. 

2. The Preferred Action (see Part 2 of this document) includes enhancement/preservation to 
replace lost habitat value for oak and certain shrub-steppe habitats. 

3. Comment noted. 

4. The Applicant is required to meet state noise standards. Lack of compliance would be a 
matter of enforcement for Klickitat County. 

5. The Applicant will only use roads where permission is granted from appropriate 
landowners. 

6. See Part 2, which describes the Preferred Alternative. The lead agencies have determined 
that geographic-based conditions on development would be more effective than simple 
limits on the number of turbines. 

7. Comment noted. 

8. Comment noted. 
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I N  TBE  S U P E R I O R  COURT O F  TBE STATE O F  WAS H I NGTON 
I 

I N  AND FOR T B E  COUNTY I OF K L I C K I TAT 

WAS H I N GTON W I NDPLANT DRAFT N E P A / S E P A  

ENV I RONMENTAL I MPACT PUBL I C  BEAR I NG 

I 
VE RBAT I M  REPORT OF P RO C E E D I NGS 

T h u r s d ay , Apr i l  5 ,  1 9 9 5  
* * * * ! * * * * * * I 

G o ld e n d a le , W a s h i n g t o n  

R E P ORTED BY : 
K R I S T INA L .  BADGLEY 
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MS . TAN GORA : T h i s  i s  a j o int h e a r i n g  o n  

d r a f t  N E PA / S E PA e nv i r o nmental  impact s tateme n t s  

t ha t  have b e e n  p r e p a r e d  f o r  two p r o j e c t s . O n e  i s  

W a s h i n g t o n  W i n d p l a n t  No . 1 ,  w h i c h  i s  prop o s ed by 

KENETECB Windpower I nc . And the s e c ond p ro j e c t  i s  

C o lumb i a  Wind f arm No . 1 ,  wh i c h  i s  p roposed by 

CARE S . The p u r p o s e  o f  the h e a r i n g  tonight i s  to 

r e c e i ve c omme nt s on the d r a f t  E I S a .  Al l c omme nt s 

wi l l  be r e s p o n d e d  t o  a n d  inc luded i n  the f i n a l  E I S a  

f o r  the  two p r o j e c t s . 

We have a l ot o f  p e o p l e  h e r e  t on ight . I f  you 

have l e n g t hy wr i t t e n  c omme n t s  with you , p l e a s e  

s u bmi t them a n d  t r y  t o  k e e p  y o u r  o r a l  c omme n t s  a 

l i t t l e  b r i e f  o r  j u s t  h i g h l i g h t i n g  the  main p o i nt s . 

I n  addi t i o n , I �u e s s  I wo u l d  l i ke t o  take a 

c o unt . We h a d  about 1 5  p e o p l e  s i g n  up t o  s p e a k , 

but I d o n ' t  know i f  eve ryb ody s i gned up . S o  i f  y o u  

c o u l d  r a i s e  y o u r  h a n d  i f  you wo u l d  l i ke t o  s p e ak 

t o n i g h t . B e c au s e  t h i s  i s  a h e a r i n g  o n  two s e p a r a t e  

docume n t s , I wo u l d  a s k  y o u  t o  be very c l e a r  a bout 

which pro j e c t  you a r e  c omme n t i n g  o n  and give y o u r  

n ame a n d  addre s s  i n  advanc e o f  pre s e n t i n g  y o u r  

c omme n t s . We m a y  s t op you and a s k  you t o  s p e a k  up . 

We have a v e r y  brie f pre s e nt a t i o n  o n  the  two 

p ro j e c t s , b a s i c a l l y  j u s t  f ac t u a l  i n f o rma t i o n  on t h e  
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1 S E P A  a n d  e n v i r onme n t a l  r ev i ew proc e s s . O n c e  a 

2 f i n a l  E I S  i s  p r e p a r e d  f or the  two pro j ect s ,  

3 

4 

5 

K l ic kitat C o u nty w i l l  b e  c o nduc t i n g  h e a r i n g s  o n  

i s s u i n g  c o n d i t i o n a l  u s e  permi t s  a n d  n o t i c e  o f  t h e  

t iming o f  t h o s e  h e a r i n g s  wi l l  appear i n  t h e  l oc a l  

6 p a p e r s . B o n n ev i l l e  P owe r h a s  t h e i r  own p r oc e s s  

7 

8 

9 

t h a t  t h ey wi l l  g o  t h r o u g h , and Kathy F i s her w i l l  

d i s c u s s  t h a t  p r o c e s s  r e a l  b r i e f l y . 

MS . F I S HE R : I was j u s t  going t o  kind o f  

1 0  re i t e rate what P a t  s a i d . I wo r k  f o r  Bonnevi l l e  

1 1  

1 2  

1 3  

1 4  

1 5  

P owe r . My name i s  Kathy Fi s he r ,  and I have 

c o o r d i n a t e d  the N E PA e n v i r o nmental rev iew s id e  o f  

b o t h  o f  t he s e  d o c ument s ,  and t h e s e  are  b o t h  j o int 

NEPA / S E PA d o c ume n t s  and both s u f f i c e  f o r  e a c h  

p r o c e s s .  I g u e s s  a s  a f e d e r a l  agency , I w a n t  t o  

1 6 make s u r e  t h a t  everybody unde r s t a n d s  t h at the  

1 7  

1 8  

1 9  

Cou n ty i s  the  primary d e c i s i on maker with b o t h  o f  

t h e s e  p r o j e c t s �  that n e i t h e r  o f  the p ro j ec t s  c o u l d  

b e  impleme n t e d  i f  t h e Cou nty d o e s  n o t  i s s u e  a 

2 0  p e rmit . They a r e  n o t  Bonne v i l l e  p r o j ec t s , p e r  s e . 

2 1  

2 2  

2 3  

2 4  

2 5  

The d r a f t  E I S  o f  the  C o l umb i a  Windf a rm pro j ec t  i s  

t i e r e d  f r om B o nnevi l l e  P owe r ' s  r e s ou r c e  p r o g r ams 

E I S ,  and that me a n s  the r e s ou r c e  programs E I S  was 

kind o f  a n  umb re l l a  document t hat was done t o  

c ompare and e v a l u a t e  t h e  d i f f erent e ne rgy re s ou rc e s  
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ava i l a b l e  i n  the  r e g i o n . And i t  e v a l u ated the 

e nv i r o nmental impact f r om the d i f f e r e n t  type s of 

r e s o u r c e s , n o t  j u s t  wind powe r ,  a n d  that E I S  is 

what a l l ows us t o  - - I n  t h i s  d r a f t  E I S  we don ' t  

h ave t o  g o  out and l o o k  at a l t e r n a t ive e n e rgy 

r e s ou r c e s  be s i d e s  the wind p owe r re s ourc e t hat we 

a r e  l o o k i n g  at for t h i s  p r o j e c t . I gu e s s  with t h a t  

I d o n ' t  w a n t  t o  s ay a l ot , b u t  I want t o  r e i t e r a t e  

t h a t  t h i s  i s  your meeting . W e  are  h e r e  t o  l i s t e n  

1 0  t o  y o u r  c omme n t s  and t a ke y o u r  i n pu t . We d o  have a 

1 1  

1 2  

1 3  

1 4  

1 5  

1 6  

1 7  

1 8  

1 9  

2 0  

2 1  

2 2  

2 3  

2 4  

2 5  

c o u r t  reporter here , a n d  a l l  y ou r  c omme n t s  are 

b e i n g  t a ken ve rbatim . And a g a i n , i t  is important 

t o  s t a t e  your n ame and addre s s  so we c a n  g e t  that 

o n  the r e c o r d . I a l s o  we l c ome anybody t o  provide 

wri t t e n  c omme n t s  and do e n c o u r a g e  t h a t . You don ' t  

have t o  s p e a k  up . You c an p r o v i d e  t h e s e  written 

c omme nt s .  T h e  c l o s e  o f  t h e  c omme n t  p e r i o d  f or 

C o l umbia Windf arm i s  May 1 ,  a n d  f o r  KENETE C B  i s  

Ap r i l  1 7 . S o  i f  you d o n ' t  g e t  c omme n t s  put h e r e , 

y o u  s t i l l  have t ime a f t e r  t h i s  d a t e . 

MS . TANGORA : C omme n t s  c an b e  provided t o  

e i t h e r  Curt D reyer a t  t h e  K l i c k i t a t  County o f f ic e  

o r  t o  Kathy F i s he r  a t  Bonnevi l l e  Power . I am g o i n g  

t o  t a ke a minute t o  g ive a r e a l  b r i e f background o f  

t h e  p r o p o s e d  KENETECB p r o j e c t  a n d  t h e  a l t e r nat iv e s  

C OURT RE P ORT I N G  S E RV I C E  
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1 0  

1 1  

1 2  

1 3  

1 4  

1 5  

1 6  

1 7  

1 8  

1 9  

2 0  

2 1  

2 2  

2 3  

2 4  

2 5  

t h a t  a r e  eva l u a ted i n  t h e  E I S . The propo s a l  by 

. d i i 1 '  . f KE N E T E C H  W � n  power s a n  app � c a t � o n  or 

c o n d i t i o n a l  use permi t s  f o r  a 1 1 5  megawatt wind 

power g e n e r a t i n g  f a c i l ify t h a t  would be c o n s t r u c t e d  

o n  a s ite o f  a b o u t  1 2 , 6 3 0  a c r e s  i n  t h e  C o l umb i a  

h i l l s . Mo s t  o f  the  s i t e s  wou l d  not b e  devel oped 

but wou l d  c o nt i n u e  i n  a g r i c u l t u r a l  u s e , but the 

wind t e rmi n a l s wou l d  be s t r i n g e d  i n  variou s r id g e s  

o n  s i t e . 

KENETEC B i s  prop o s i ng t o  p h a s e  the  

d e v e l opment , but t h e i r  app l i c a t i o n  is  f o r  a f u l l  

1 1 5 megawatt p r o j ect . S o  a s  t h e y  a r e  prop o s i n g  i t , 

t h e y  a r e  a s k i ng f or a c o n d i t i o n a l  u s e  permit f or 

t h e  e n t i r e  p r o j e c t . 

T h e  d r a f t  E I S  l oo k s  at a numbe r o f  

a l t e r n a t ive s t h a t  c o u l d  po t e n t i a l l y  reduce impac t s .  

O n e  i s  a n  a l t e r nat ive power l i n e  route that avo i d s  

c e r t a i n  s e n s i t ive habitats  a n d  c e r t a i n  p l ant 

c ommu n i t i e s .  A s e c o n d  a l t e r n a t ive that is l ooked 

a t  i n  the p h a s e d  devel opme nt a l t e rnative where 

e i t h e r  the  e a s tern p o r t i o n  o r  the w e s t e r n  portion 

o f  t h e  p r o j e c t  wou l d  be deve l op e d  a t  a phase  s o  t h e  

f i r s t  p h a s e  would b e  c o nc e n t r a t ed i n  a smal l e r  

a r e a . I f  s u b s equent p h a s e s  were not deve l oped , 

t h e n  t h e  pro j ec t  wou ld not e x t e n d  over a s  b r oad a n  

C O U R T  R E P ORTING S E RV I CE 
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a r e a . T h e  n o - ac t i o n  a l t e rnat ive i s  a l s o  

cpn s i dere d ,  a n d  f i n a l l y  there i s  a r e s t r i c t e d  are a s  

a l t e rn at ive t h a t  p u t s  re s t r i c t i o n s  o n  c e rt a i n  

port i o n s  o f  t h e  s i t e  b a s ed o n  t h e  expected 

e nv i r o nmental  impac t .  So  t h e r e  are  f our 

6 a l t e r n a t i v e s  p l u s  the  p r op o s a l s  t h a t  are  e v a l u a t e d  

7 

8 

9 

i n  t h e  E I S . 

T h e n  I t h i n k  we wi l l  open i t  up t o  c omment . I 

wi l l  j u s t  c a l l  c omme nte r s  o f f  t h e  s i g n - i n  s h e e t . 

1 0  T h e n  i f  we g e t  t o  t h e  e n d  and t h e r e  i s  a ny o n e  e l s e  

1 1  

1 2  

1 3  

1 4  

1 5  

1 6  

1 7  

1 8  

1 9 

who w i s h e s  t o  s p e a k , we c a n  open i t  up t o  f u r t h e r  

c omme n t . Ag a i n , when you a r e  c a l l e d , p l e a s e  

provide y o u r  n ame a n d  c o r r e c t  s pe l l i n g  a n d  addre s s  

f o r t h e  c o u r t  r e p o r t e r  and be r e a l  c l ear about 

w h i c h  p r o j ec t  y o u r  c omme n t s  p e r t a i n  t o . 

T h e  f i r s t  s p e ak e r  i s  B i l l  W e i l e r . 

MR . WE I LER : My n ame i s  B i l l  Weil e r , 

W - E - I - L - E - R , P . O  Box 2 1 3 ,  Ly l e , Was h i n g t o n . I am 

here with my two c h i l dr e n  t od ay . My p ro f e s s i o n , I 

2 0  am a w i l d l i f e  b i o l o g i s t . I b i d  o n  t h e  s i t e s ,  wind 

2 1  power s i t e s  c o u r t e s y  o f  D a n a  P e c k  f r o m  KENETE C B , 

2 2  wh i c h  I apprec i a t e . I g u e s s  my c omme n t s  p e r t a i n  t o  

2 3  b o t h  s it e s . I t h i n k  t he w i nd power p r o p o n e n t s  n e e d  

2 4  to u n d e r s t and t h at t h e r e are  a number o f  p r ob l em s  

2 5  t h a t  r em a i n  a s s oc i at e d  with both p r o j ect s . B e c a u s e  
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5 

o f  t h i s , a numb e r  o f  wind p owe r s u p p o r t e r s  s u c h  a s  

my s e l f  are k i n d  o f  o n  the  d e f e n s ive . I r e a l ly 

h o p e d  t o  c ome t o n i g h t  and emb r a c e  t h e  wind power 

p l a n t s  becau s e  next to s o l a r  e n e rgy t h e r e  r e a l l y  i s  

n o  more e nv i r onmenta l l y  c omp a t i b l e  e n e r gy 

6 produc e r . But u n f ortun1 t e l y  t h e r e  i s  a l o t  o f  w o r k  

7 

8 

9 

t o  be done  i n  order t o  " i n me back o n  your s ide . 

O n e  o f  t h e  bigge s t  b i o l o g i c a l  argume n t s  

a g a i n s t  the  p r o j e c t s  i s  t h a t  o n l y one  y e a r  o f  

1 0  wi l d l i f e  s u rv e y s  were done , t o  m y  u n d e r s tanding . 

1 1  T h e r e  r e a l l y  i s  n o  way t h a t  t h e  KENETECB o r  CARE S 

1 2  f o l k s  c a n  make t h e  a s s umpt i o n s , predic t i o n s  o r  

1 3  manag ement d e c i s i o n s  t h a t  were made b a s e d  o n  the 

l 

1 4  one  y e a r  o f  s u rvey s . W e  a s k  why t h e  c ompa n i e s  o n l y  

1 5  c o n d u c t e d  o n e  y e a r  o f  s urve y s . We a s k  t h a t  t hey be 

1 6  r e p e a t e d  t h i s  y e a r  be f ore the  p r o j e c t  c ome s o n  

1 7  

1 8  

1 9  

2 0  

2 1  

2 2  

2 3  

l i n e . 

G e n e r a l ly the  r e s e a r c he r s  i n  my f i e l d  are  

l o o k i ng f o r a t  l e a s t  three t o  f ive years  be f o r e  a 

t r e nd s  i n  a s p e c i e s  popu l a t i o n  s t a t u s  c a n  be 

a s c e rt a i n e d  w i t h  any a c cu r acy . P o i nt No . 2 ,  the � 

m i t i g a t i o n  m e a s u r es•for w i l d l i f e impa c t s  a r e  

i n a d e q u ate , p a r t i c u l a r l y  f o r  t h e  We s t e r n  G r ay 

2 4  S q u i r r e l . 

2 5  N o . 3 ,  my o p i n i o n  i s  t h a t  t h r o u g h  t h e  w i nd 
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power p r o j ec t s  i t  i s  c u r r e n t l y  p r op o s e d  BPA migh t --

be v i o l a t i n g one o f  i t s  ma j o r re s p o n s i b i l i t i e s , 

whic h i s , quote , r e s t o r i n g  and e n h a n c i n g  

e nv i r o nme n t a l  q u a l ity and avoiding o r  minimi z i n g  

p o s s i b l e  environme n t a l  e f f ec t s . --

P o i nt N o . 4 ,  I w a s  d i s appoi nted i n  the  E I S  --, 

d o c ument s becau s e  t h e y  s e emed t o  be mo s t ly 

adve r t i s ement f o r  the  p r o j e c t  r a t h e r  than o b j e c t i v e  

b i o l o g i c a l  and e c o nomic a s s e s sment . I t h i n k  t h e  

N E P A  p r oc e s s  and t h e  S E PA p r oc e s s  are p o o r l y  s e rved 

by purporting written e nv i r o nme n t a l  impact 

s t ateme nt s . 

N o . 5 ,  many p l ac e s  i n  t h e  KENETECB report � 

b o a s t  t h a t  the  g r a z i n g imp ac t s  wi l l  i ncrea s e  i f  t h e  

K E N E T E C B  p r o j ec t  doe s n ' t  g o  t h r o u g h . Yet a s  I 

u nde r s t a nd , g r a z i n g  wi l l  s t i l l  be a l l owed t o  

c o n t i n u e  a s  t h e  s p r e ad o f  n o x i o u s  weeds  wi l l  o n l y  

be e nh a n c e d  b y  ground d i s t urbanc e a n d  new r o ads . • 

N o . 6 ,  s p e a k i n g  o f  new r o ad s , I urge t h a t  a l l -­

r o a d s  l e ad i n g  t o  t h e  s i te b e  g a t e d  o r  c l o s e d  t o  t h e  

p u b l i c . T h i s s h o u l d  b e  one  m i t i g a t i o n  s t e p  t o  

reduc e r e c r e a t i o n a l  and / o r  v e h i c u l ar t r a f f i c  

imp ac t s  t o  w i l d l i f e . 
-

N o . 7 ,  the  O r e g o n  w h i t e  o a k . The KENETECB 

p ro j e c t  wi l l  remove 22  ac r e s  o f  O r e g o n  white o ak ,  
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whic h I f i nd u n a c c e p t ab l e . I know t here i s  ' 
a l t e r n a t ive s t h a t  prevent t h i s , a n d  I urge that 

t h o s e  be c o n s i dered . T h e  wind turban s ho u l d  not be 

s t ru n g  t hroughout o a k  woodl a nd s . Turbine s t r i n g s  

N ,  y and z s hou l d  b e  moved t o  avo id w h i t e  o a k  

s t a n d s . A t  t he very m i n imum , K l i c kitat C ounty a n d  

BPA s ho u l d  i n s i s t  t h a t  t he purc h a s e  o f  add i t i o n a l  

o a k  woodlands  and d o n a t e  t he a c r e a g e  t o  a n  

e n v i r onmental o r g an i z at i o n  where t h e  State g ave a n  

i n d ic a t i o n  t h e  2 2  a c r e s  a r e  de s t r oyed . And i n  

addi t i o n , the  2 2  a c r e s  o f  o a k  woodl and s hould b e  

p l a n t e d  o n  the  s ite . -

N o . 8 ,  W e s t e r n  G r ay S q u i r r e l  mitigat i on . I � 

a s k  f o r  two y e a r s  o f  W e s t e r n  G r ay Squir r e l  s u rve y s  

b e f o re the  f i r s t  bu l l d o z e r  s h ows up . T h e r e  a r e  

a p p a r e n t l y  d o z e n s  o f  a c t ive W e s t e r n  Gray Squi r r e l  

n e s t s  o n  the  KENETECB s i te . T h e  W e s tern Gray 

S q u i r r e l  i s  a s t at e - t hr e a t e ned s p e c i e s  which s oo n  

w i l l  b e  p e t i t i oned a s  a f e d e r a l l y  t h r e a t e n e d  

2 0  s p ec i e s . You may have a d o g f i gh t  o n  your h a n d s  i f  

2 1  

2 2  

2 3  

2 4  

2 5  

t h e  p r o j e ct impac t s  t h e  W e s t e r n  G r ay Squir r e l  i n  

a ny way . 

T h e  KEN E T E C B  D r a f t  E I S  me n t i o n s  s taying 4 0 0  

f e et away f r om any next s i t e  f r om May t o  

S e ptember . T h i s  i s  n o t  adequate b e c a u s e  W e s t e r n  
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Gray S q u i r r e l s  n e s t  twi c e  y e a r l y  I b • . tf S e ptem er s o  we are  m� s s � n g  a 

the r e . 

f r om l a t e  December 

f ew months i n  

Addi t i o n a l l y , I r e c omme nd r e t a i n i n g  at l e a s t  a 

6 0  p e r c e n t c anopy i n  t h e  s t a n d  a r ound each n e s t  

s i t e , a s  D r . S u s a n  F o s t e r  o f  t h e  O r e g o n  W i l d l i f e  

C ommi s s i o n  r e c omme nd s . I t h i n k  the E I S  r e c omme n d s  

a 5 0  p e r c e n t  c a n opy c over . 

One o f  the  a s s umpt i o n s  i n  the  E I S , wh i c h  I 
I 

t h i n k  i s  u n j u s t i f i e d ,  i nvolve s G r ay S q u i r r e l  

impa c t s . Quote , t he p r o j ect wo u l d  r e duc e habitat 
I f p r  W e s t e r n  G r ay S q u i r r e l  t o  a re l a t i v e l y  minor 
I 

e x t e n t , e n d  quote . T h e r e  i s  r e a l l y  n o  s c i e n t i f i c  

br s i a  t o  thi s s t atement . G r a y  S qu i r r e l s o n l y  h ave 

Sl l 6  a c r e  h ome range . The p r o j ect is e l imina t i n g  

a t  l e a s t  2 2  a c r e s i n  oak wood l a nd s , i n  addition t o  

nbi s e  f ac t o r s  a n d  o t h e r  d i s t u r b a n c e  d u r i n g  the 

n� s t i n g  s e a s o n . We s t e r n  Gray S qu i rre l s  a r e  h i g h l y  

s� s c e pt i b l e  . t o  mort a l i t y by mot o r i z e d  vehi c l e s . 

Road c l o s u r e s  would g o  a l o n g  way f o r  miti gati o n  I p u r po s e s . � P o i n t  9 ,  o t h e r  s e n s itive h a b i tat . The  

K E N E TE C B  pro j e ct states  t h e r e  wi l l  be n o  

deve l opme nt i n  t h e  t a l u s , c l i f f s  o r  rock outcrop 

c 

d 

9 
2 5  a r e a s . T h i s  i s  not a dequate b e c a u s e  the  D e partment 
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W a s h i n g t o n  l 
r e c omme n d s  bu f f e r s  o f  t h e s e  s e n s i t ive habi t a t s  a n d_j o f  F i s h  a n d  W i l d l i f e  o f  t he S t ate o f  

a s k  t h a t  t h ey be adhered to . 

P o i n t  N o . 1 0 , amphtbians  

re c o l l e c t  r e a d i n g  a nythi ng on  

s p e c i e s .  

a nd r e p t i l e s ,  I d o n ' t] 
t h e s e  wi l d l i f e  

P o i n t  N o . 1 1 ,  Long- b i l l e d  C u r l e w : Two c ur l ew s  

8 were s e e n  o n  the  s i te . Anot her s t a teme n t  t h at I 

9 f i nd t o  b e  a p o o r l y  written s t atement , quote , 

1 0  pr o j e c t  s i te r e c e i v e s  occ a s i o n a l  u s e , end o f  

1 1  

1 2  

1 3  

1 4  

1 5  

1 6  

1 7  

1 8  

1 9  

2 0  

2 1  

2 2  

2 3  

quote . W e  r e a l l y  don ' t know i f  t h i s  s i t in g  

r e p r e s e n t s  a n e s t ing pair . I know o f  at l e a s t  o n e  

br e e d i ng c u r lew p a i r  u t i l i z i n g  t he n e a rby 

C e n t e rvi l l e  area . 

P o i n t  N o . 1 2 ,  W e s t e r n  B l u e b i r d , t he s pe c i e s  

n e s t  i n  t h e o a k s  o f  the ; pro j e c t  s i te . I t h i n k  

approxima t e l y 1 1 5 bluebi rds were c ou n t e d ,  a n d  w e  

don ' t  know w h a t  t h e  impac t s  a r e  i f  t he 2 2  a c r e s  a r e  

remove d . 

P o i n t  1 3 ,  impac t s  to raptor s , t h i s  i s  p r obably 

the key p o int h e r e . Nowh ere i n  t he KENETE C B  E I S  

w a s  t h e re a s e r i ou s  re f er e nc e t o  the  C a l i f o r n i a  

E n e rgy C ommi s s i o n ' s  March 1 9 9 2  r e p o r t  t i t l e d , W i n d  

2 4  T u r b i n e  E f f e c t s  o n  Avian Ac t iv i ty , Habitat U s e  a n d  

2 5  Mor t a l ity i n  A l t amont P a s s a n d  S o l an o  C o u n t y  Wind 
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Re s ou rc e  Are a s . T o  my u n d e r s t a n d i n g t h i s  i s  one o f  

t h e  f ew re s e arch e f f o rt \ i n  the  c ou ntry t o  document 

mort a l ity o n  rapto r s . � o t e , our e s t imate o f  the  

number o f  rapt o r s  ki l l ed by w i n d f arm-re l a t e d  
I 

i n j u r i e s  w i t h i n  the  e n t i r e  A l tamont P a s s  W RA varied 

f r om 4 0 3  i n  the  f i r s t  y e a r  o f  t h e  study t o  1 6 4  i n  

t h e  s e c ond y e a r . O f  t h e s e  raptor d e at h s , we 

c o n s e r vat ive l y  e s t imate d that 3 9  g o l den e a g l e s  were 

k i l l e d  e a c h  y e a r , e n d  o f  quote . O n  Page 2 . 5 3  of  

t h e  KENETECB E I S  i t  is  e s t imat e d  that o n l y  s i x  to  

twenty rapt o r s  c ou l d  die . 

B a s e d  on the  C a l i f o rn i a  r e p o r t , KENETE C B ' s  

g u e s s  o f  p r e d i c t e d  r apt �r mort a l i ty s e ems mu c h  t o o  

l ow .  O n  page 2 . 5 5 ,  t h e  o n l y  r e f e r e n c e  t o  p o t e n t i a l  

g o l d e n  e a g l e  imp ac t s  by the  t u r b i n e s  i s , q u o t e  

g o l d e n , e a g l e  mor t a l i ty expect e d . 

One  rec ommended m i t i g a t i o n  me a s u r e  i s  t hat n o  

t u rb i n e s  s h ou ld be p l ac e d  within o n e  m i l e  o f  a n y  

r ap t o r  ne s t . 

P o i n t  No . 1 5 ,  appar e n t l y a b a l d  e a g l e  r o o s t  

h a s  b e e n  l o c ated o n  the  KENETE C B  s i te . I u r g e  t h a t  

n o  t u r b i n e s  be p l ac e d i n  t h e  v i c i n i t y  o f  t h i s  r o o s t  

a r e a . 

P o i n t  N o . 1 6 ,  p e r e g r i n e  f a l c o n s , wh ic h i s  

f e d e r a l  di s t r i c t  s p e c i e s , anot h e r  que s t i o n ab l e  
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c e r t a i n l y  in s e n s i t ive s t ateme nt f r om the E I S  read s , 

quo t e , i f  one  o f  t h e s e  p e r e g r i n e s  were t o  s t rike a 

t u r b i n e , i t  would b e  u n l i k e l y  t o  a f f e c t  the  

v i ab i l i ty o f  the  p op u l a t i o n  o f  the  Co l umb ia Gorge 

Management Un i t , end of  quote . 

We are  t a l k i n g  about f e de r a l ly l i s t e d  s p ec i e s  

wi t h  o n l y  s even c o n f i rmed p a i r s  o f  p e r e g r i n e s  i n  

the  e n t i r e  C o l umb i a  R i v e r  G o r g e  a re a . 

P o i n t  1 7 ,  o n  P a g e  2 . 9 3 ,  t h e  E I S  admi t s  o n l y  

o n e  y e a r  s t udy h a s  b e e n  c o nd u c t e d  o n  wi l d l i f e 

i n v e n t o r y . I c a n n o t  overemp h a s i z e  the  need f or 

c o n t i n u a l  r e s e a rc h . You wi l l  b e  p l e a s e d  t o  h e re i n  

c o n c l u s i o n , m y  r e c ommend a t i o n s  a r e  a s  f ol l ows : 

C l o s e  a l l  r o a d s  l e a d i n g  i n t o  the  p r o j ect 

a r e a . Two , l e ave i n t a c t  t h e  2 2  a c r e s  o f  Oregon 

wh i t e  oak . I f  s o ,  you m i g h t  b e  a b l e  t o  p revent 

impa c t s  o n  we s t ern gray s q u i r r e l s  and western 

b l u e b i rd s . N o . 3 ,  n o  road c o n s t ru c t i o n  o r  turbine 

c o n s t r u c t i o n  w i t h i n  a q u a r t e r  m i l e  o f  known we s t e r n  

g r a y  s q u i r r e l  n e s t s  d u r i n g  t h e  January 1 t o  

S e p t emb e r  ne s t i n g  p e r i o d . No . 4 ,  e l iminate any 

t u r b i n e  w i t h i n  one  mi l e  of any raptor n e s t .  P o i n t  

5 ,  b u f f e r  s e n s i t ive h a b i t a t s  s u c h  a s  t a l u s  s l op e s ,  

r i p a r i a n  a r e a , c l i f f s , e t c e t e r a . I n  o t h e r  word s , 

2 5  d o  n o t  a l l ow any r o a d s  o r  t u r b i n e s  i n  s e n s i t ive 
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a r e a  bu f f e r s . N o . 6 ,  most important , c o n t i n u e  -

wi l d l i f e  i nv e n t o r i e s  i n  1 9 9 5  be f ore and a f t e r  

p acement o f  t u r b i n e s . No . 7 ,  protect b a l d  e a g l e  

r p o s t  a re a .  -

I f  t h e s e  r e c ommendat i o n s  are  f o l l owed , I t h i n k � 

I c o u l d  s upport t he devel opme nt o f  a p r ototype w i n d  

f �rm o n  the we s t  s ide of Juniper P o i n t . Two y e ar s 

17  

8 o � m o n i t o r i n g  f o r  avian mortal ity s hou l d  be part o f  1 8  
9 t � e  a g reeme n t  w i t h  c on s u l t a t i o n  with b o t h  the  U . S .  

1 0  F ' s h a n d  W i l d l i f e  S e rvice and W a s h i n g t o n  D e p a rtme n t  

1 1  o � Wi l d l i f e  s h o u l d  o c c u r  f r e q u e nt l y . -

1 2  I T h� D r a f t  E I S  

a r s umpt 1 o n , w r o n g ly 

i � n o t  a p r ime a r e a  

i s  m i s t a k e n  i n  i t s  most b a s i c  � 

1 3  

1 4  

s t a t i ng that t h e  C o l umb i a  B i l l s  

f o r  t h e  raptors  and not a n  

1 5  i �p o r t a n t  migrat i o n  r oute . Ac c o r d i n g  t o  c o n t ac t s  

1 6  w ' t h t h e  O f f i c i a l  W i l d l i f e  S e rvi c e , t h e  C o lumbia 

1 7  B ' l l s  a r e a  a p p e a r s  t o  b e  j u s t  a s  important a s  t h e  

1 8  a bo r t e d  Ratt l e s n ake H i l l s  a r e a  i n  B e n t o n  C o u nty . 

1 9  Y e t  u n t i l  w e  have mo r e  data w h i c h  i s  t h e  

2 0  s ' g n i f i c a n c e  o f  K l ic ki t a t  County s ite won ' t  b e  

2 1  k�own . KENETECB and CARE S w i l l  imme d i a t e l y  b e g i n  

2 2  t � e i r  1 9 9 5  inve n t o ry and wi l l  c o nt inue t o  mo n i t o r  

2 3  t h e  s i t e s  o n c e  w i n d  g e n e r a t i o n  o c c ur s . 

2 4  

2 5  

I B o t h  o f  t h e s e  p ro j e c t s  are kind o f  o n  a f a s t  

t r a c k f o r  approv a l . Hope f u l l y KENET E C B , CARE S ,  a n d� 
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2 0  

2 1  

2 2  

2 3  

2 4  

BPA are aware , that i n  add i t i o n  t o  the  Fede r a l  � 

E nd a n g e r e d  Spec i e s  Ac t ,  t h a t  adhe rence t o  the  

Migrat o ry B i r d  T re aty Act is  a l s o  requ i red . Both 

wind p owe r pro j e c t s  may be c h a l l e n ged i f  the 

proponents do n o t  do every t h i n g  w i t h i n  your " p owe r " 

t o  p r o t e c t  migrat ory bird s p e c i e s . Thank you . -

MS . F I S HE R : The  next p e r s on i s  Jay L e t t o . 

MR . LETTO : My n ame i s  Jay L e t t o , addre s s  

1 2 0 8  S p okane Road , W h i t e  S a lmon , W a s h i n gt o n , 

9 8 6 7 2 . 

I have been a K l i c k i t a t  C o u nty r e s ident f or 

about t h r e e  y e a r s . I am the  f o rmer p r e s i dent o f  

t h e  l o c a l  Au d i b o n  C h apter f o r  a c o u p l e  o f  y e a r s  a n d  

f o l l owed t h e  wind power i s s u e , b o t h  s i d e s  pretty 

c l o s e l y f o r the  past  y e a r  a n d  a half  o r  s o . I 

worked t o  convince  W a s c o  Cou nty t o  d e l ay t h e  

de c i s i o n  on t h e  S even M i l e  B i l l  f a c i l i t i e s  l a s t  

y e a r , and t h ey a r e  g o i n g  t o  d e l ay it f o r  a y e a r  t o  

d o  a d d i t i o n a l  s t udie s t h e r e  t o  c o l l e c t  more 

w i l d l i f e data . I am c u r r e n t l y  a p r e s ident o f  a n ew 

group c a l l e d  C e n t r a l  C a s c ade Al l i a nc e . We j u s t  

i n c orporated a f ew weeks  a g o , a n d  i n  g e n e r a l  we 

s t r ive t o  f i nd worka b l e  s o l u t i o n s  t o  e nvir o nme n t a l  

problems . Obviou s l y  with the  wind power f ac i l ity 

2 5  here t h ere i s  c e rtai n ly a b i g g e r  e n v i r onme n t a l  
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p i c t u re , and I unde r s t a n d  t h a t  t h e  n e e d  t o  put t h i s  
I 

f a c i l ity i n  a g r e a t e r  c o n t a c t  z o ne c e rt a i n ly - -

MS . TAN GORA : One  t h i ng , t o  make s u r e  

w h i c h  p r o j e c t  you a r e  c omme n t i n g  t o . 

MR . LETTO : B o t h  p r o j ec t s . I may have 

s ome s p e c i f i c  c omme n t s . I f  I do , I w i l l  b r i n g  it 

up , but i t  is for both pr o j ec t s . 

Anyway , t h e r e  i s  o t h e r  f o l ks h e r e  f r om 

r e g i o n a l e nv i r o nme n t a l  g r o u p s  t h a t  w i l l  t a l k  about 

the b i g g e r  p ic t u r e  with energy e nv i r onme n t a l  

c o nc e r n s  t h e r e . I b e l i eve t h a t  t h e r e i s  workable 

s o lu t i o n s  h e r e  if  the  C o unty , SPA a n d  the other 

re s p o n s i b l e  o f f i c i a l s  a s sume a very act ive r o l e . 

The C o u n ty h a s  a n  opportun ity t o  t a ke a r e a l  

l e a de r s h ip p o s i t i o n  by a s s e rt i n g  i t s e l f  a s  a 

r e sp o n s ib l e  o f f ic i a l  t h a t  h a s  s e e n  t h a t  i f  w i n d  

p ower i s  deve l oped , o n l y  s l ow l y  a n d  c ar e f u l ly with 

t h o r ough mo n it o r in g , w i l d l i f e  impac t s  and 

m i t i g a t i on . I w i l l  g o  into more det a i l s  about t h a t  

i n  a minut e . I f e e l  i t  i s  t h e  C o u nty ' s  

re s p o n s i b i l ity t o  n o t  a l low u s  t o  b e  t r e a t e d  l ike 

s e c o n d  c l a s s  c i t i z e n s . Let me �xp l a i n  what I mean 

h e r e . I am g o i n g  t o  r e a d  a c o u p l e  t h i n g s  f r om a 

B o s t o n  G l obe a r t i c l e  t h a t  i s  d a t e d  January 2 n d  o f  

21 

2 5  t h i s  y e a r  i n  � e g a r d s  t o  a f a c i l i ty t h a t  KENETECB i s  
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1 1  

1 2  

1 3  

1 4  

1 5  

deve l op i n g  out i n  Maine . 

A KENE T E C H  revi ew o f  promi s ing s it e s  i n  t h e  

nort h e a s t  t u r n e d  up s e veral t hat didn ' t  mat e r i a l i z e  

a n d  t h e Burk s h i r e s a n d  C ape C od and B ampt o n s  r e g i o n  

o f  L o n g  I s l a n d . Quote , they ' r e a l l  imp o s s i b l e  e n d , 

quot e , s a y s  KENE TEC B vice p r e s i dent Bap E l l i s . 

Knowi n g  t h at a l l  t hr e e  r e g i o n s  are both s c e n i c  a n d  

h ome s t o  powe r f u l  peop l e . Quote , I c a n  s e e  i t  

n ow . B i l l y  J o e l  a n d  C hr i s t i e B r i n k l e y  l e ad i n g  s ome 

k i n d  of p r ot e s t  c o n c e r n  agai n s t  windmi l l s , e nd o f  

quote . 

T h e  p o i n t  h e r e  I gue s s  i s  why i n  K l i c k i t a t  

C ounty b u t  not i n  t h e  B u r k s h i re s , Cape C o d  a n d  

B ampt o n s . Not b e ; a u s e  they h ave high b i rd o r  

r a p t o r  numb e r s  l i ke we d o  here , n o t  b e c au s e  o f  

1 6  t h e i r  important pot e n t i a l  mi gratory route , not 

1 7  

1 8  

1 9  

b e c a u s e  hey have wide open u nderdev e l oped l a n d s  

t h a t  i s  e s s e n t i a l  f o r wil d l i f e  l i ke w e  have h e r e . 

N o , t h e  r e a s o n  i s  b e c a u s e  the se ar e a s  have 

2 0  p o l i t i c a l  c l out and t h e  wind power i n t e r e s t s  

2 1  b e l ieve that we don ' t .  There i s  another a s p e c t  t o  

2 2  t h i s , that i s  t h e  c o n c e s s i o n s  gives t o  o t h e r  p l a c e s  

2 3  

2 4  

that have wind p ower prop o s a l s .  They f ar e x c e e d  

anyt h i n g  that KENETE C B  and CARES have o f f e re d  h e r e , 

2 5  both i n  mit i g a t i o n , monitoring and t h e  l ike a n d  i n  
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2 0  

2 1  

a g r e e d  upon l imi t s  t o  growth i n  the  n e a r  te rm .  

A g a i n , l e t  m e  r e f e r  t o  t h i s  B o s t o n  G l obe 

a r t i c l e . The c omp any w i l l  s pe nd muc h  mo re t o  h o n o r  

a n  a g r e ement with e nv i r o nment a l  g r o u p s  t h at e x c e e d s  

a $ 3 0 0 , 0 0 0  c o ntribut i o n  l a n d  p r e s e rv a t i o n  i n  

w e s t e r n  M a i n e  a s  we l l  a s  $ 5 0 , 0 0 0  f o r t h e  c o s t  o f  a 

s t atewide s tudy o n  appropriate s i t e s  f o r  wind 

f a rms . T h i s  i s  a t  a s i te where the Maine Audi b o n  

S o c i e ty s a y s  t h ey d o n ' t  e x p e c t  bird d e a t h s  t o  b e  a 

ma j o r i s s u e . B e r e  everyone a dmits there w i l l  be 

s i g n i f i c a nt b i rd d e at h s , o r  a t  least bird deat h s , 

whateve r the i s s u e  i s . Reading a g a i n , KENETE C B  h a s  

s o u g h t  t o  win o v e r  c r itic s by o f f e r i n g  to s c a l e  

b a c k  t he f i r s t  p h a s e  o f  the  wind f a rm t o  1 0 0  

t u r b i n e s . We have r e c e ived n o  s u c h  o f f e r  here , 

t h o u g h  I and o t h e r s  have b e e n  working hard t o  

s e c u re one . 

I wou ld l i ke t o  g ive s ome q u i c k  general  

c omme n t s .  T h i s  p e r t a i n s  to b o t h  f ac i l it i e s . 

R e g a r d i n g  w i n d  p ower devel opme nt and t he Gorge , o u r  

g r o u p ' s  m a i n  c o ncern f oc u s e s  o n  impac t s  o f  

2 2  w i l d l i f e , i n  part i c u l a r  r a p t o r s  and o t h e r  spec i e s  

2 3  a n d  t h e  we s t e r n  gray s q u i r r e l .  We d o n ' t  want t o  

2 4  n e c e s s ar i l y  k i l l  a l l  w i n d  p ower prop o s a l s . We j u s t  

2 5  w a n t  t o  s e e  t h at any deve lopme n t  doe s n o t  
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2 0  

2 1  

2 2  

2 3  

n e g a t ive ly impact w i l d l i f e  popu l at io n s  i n  our 

r e g i o n . 

The prop o s e d  KENETECB s ite propo s e s  s ome 

s e r i o u s  c o nc e r n , part i c u l ar s p e c ie s i nc l uding t h e  

p e r e g r i n e  f a l c o n s  t o  the  b a l d  e ag l e ,  w h i c h  i s  n ow 

known t o  r e g u l a r l y  f l y  t h r o u g h  t h e  e a s tern end o f  

the  s i t e  and route betwe e n  r o o s t s . And u n d e r s t a n d  

t h i s  h a s  j u s t  b e e n  c on f i rme d , a c t u a l l y  h a s  a r o o s t  

o n  the  e a s t e r n  e nd o f  the  s i te . A g o l d e n  e ag l e  a n d  
·s e ve r a l  o t h e r  r aptor s p ec i e s  wh ic h n e s t  on or n e a r  

the s i t e  a n d  we s t e r n  g r ay s q u i r r e l ,  a s tate w e s t e r n  

s p e c i e s , f ound i n  the  h a b i t a t  o n  t h e  s i te . 

W h i l e  i t  may be impo s s ib l e  t o  t e l l  bef o r e hand 

whether w i nd power deve l opme nt of  t h i s  1 4 -mi l e  l o n g  

s i te w i l l  adv e r s e l y  a f f e c t  t h e  above and o t h e r  

w i l d l i f e  p op u l a t i o n , our  g r oup s e eks  a s suran c e s  

f r om KENETE C H  a n d / o r  K l i c k i t at C o unty a n d  CARES 

that each deve l opme nt wi l l  be kept r e l ative ly 

smal l ,  sma l l  b e i ng perhaps 1 5 0  turbines or 

p r e f e r ably sma l l e r . In the  near t e rm , the near  

t e rm be ing at l e a s t  two y e a r s , during t h i s  t ime we 

urge KENETECB and K l i c k i t a t  C ou nty t o  mo nitor b i r d  

k i l l s  a nd g e n e r a l ly c o n t i n u e  t o  c o l l ec t  d a t a  o n  t h e  

2 4  s it e  i n  a n  e f f o r t  t o  d e t e rmine whether or not 

2 5  wi l d l i f e  popu l a t i o n s  a r e  b e i n g  impac t e d . I f  it i s , 
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I h ave a bunc h o f  s p e c i f i c  c omments , but I 

t h i n k I wi l l  j u s t  s u bmit them i n  writing . Many o f  

t hem B i l l  g ave h e re a l r e ady t onight . I gu e s s  l e t  

me g e t  t o  a main p o i n t  h e re , t h a t  i s  t hat the  wind 

is  not g o i n g  t o  g o  away . Making the  deve l op e r s  go 

s l ow a n d  c a r e f u l l y wi l l  not s c ar e  them off  t o  o t h e r  

a re a s . T h e  w i n d  i s  here . And a l s o ,  a l l  

p re d i c t i o n s  s ay t h at wind p owe r i s  g o i ng t o  be 

expanded g r e a t l y  i n  t h e  n e a r  future . The U . S .  

D e p a r tme nt o f  E n e rgy pre dic t s  wind p ower wi l l  

e x p a n d  by 6 0 0  p e r c e n t  over t h e  next 1 5  years . 

S ome t h i n g  a l s o  f r om t h e  B o s t o n G l obe , a piece I 

wi l l  r e ad q u ic k .  The w o r l d  i s  o n  the  verge o f  a 

wind e n e rgy b o om , s ay s  C hr i s t o p h e r  F l av i n , 

c o - au t ho r  o f  P ower S u r g e  Guide t o  t h e  E nergy 

Rev o l u t ion . W o r l dwide a record 6 0 0  megawatt s o f  

wind p owe r w a s  harne s s e d  l a s t  y e a r , enough t o  power 
I 

2 5 0 , 0 0 0  hou s e h o l d s  and KENETECB h a s  proposed 1 , 8 0 0  

megawa t t s  i n  t h i s  c ou nt ry a l o n e . 

The p o i n t  here a g a i n  i s  t h a t  they are not 

g o i n g  t o  g o  away . I f  the  C ou nty o r  BPA puts i n  

2 3  s ome s t r i c t  l a nguage i n  t he c on d i t i o n a l  u s e  p e rmit 

2 4  t o  s ome s p e c i f i c t h i n g s , I wi l l  g ive t hem a 

2 5  s e c o n d . A c o u p l e  r e a s on s  t o  g o  s l owly , c e r t a i n l y  
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�o a l l ow t e c h n o l o g ic a l  f ix e s  t o  be deve l o pe d , s ome J are i n  the  w o r k s  now , a n d  f i x  t o  a l l ow t h e  b i r d s  t o  

b e t t e r  s e e t h e  turbine s s o  they are a b l e  to a v o i d  

t h e m . KENETECB t o  t h e i r  c r e d i t  i s  working hard o n  

t r y i n g  t o  f i n d  s ome f ixe s ,  a n d  I wou l d  be g r e a t l y  

i n t e r e s t e d  t o  h e a r  s omeone f r om the c ompany p e r h a p s  

g ive u s  a c ou p l e  minu t e s  t o  u p d a t e  u s  o n  w h e r e  t hey 

are i n  t h o s e  t e c h n o l o g i c a l  f i xe s . 

I a l s o  r a n  ac ro s s  s ome t h ing i n  the  Upry 

( p h o n e tic ) Journ a l , wh i c h  is the ma g a z ine o n  the  

E l e c t r i c  Power R e s e a r c h  I n s t itute . I t  i s  t h e i r  

c u r r e n t  i s s u e . I w i l l  j u s t  read a c o u p l e  

s e n t e nc e s . Upry s p o n s ored re s e a rc h e r s  have 

d e v e l oped t e c h n o l o gy t o  h e l p  preve n t  b i r d s  f r om 

f l y i n g  i n t o  s t ruc t u r e s  that c a n  i n j u r e  o r  k i l l  

1 6  t h e m . The devic e ,  which s e n d s  a p a t t e r n  o f  r a d i o  

1 7  

1 8  

1 9  

2 0  

2 1  

2 2  

2 3  

2 4  

2 5  

f r e qu e ncy s i g n a l s whic h i s  inpe rc e p t i b l e  t o  huma n 

b e i n g s , h a s  b e e n  t e s t ed s u c c e s s f u l l y i n  the 

l a borat ory . Now the r e s e a r c h e r s  are  preparing 

t e s t s  i n  t h e  f i e l d s . This  was done  a t  the  

U n i ve r s ity of  P i t t s burgh and Upry a p p l i e d  f o r  a 

p a t e n t . Obviou s ly c omme rc i a l i z at i o n  o f  t h i s 

t e c h n o l ogy i s  s ome t ime away . But t h e  p o i nt here 

i s  t h a t  if  we proceed s l owly , we are  l i kely t o  get 

l e s s  h a rmf u l  t u rbine s i n  o u r  c o u n.t y . Another 
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r e a s o n  t o  g o  s l owly i s  t o  a l l ow c o ntinued 

monitoring of  bird ki l l s  a n d  impac t s  t o  the  

w i l d l i f e  popu l a t i o n s  a f t e r  a l imited amount of  

turbines  are i n  p l ac e . I me a n , hone s t ly there a r e  

g o i n g  t o  b e  b i rd k i l l s ,  but  i f  w e  would have a 

s ma l l  s c aled f a c i l i ty t h a t  we c ou l d  determi ne how 

e xc e s s ive the ki l l s  wi l l  b e  prior t o  building a n ew 

f a c i l ity t h a t  c ou l d  de s o l a t e  rapid popu l a tion s .  

F i n a l ly , a n o t h e r  r e a s o n  i t  would be t o  g i ve 

t ime to deve l o p  a cumu l a t ive impact s t udy f or t h e  

w h o l e  o f  the G o r g e . T h i s  w o u l d  be a large 

c ompr e h e n s ive s t u dy u nd e rtaken re garding avian 

s p e c i e s  with the  idea being t h a t  t here i s  g o i n g  to 

b e  more wind powe r prop o s a l s  c oming into our area 

beyond K l i c ki t a t  Cou nty . And t o  a l l ow this wo u l d  

probably b e  w i l d l i f e  o f f ic i a l s  i n  c o n j unction w i t h  

wind p owe r c ompa n i e s  t o  c o n t i n u e  t e sting o r  

s t udying the  w h o l e  a r e a  f o r  m i g r a t i o n  pattern s , 

n e s t i ng and r o o s t i n g  s it e s  and even pro j ec t i o n s  o f  

l ik e l y  impac t s  o f  t h e  i n c r e a s e d  turbine power . I t  

c ou l d  a l s o  d e t e rmine s i t e s  t hat s h o u l d  be o f f  

l imi t s  becau s e  o f  h i g h  raptor a c t ivity and s i t e s 

t h a t  wou l d  be a g o od a r e a  f o r  wind power bec a u s e  

t h e r e  are  l ow r aptor numb e r s  t h e r e . 

I the C ounty s ho u l d  urge that t h i s  be 
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u n d e r t a ken bef ore the  s e c o n d  p h a s e  i s  a l l owed t o  b e  1 30 
b u i l t  a t  the KENE T E C B  f a c i l ity . And f in a l l y , one  
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l a s t  l i tt l e  c l ip h e r e . T h i s  i s  f r om the Bangor 

D a i l y  News l a s t  Novemb e r  2 1 s t .  A man named S t e v e n  

W r i g h t  w h o  was c h a i rma n o f  t h e  Maine L a n d  U s e  

R e g u l a t io n  C ommi s s i o n , the  C ommi s s ion i s  the  e n t i t y  

c h a r g e d  w i t h  ma king t h e  dec i s ion o n  the Maine 

W i n d p l a n t  being p r op o s e d  t h e r e . Be s a i d  that , I 

wi l l  quote him , I wou l d  p e r s o n a l l y be more 

c om f o r t a b l e  with a sma l l  demo n s t ration o f  the  

t e c h n o l o gy p r i o r  t o  t h e  s t a r t  o f  a l arge - s c a l ed 

p r o j e c t . They hav e n ' t  made t h e i r  dec i s io n  there 

e i t h e r  I gu e s s , but i n  e s s e nc e  t h i s  i s  what I urge 

K l i c kitat Cou nty t o  d o  a s  we l l . I f  the Wa s h ing t o n  

D e p a r tment o f  F i s h  a n d  W i l d l i f e  a n d  t h e  u . s .  F i s h  

a n d  W i l d l i f e  S e rv i c e  i n d i c a te s - - they c e rtainly 

1 7  have i ndicated c o n c e r n s  o f  the  raptor activitie s .  

1 8  I f  t h e y  determine the  s i te i s  a unique raptor a r e a  

1 9  a n d  a ny number o f  t u r b i n e s  wou l d  harm popu l a t i o n s ,  

2 0  t h e n  the  Cou nty s h o u l d  not a pprove the f a c i l ity . 

2 1  But i f  the  f a c i l ity i s  approved , I wou l d  u r g e  the 

2 2  Cou nty to u s e  very s t r o n g  a n d  s pe c i f i c l anguage i n  

2 3  t h e  c o nditional u s e  p e rmit s .  I wi l l  outline  t h r e e  

2 4  

2 5  

p o i n t s : One , that t h e  f a c i l i ty be kept sma l l  

s c a l e d  i n  t h e  n e a r  t e r m ,  t h e s e  a r e  arbitrary 1 
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2 0  

numbe r s , but 1 5 0  turb ine s max imum f or at l e a s t  two J 
y e a r s . Two , t h at money be provided t o  ade quately -­

m o n i t o r  b i r d  k i l l s  and impac t s  t o  popu l a t i o n s  

d u r i n g  t h i s  t ime and a n  independent a s s e s s ment b e  

m a d e  t o  d e t e rmine i f  popu l a t i o n s  a r e  b e i n g  h a rme d . • 

And t h r e e , t h i s  i s  a t o u g h  one , t h a t  f u r t h e r  -

d e v e l o pme nt be put o n  h o l d  inde f i nite l y  i f  i t  i s  

t h e n  d e t e rmined t hat there are  b i r d  prob l ems a t  t h e  

s i t e s . 

A g a i n , t h i s  i s  a n  opportunity f o r  K l ic kitat 

C ou n t y  t o  a s s ume a l e a d e r s h i p  role o n  this i s s u e . 

And w i t h o u t  s ome kind o f  s t r i ngent requireme n t s  o f  

t h i s  n a t u r e , C e n t r a l  C a s cade A l l iance w i l l  l i kely 

oppo s e  t h e  p r o j e c t s  o u t r i ght i n  j o int e f f or t s  to  

de f e a t t h em . Thanks . 

MS . TAN GORA : Our next speaker i s  P e t e r  

W e s t . 

MR . WEST : My name i s  P e t e r  W e s t . I am 

f r om t h e  Renewa b l e  N o r t hwes� P r o j ect , 1 1 3 0  

-

S o ut hwe s t  Mor r i s o n , P o r t l and , 9 7 2 0 8 . The  Renewab l e  

2 1  Nort hwe s t  P r o j e c t  i s  a c o a l i t i o n  o f  r e newa b l e  

2 2  e n e r g y  deve lop e r s , w i n d  ge otherma l , s o l a r  e n ergy 

2 3  c ompa n i e s , c o n s umer p r o t e c t i o n  groups a n d  

2 4  e n v i r o nme n t a l  organ i z a t i on s . Our purp o s e  i s  t o  

2 5  p r omote c l e a n , s a f e  a l t e rn a t ive s t o  the  t r a d i t i o n a l  
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p o l l u t ing way s o f  gene rat ing e l e c t r ic i ty u s ing 

f o s s i l  f u e l s . 

W e  are g o i n g  t o  t a l k  about b o t h  p r o j e c t s  and 

g e n e r a l ly we c an provide s p ec i f i c written c omme n t s  

l a t e r  by the  d e a d l i n e . I want t o  s pe a k  t oday i n  

s upport o f  t h e  deve l opme nt o f  t h e s e  w i n d  pr o j ect s . 

Let ' s  put s omet h i n g  i n  c ontext he � e ,  h ow we view 

i t . All around t he r e g i o n  u t i l i t i e s  are r u s hing 

gas f i red c ombu s t ion t u r b i n e s , a n d  i n  this area  

a l o n e , I c o unt f r om P o r t l and , Vancouver ou t to 

H e rmi s t o n , W a l l a  Wa l l a , there is over B O O  megawa t t s  

o f  g a s  turb i n e s alre ady near c omp l e t i o n  o r  with 

active permi t s  about t o  be s t a rt e d . I t o t a l e d  out 

b e f o r e  I c ame , all  t h e  gas  pr o j e c t s  t h a t  h ave been 

a pp l i e d  o r  all  t h e  gas  p r o j e c t s  t h a t  h ave applied 

for  p e rmi t s , I have e n o u g h  t h e re f o r  t h ree S e at t l e s l 
i n  t h i s  reg i o n . That ' s  what we a r e  d i r e c t l y  

c omp e t i ng w i t h  when w e  are  t a l k i n g  about t h e s e  w i n d  

p ro j ec t s . I f  t h e s e  n ot t h e s e  w i n d  p r o j ec t s , i t  i s  

g o i n g  t o  b e  g a s  pr o j e c t s , a n d  w e  a r e  g o i n g  to h ave 

t h e s e  g a s  p r o j ec t s  o r  c oa l  p r o j e c t s  f o r  2 0  y e ar s . 

L e t ' s  keep in mind t h a t  in t h i s  c o untry 7 1  percent 

o f  a l l  s u l f u r  f r om a l l  s our c e s  f o r a l l  r e a s o n s  

t h a t ' s  a dmi t t e d  i n  t he a i r  i s  f rom e l ec t r i c  

u t i l i t i e s . T hirty-three perc e n t  o f  a l l  n i t r ogen 
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oxi d e s  are  admitted by e l e c t r i c  u t i l i t i e s , a nd 

t h o s e  are  the  two t h i n g s  t h a t  are  the  number one 

s ource s o f  a c i d  r a i n . Ac id r a i n  a l one c o s t s  t h i s  

c ou nt ry over one  hundred b i l l i o n  d o l l a r s  a year . 

H e a l t h  e f f ec t s  f r om s u l f u r  c o s t  t h i s c ountry over 

twe n ty - f ive b i l l i o n  d o l l a r s  a year . That ' s  f r om 

j u s t  h e a l t h  f r om p e o p l e  g o i n g  i n t o  h o s p i ta l s , what 

t h e y ' v e added up . T h i r t y - s i x p e r c e n t  o f  a l l  the 

C02 admitted i n  t h i s  c o untry are f r om all s ou r c e s  

o f  e l e c t r i c  u t i l i t i e s . E i g h t e e n  percent o f  a l l  t h e  

methane , and n a t u r a l  g a s  i s  methane , it i s  f r om 

e l e c t r i c  u t i l i t i e s . That ' s  t h e  a l t e rnative , t ha t ' s  

t h e  c o n t e xt that I want t o  t a l k  about i n  terms o f  

t h i s  wind , a n d  t h e s e  p r o j e c t s  c an d i s p l ace that . 

I f  I w a s  t o  add up j u s t  the  f i r s t  p h a s e  o f  both t h e  

K E N E T E C B  and the  CARE S p ro j e c t s , and t he s e  are 

a n n u a l  numbe r s , t h e r e  is over 4 0 0 , 0 0 0  t o n s  o f  C 0 2  

t h a t  w o u l d n ' t  be admi t t e d  i f  the  f i r s t  p h a s e  o f  

t h e s e  p r o j e c t s  g o  t h r o u g h . That ' s  t o n s  per year . 

That ' s  over 3 , 2 0 0  t o n s  o f  C 0 2  a n n u a l l y  t hat 

wouldn ' t  be a dmi tted , a n d  over 1 , 5 0 0  tons of n i t r i c  

o x i d e  and ac id r a i n ,  a n d  over a 1 , 0 0 0  t o n s  o f  

me t h a n e  t h a t  wou l d n ' t  be admitt ed . The s e  pro j ec t s  

I t h i n k  a r e  part o f  t h e  max imum gl oba l l y  and 

l oc a l l y . I think t h e y  are part o f  the  s o l u t i o n . 
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T h e s e  pro j ec t s  a l s o  g o  a long way f o r  f u l f i l l i ng 

the  mandat e s  of the  1 9 8 0  Regional  P owe r Ac t ,  and 

t hey f o l l ow t h e guidance o f  t he power p l an n i n g  

c o unc i l  direc t o r s  t o  promote the  deve l opme nt o r  

c o n s e rv a t i o n  o f  re newab l e  ene rgy re sourc e s  o f  t h e  

P ac i f ic N o r t hwe s t . Ag a i n , the c ounc i l  t o o k  a l o o k  

a t  a l l  o f  t h i s , t o o k  a l o o k  a t  what t h e  r e g i o n  

n e e d e d  a n d  f o l l owing the  dictat e s  o f  the  1 9 8 0  a c t  

where p e o p l e  s t ood up a n d  took c o n t r o l  o f  the  p owe r 

s y s tem away f r om f o l ks l i ke who were runn ing it f o r  

t h e i r  own nuc l e a r  b e n e f i t , l i ke WWPP S S . T h e s e  a r e  

f o l low ing t h o s e  dic tate s ,  and I t h i n k  w e  n e e d  t o  

l o o k  at it a s  a r e g i o n a l  s o l u t i o n . T h e s e  are part 

of  a r e g i o n a l  and p a rt o f  a g l ob a l  s o l u t ion . 

T he o t h e r  t h i n g  i s  t h e s e  p r o j e c t s  h e l p  

e s t ab l i s h  a n  i n du s t ry a n d  provide a v i a b l e  

a l t e r n a t iv e  t o  t he t r a d i t i o n a l  w a y s  o f  p o l l u t i n g . 

Like I s a id , t h e r e  i s  at l e a s t  8 0 0  me g aw a t t s  i n  t h e  

s ev e r a l  hundre d mi l e s  t o  t he l e f t  a n d  r i ght o f  u s , 

e a s t  and w e s t . T h e r e  i s  at l e a s t  t hree S e a tt l e s  

worth o n  t he drawing board . I f  when you get t h o s e , 

y o u  have got t h o s e  f or at l e a s t  2 0  y e a r s . S o  

2 3  re member t h o s e  annu a l  numb e r s  I am t a l king a b o u t , 

2 4  j u s t  keep o n  adding t h em up . 

2 5  N o t  t o  m i n imi z e  t h e  avian i s s u e  a t  a l l , l et ' s 
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k e e p  t h i s  i n  c o ntext . B i rd mor t a l i t i e s  a r e  an 

i s s u e  i n  the  e l e c t r i c  u t i l ity indu s t ry w o r l dwide . 

T h e r e  i s  over a mi l l i on b i r d s  p e r  y e a r  t h a t  are  

ki l l e d  and e l ectricu ted , j u s t  d e s troyed by 

t r a d i t ional ways of  g e n e r a t i n g  e l e c t r i c i t y . Over 

5 0 0 , 0 0 0  b ird s are k i l l e d  a year j u s t  i n  the o i l  

s e d iment p o n d s  attached t o  g e n e r a t i n g  e l e c t r i c i t y  

i n  t h e  ma j o r p l a n t s . Y o u  h a v e  g o t  h u n d r e d s  o f  

t h o u s a n d s  o f  b i r d  h ab i tat d e s t r oyed by a c i d  r a i n  

e a c h  y e a r . And y o u  w i l l  h a v e  t o  keep i n  m i n d  t h a t  

a c c o r d i n g  t o  t h e  Department o f  E ne r g y , the  number 

o n e  s ource of air admi s s i o n s  of r a d i a t i o n  i s n ' t  

nuc l e a r  p owe r . I t  i s  t h e  c o a l  i n d u s try , f r om 

b u r n i n g  c o a l . I think t h e s e  p r o j e c t s  have another 

b e n e f i t  a s i de f r om the c l ean air  and the  g l ob a l , 

t h ey p r ovide the  g l ob a l  ben e f i t s . They provide 

e c o n omic deve l opment . This is  a n  i n d i g e n o u s  

r e s ou r c e  u s i n g  mate r i a l s  f r om W a s h i n gt o n , turbine s 

i n  s ome c a s e s  f r om W a s h i ngton , l ab o r  f rom 

W a s h i n g t o n , bought by r e g i o n a l  c u s tome r s  and u a e d  

b y  r e g i onal  c u s t ome r s . I f  we g o  t o  g a s , over two 

t h i r d s  of what you spend o n  e l e c t r i c i t y  f r om g a s  

p r o j e c t s  i s  f or the  g a s  i t s e l f , a n d  t h a t  c omes f rom 

C a n a d a , that ' s  two t h i r d s . Y ou know 6 7  c e n t s  o f  

e a c h  d o l l a r  you s p e n d  o n  e l e c t ri c i t y  f o r  t h o s e  i a  
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g o i n g  out t o  C a nada . I t  i s  a g r e a t  b e n e f i t f o r  

C a n a d a . I t  i s  not a great b e n e f i t  f o r  you 

l oc a l l y .  I t h i n k  without t he s e  p r o j e c t s  we are not 

g o ing t o  have t h e  f i r s t  s t e p s . I t  i s  a f l e d g l i n g  

i ndu s t ry . I t  n e e d s  t o  get g o i n g . I t h i n k  we h ave 

a r e a l  c ompe t it ive threat in g a s , a g l ob a l  warming 

i s s u e  w i t h  g a s . We have t o  s t e p  up t o  it . I wou l d  

u r g e  t h e  C ounty t o  approve the s e  p r o j e c t s . I t  w i l l  

h e l p  t h i s  indu s t ry get g o i n g . I t  w i l l  h e l p  u s  

f u l f i l l  t he ma nda t e s  o f  t h e  p ower act . I t  h a s  b e e n  

1 4  y e a r s  s i nce we g o t  t h at t h r o u g h  C o n g r e s s , a n d  

t h e s e  a r e  the  f i r s t  r e newa b l e  p r o j e c t s  w e  a r e  

r e a l l y  g e t t i ng o n  t o p , and I wou l d  l i ke t o  s e e  it 

get a good f i r s t  s t ep . Thank you . 

MS . TANGORA : The next s p e aker i s  C huc k 

B a r ke r . 

MR . BARKER : My n ame i s  C hu c k  Barke r ,  P . O .  

Box 5 7 2 , M o s e r , Oreg o n , 9 7 0 4 0 .  

F i r s t , I wou l d  l i k e  t o  a s k  how many p e o p l e  i n  

h e r e a r e  i n  f avor o f  wind p owe r . C a n  w e  have a 

s h ow o f  h a n d s . C a n  I have a s h ow o f  h a n d s  f or 

p e o p l e  who are i n  f avor o f  k i l l i n g  e a g l e s  a n d  

f a l c o n s . I wou ld l i k e  t o  g o  o n  t he record a s  a f ew 

went u p  i n  f av o r  and none  went u p  f or ki l l i n g . 

I t h i nk we a r e  moving a h e a d  way t o o  f a s t . My 
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c omme n t s  are  o n  b o t h  p r o j ec t s . We are  mov i n g  way 

too f a s t . T h i s  i s  h a r d l y  a f l ed g l i n g  indu s try . 

They have b e e n  i n  f u l l  swing in C a l i f o r n i a  f o r  1 5  

o r  more y e a r s  n ow .  They s tarted out down t h e re . 

T h a t ' s  why y o u  a r e  s e e ing a l l  the  b i r d  p r ob l ems 

c ome here b e c au s e  C a l i f or n i a  is a t e c h n o l ogy 

c e n t e r . They g ave them open s pa c e  t o  s e e t hem d o  

what t hey n e e d e d  t o  d o , and n ow t hey are u p  h e r e  t o  

s e t t l e  t h e  p r o b l ems t h ey a r e  hav ing wor l dwid e ,  t he 

b i rd k i l l s  i n  G i br a l t a r ,  A l t amont , s e v e r a l  p l ac e s  

i n  C a l i f o r n i a  b e s i d e s  the  Al tamont . They are 

l o o k i n g  t o  have a s t u dy area here . They c a n  

p r o b a b l y  l e a r n  h o w  t o  s t op the  b i g  k i l l s  a nyway 

w i t h  s ome k i n d  o f  d e t e c t o r  o r  s o u n d  wave . They are� 
w o r k i n g  o n  i t . T h e re i s  a l l  kinds o f  t h i n g s  g o i ng 

o n . 

The  p o i n t  i s , why do we h ave t o  be the  s tudy 

area for t h i s  kind o f  r e s e arc h . When t hat s tu f f  i s  

b r o u g h t  o n  l i n e , b r i n g  i t  here , try i t  out . I f  i t  

k e e p s  bird out o f  t he turbine s ,  t h e n  w e  are  

probably more t h a n  wi l l i ng t o  have i t  h e r e , why 

n o t . E v e n  t h o ugh t h e  p ower w i l l  probably be g o i n g  

t o  L a s  V e g a s  o r  s omep l ac e ,  and we wi l l  a l l s e e  t h e  

b r i g ht l ig h t s  o n  T V  t h a t  i t  i s  c r e a t ing . You are  

n o t  g o i n g  t o  see  mu c h  h e r e . We have a l l  t h e  k i l l e r  
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1 

2 

3 

dams we n e e d  r i g h t  h e r e  r i g h t  now . A l l  the  p owe r 

i s  f l owing o f f  o f  them . T h i s  i s n ' t  t o  take out any 

dams or do anything l i ke t h a t , t h i s  i s  j u s t  to 

4 b u i l d  t he g r i d  up f o r  f uture h ome s o r  gamb l i n g  

5 

6 

7 

c a s i n o s  o r  what have you . T h e r e  i s  p l e nty o f  s c a r e  

t a c t i c s g o i n g  o n  about g a s  f i r e d  a nd c o a l  f ired . 

B u t  i f  the  p e o p l e  s how up a g a i n s t  the  g a s  and t h e  

8 c o a l  f i red , c h a n c e s  are  t h a t  won ' t  happen e i th e r  

9 u n t i l  they get it s quared away . We are  s t u c k  with 

1 0  t h e s e  d ams . They are n o t  g o i n g  t o  c ome out . We 

1 1  have g o t  t h e  power we n e e d . We d o n ' t  n e e d  t o  be 

1 2  t h e  t e c h n o l ogy g u i n e a  p i g . T h a n k  y o u . 

1 3  MS . TAN GORA : The  next s p e a k e r  i s  S a l ly 

1 4  S h u l i n g e r . 

1 5  MS . S C H I LL I N G : My n ame i s  S a l ly 

1 6  S h u l i n g e r ,  and I am repre s e n t i n g  G r eenpeace f rom 

1 7  t h e  S e a t t l e  o f f i c e , 4 6 4 9  S u n ny s ide Ave nue North , 

1 8  S e a t t l e , W a s h i n g t o n ,  9 8 1 0 3 . 

1 9  I am a l s o  g o i n g  t o  ke e p  my c o mme n t s  f ai r l y  

2 0  g e n e r a l . We wi l l  be s u bmi t t i n g  w r i t t e n  t e s t imony 

2 1  by t h e  deadl ine , a nd I am s pe a k i n g  i n  gene r a l  f o r  

2 2  b o t h  p r o j e c t s ,  more s p e c i f i c a l ly t o  the  KENETECB 

! I S . And I am work s p e c i f i c a l ly o n  e nergy i s s ue s 2 3  

2 4  

2 5  

i n  t h e  Northwe s t , and what t h a t  me a n s  i s  t h a t  

a r e  i n c r e d i b l y  s upportive o f  r e newa b l e  e ne r g y  

we 1 
in 
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t h e  N o r thwe s t  f o r  a number o f  r e a s o n s . F i r s t  that 

their imp l eme ntation will  preve nt the  f u rther 

b u i l d -up of  g a s  emi s s i o n s  and any of  the  c l imat i c  

c h ange . And s e c ondly , t h i s  m e a n s  mov i n g  away f r om 

the c umu l ative s u s t a i n e d  d ama ge t h a t  i s  c a u s e d  by 

f o s s i l  f u e l s , nuc l e ar p owe r , our hydroe l e c t r ic 

s y s t em ,  and a l l  the  impac t s  t h a t  are  a s s oc i ated 

w i t h  these  type s of  e l e c t r i c a l  g e n e r a t i o n . 

Right now we have a win dow o f  opportu n i ty i n  

t h e  N o r t hwe s t  t o  s t art impl eme nting renewable  

t e c h n o l ogy , a n d  we  are at a c r o s s r oads right n ow .  

We have two d i r e c t i o n s  we c a n  h e a d  i n . We c a n  g o  

i n  t h e  dire c t i o n  o f  c h e a p  natural g a s ,  whic h i s  

s t i l l  a f o s s i l  f ue l ,  a n d  incr e a s e  o u r  r e l i a n c e  o n  

f o s s i l  fu e l s . And t o  k i n d  o f  p u t  t h i s  i n  a more 

o v e r a l l  p e r s p e c t ive , ove r the next 2 0  year s i n  t h e  

u . s .  a l one ove r 2 0 0 , 0 0 0  megawat t s  o f  n e w  e l e c t r i c  

c a p a c i t y  i s  b e i n g p l a n ne d ,  and o n l y  u n d e �  f ive 

p e r c e n t o f  that i s  re newa b l e  t e c h n o l ogy . The  r e s t  

i s  c oa l ,  natural g a s  a n d  e v e n  h e r e  a n d  there 

nuclear p ower is  b e i n g  proposed as  wel l ,  even 

t h o u g h  t hat is  kind o f  h a r d  t o  b e l ieve . But 

b a s ic a l l y what t h i s  b r i n g s  me t o  i s  t hat we d o  n e e d  

t o  p r ove t hat r e n ewab l e &  a r e  v i a b l e  c omme rc i a l l y  

a n d  t h ey a r e  e c onomi c a l ly c omp etit ive , and what 
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that means l oc a l ly h e r e  i s  t h at t he s e  pr o j e c t s  h av e  

t h e  p o t e nt i t i a l  t o  demo n s t r ate t hat wind p ower i s  a 

v i a b l e  s o l u t i o n  and i t  c a n  be one o f  the s o u rc e s  a s  

p a r t  o f  the  N o rt hwe s t  R e s ou r c e  por t f o l i o .  

S p e c i f i c a l l y  w e  r e a l l y  want t o  b e  a b l e  t o  s ay t h a t  

i n  t e rms o f  a l l  t h e  s p e c i f ic s i te imp a c t s  t h at a r e  

r e l at e d  t o  t h e s e  p r o j e c t s , it c a n  be mi t i g a t e d  t h at 

b o t h  KENETECH a n d  CAR E S  have f u l f i l l ed t h e i r  

o b l i g a t i o n s  i n  t e rms o f  t r y i n g  t o  addr e s s  

reve g e t at i o n , r o a d  bu i l d i ng , l an d s c ape , a n d  I t h i nk 

t e c h n i c a l ly i n  t h e i r  E I S  I t h i nk they have 

addr e s s e d a numbe r of t h e s e  i s s ue s . But ov e r a l l  

t h e r e are  s t i l l  two a r e a s  o f  c o n c e r n  t h a t  w e  f e e l  

n e e d  t o  be r e s o l ved i n  a re s p o n s ib l e  manner and 

t h e s e  pertain d i r e c t l y  t o  actual s i ting c r i t e r i a . 

I n  t e rms o f  o n e , t h e  c u l t u r a l  and traditi o n a l  u s e  

o f  t h e  s i te b y  t h e  Y a k ama N a t i o n  and the 

p o s s i b i l i ty of b u r i a l  g r o u n d s  o n  s i t e . That ' s  

s omet hing t h a t  w a s  k i n d  o f  s k immed over but n o  

a c t u a l  r e s o l u t i o n  h a s  b e e n  c ome to . 

2 1  S e c o n d l y  a s  we l l , the  l o c a t i o n  o f  the  wind 

2 2  f a rms near mi g r a t o ry c or r i d o r s  and c r o s s r o a d s  a s  

2 3  we l l  a s  n e s t i ng a n d  b r e e d i n g  g rounds f o r  s p e c i a l  

2 4  s t a t u s  b i r d s  t hat are  p r o t e c t e d  under l e g i s l at i o n  

2 5  s u c h  a s  the e n d a n g e r e d  s p e c i e s  act . I t  i s  r e a l l y  
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2 

n o t  c l  :! a r  r i g h t  now that a n  adequate s t udy h a s  b e e n ] 
�4 

p e r f orme d . We are  a l s o  v e ry c o n c e r n e d  about that . 

3 I do want t o  re i t e r at e  we want t o  s e e  the s e  --

4 

5 

6 

p r o j e c t s  s u c c e e d ,  and we want t o  s e e  t h e s e  p ro j ec t s  

be a s t e pp i n g  ground f o r  f uture p ro j ec t s , and we 

want to s e e  t h em pave the way and not u n d e rmine new 

7 r e n e w a b l e  p r o j e c t s  i n  the  N o r t hwe s t , but c e r t a i n l y  

8 n o t  a t  t h e  e x p e n s e  o f  b a s i c e nv i r o nme n t a l  

9 p r i nc i p l e , but many people have f o u g h t  f o r  a v e ry , 

1 0  v e ry l o n g  t ime , and I w i l l  b e  s ubmit t i ng more 

1 1  d e t a i l e d  c omme n t s  l a t e r . Thank you . 

1 2  MS . TANGORA : The next s p e a k e r  i s  G e o r g e  
.· 

1 3  R o h r b a c he r . My n ame i s  George Rohrbac he r , 1 4 4 0  

1 4  H o r s e s h o e  B e n d  Road , C e n t e rv i l l e . My w i f e  and I 

1 5  own a c at t l e  r a nc h ,  have f o r  about 1 8  y e a r s . T h e s e  

1 6  c omme nt s wi l l  be about b o t h  p r o j e c t s . 

1 7  O n e  t h i n g  t h a t  I was not a b l e  t o  a s c e rt a i n  � 

1 8  f r om e i t h e r  one o f  the  E I S a  i s  a que s t i on o f  h ow 

many b i r d  k i l l s  i s  t o o  many , what i s  a n  a c c e p t a b l e  

l e ve l . One t h i n g  we s h o u l d  keep i n  mind when we 
.. 

1 9  

2 0  

2 1  

2 2  

2 3  

2 4  

are  t a l k ing about the s e  pro j ec t s  i s  t h a t  b o t h  o f  --

t h e s e  p ro j ec t s  a r e  r i g h t  on t h e  edge o f  t h e  

C o lumb i a  G o r g e  N a t i o n a l  S c enic  a re a ,  whic h we have 

e s s e n t i a l l y  an 8 5 -mi l e  c o rridor t o  the we s t  that 

2 5  w i l l  b e  very d i f f ic u l t  t o  s i d e  e i t h e r  one o f  t h e s e  
-

C O URT REPORT ING S ERVICE 
4 0 0  LARSON B U I L D I N G , YAK I MA ,  WA 4 5 7 - 6 7 4 1  3 4  

�5 ·· · 

Comments and Responses 

4-302 

Final Environmental Impact Statement 
Washington Windplant #1 

May 1 995 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 



I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

1 pro j e c t s  i n  whic h h a s  b e e n  d e s igna ted , re s e rved f o r  

2 s c e nic , natu r a l , c u l tu r a l  and rec r e a t i o n a l  

3 r e s ou r c e s .  

4 My c omme n t s  r e a l ly revolve around s e v e r a l  

5 i s s u e s . I had the  opportunity t o  v i s i t  t h e  KENETE C B  

6 s i t e  i n  C a l i f or n i a  - - we l l ,  the  Altamont P a s s  s ite 

7 a n d  KENETECB pro j ec t s  t h e r e . I a l s o  looked a t  s ome 

8 o f  the  o t h e r  wind p ro j e c t s  wh i l e  we were down 

9 t h e r e . One t h i n g  that I noticed with the  s t y l e  o f  

1 0  towe r s  that were u s ed , and the  day we were t h e r e  

1 1  was a n o  wind day . We went up t o  the top o f  t he 

1 2  mount a i n , and I n o t i c e d  o n  a t owe r several  hundred 

1 3  y a r d s  away t h e r e  was a red t a i l  h awk perc hed i n  t h e  

1 4  t owe r . O b s e r v i n g  h awk s o n  my f a rm continu a l l y , i n  

1 5  o p e n  c o untry t h ey l i ke t o  u s e  anything t h a t ' s  

1 6  ava i l a b l e  s o  t h ey don ' t  have t o  f ly around when 

1 7  t h e y  are s e a r c h i n g  f o r  f ood . They wi l l  p e r c h  o n  a 

1 8  s i te i f  i t  i s  availab l e . I have n o t i c e d  t h a t  the  

1 9  KENETECB de s i g n  o f  t h e  t owe r s  h a s  e l iminat e d  the 

2 0  p o s s i b i l ity , exc ept f o r  act u a l ly perching o n  the  

2 1  

2 2  

2 3  

v e ry t op o f  the  towe r , o f  providing a bird a s a f e  

p l a c e  t o  perc h ,  u n t i l  o f  c ou r s e  when t h e  t u r b i n e  i s  

mov i n g  a n d  t u r n s  into a Cui s i nart . I t h i n k  t ha t  

2 4  k i n d  o f  d e s i g n  t e c h n o l o gy s h ould be part o f  the  

2 5  CARE S p ro j ec t  a s  we l l , s imply b e c a u s e  o n c e  a b i r d  

COURT REPORT I NG S E RVI C E  
4 0 0  LARSON B U I L D I NG , YAK I MA ,  WA 4 5 7 - 6 7 4 1  

7 

8 

3 5  

Final Envi ronmental Impact Statement 
Washington Windplant #1 

Comments and Responses 

May 1 995 4-303 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

s e e s  a t ower a s  a d e ad tree and a s a f e  p l a c e  t o  

perc h , 9 5  p e r c e n t  o f  t h e  t ime w h e n  the turbine i s  

mov ing t o o  f a s t , t h a t  i t  b e c omes dangerou s . We l l  

t h e n  i t  i s  t o o  late . I have s e e n  s everal c omme nt s ,  

and I gue s s  t h i s  i s  w r i t t e n  c omments  o f  s ome o f  t h e  

6 e n v i r o nment a l  g r o u p s  about p o i s o n  and s q u i r r e l s  a n d  

7 i t  wou l d  be a v e ry e a s y  t h i n g  t o  avoid i f  y o u  l iv e  

8 t r a p  t hem . I t  wou l d  p rovide a f ew j ob s , a n d  I am 

9 s u r e  t h ere are  q u i t e  a f ew k i d s  i n  K l ickitat Cou nty 

1 0  t h at wou l d  l i ke t o  l ive t r a p  a few s quirre l s  a n d  

1 1  

1 2  

1 3  

1 4  

1 5  

move t hem s ome p lace a l i t t l e  more e nvir onme nta l ly 

n o n s e n s it ive . I know I have g o t  one kid that wou l d  

love t h e  j ob d o i ng t h a t . 

One  o f  t h e  p r o b l ema with a l l  o f  the s e  s i t e s  

t h a t ' s  alre ady b e e n  s t at e d  i s  t h e  d i s turbance o f  

1 6  t h e  ground t o  c re a t e  t he r o ad s . One o f  the 

1 7  

1 8  

1 9  

2 0  

2 1  

p r o b lems t h a t  we h ave i n  t h e  Gorge and a l l  o f  t h e  

U n i t e d  S t a t e s  are  n o t  j u s t  weed problems . They 

need t o  be v e ry c a r e f u l ly mo n i t o r e d  a n d  addr e s s ed , . 

a n d  one o f  t h e  t h i n g s t hat I wou l d  l ike to s ee i n  

t h e  c o n s t r u c t i o n  o f  t h e s e  r o a d s  i s  that t h e r e  b e  a 

2 2  p r o t o c o l  o f  b r i n g i n g  t h e  e q u ipme nt t hat c omes i n  t o  

2 3  c r e a t e  t h o s e  roads  t o  make s u r e  t h a t  they d o n ' t  

2 4  c a r r y  noxiou s wee d s , s e eds , p i e c e s  o f  the roots o f  

2 5  morning g l ory o r  p i e c e s  o f  a ny one o f  a d o z e n  
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I 
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I 
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I 

I 

I 
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I 

I 

I 

I 

1 

2 

3 

4 

n o x i o u s  weeds  onto the s i t e  and t h at a v e ry c ar e f u l] 
monitoring and c o n t r o l  prog r am o f  n o x i o u s  w e e d s  be 50 
u n d e r t aken f r om t h e  v e ry f i r s t  day o f  t h e  

5 

p r o j e c t s . I have a few o t h e r  c omme n t s  h e r e . I 

w i l l  s u bmit s ome additional c o mme n t s  be f ore t h e  e n d  

6 o f  t h e  c omme n t  p e r i o d , but I t h ink t h a t  t h e s e  

7 pro j e c t s  a r e  worthwh i l e  and need t o  b e  done , but 

8 t h e y  n e e d  t o  b e  done right , and the  c omme n t s  I h ave 

9 a l r e ady h e a r d  about continued wi l d l i f e  and b i r d  

1 0  m o n i t o r i n g  i s  a n  a b s o l u t e  nec e s s i t y . 

1 1  

1 2  

1 3  

MS . TANGORA : J ame s LaFevre . 

MR . LAFEVRE : I am J ames LaFevr e . I h av e  

l iv e d  h e r e  i n  t h i s  a r e a  q u i t e  a l o n g  t ime , a s  y o u  

1 4  m i g h t  gue s s ,  and I have a lway s f e l t  t h a t  o n e  o f  my 

1 5  g o a l s  i n  l i f e , I wou l d  l i ke t o  l e ave o u r  a r e a  o r  my 

1 6  a r e a  t h a t  I h ave c ontrol over a l i t t l e  bett e r , i f  

1 7  p o s s ib l e , t h a n  i t  was when I c ame h e r e . I r e f e r  t o  

1 8  b o t h  p r o j e c t s . They s e em t o  b e  very c a r e f u l  

1 9  examining a l l  t h e  various t h i n g s  t h a t  might c r e at e  

2 0  h a z ar d s  o r  b a d  e f f ec t s  in o u r  a re a .  They have 

2 1  t r i e d . T h ey a r e  working o n  i t , and I h ave b e e n  

2 2  c onvinced t h a t  i t  i s  about a l l  t h a t  t he y  c a n  do , 

2 3  and G e o r g e  s ai d  s omething about what i s  an 

2 4  a c c e p t ab l e  amount o f  b i rd ki l l s . There i s  g o i n g  t o  

2 5  b e  b i r d s  k i l l e d  o f  c o u r s e , but the world mu s t  g o  o n  
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1 0  

1 1  

1 2  

1 3  

1 4  

1 5  

1 6  

1 7  

1 8  

1 9  

2 0  

2 1  

2 2  

2 3  

2 4  

2 5  

s ome way or anot her . S o  I wou l d  j u s t  g o  o n  the 

r e c o r d  as liking t o  have t h i s , a c c e p t i n g  t h i s  

p r o j ec t  t o  go o n  w i t h  c a r e f u l  s upervis ion . 

MS . TAN GORA : D e n n i s  White . 

MR . W H I TE : My n ame i s  D e n n i s  White . I 

l ive a t  3 6 7  O a k  Ridge R o a d , W h i t e  S a lmon , 

J 
W a s h ingt on , 9 8 6 7 2 . I am h e r e  t o  r e p r e s e n t  t he 

C o lumb i a  Gorge Aud i b o n  S oc i ety . I want t o  make i t  

c l e a r  t h e  C o lumb i a  G o r g e  Aud i b o n  S oc iety s u pport s 

t he d e v e l opme nt o f  a l t e r n a t iv e  a n d  new e ne rgy ! 
s ou rc e s . Make n o  mi s t a k e  about t h a t . With t hat 

b e i n g  s a id , here is part of t he r e s t  of the  st ory . 

S h ame o n  you KENETEC B ,  CARES and BPA f o r  

p r o p o s in g  t o  d e s t r oy t h e  b e auty o f  t he C o l umb i a  

B i l l s  a n d  t h e i r  c u l t u r a l  a n d  b i o l o g i c al r e s ource s .  

Y ou c ou l d  have p i c ke d  f r om hundreds  o f  t h o u s ands o f  

a c r e s i n  the  No r t hwe s t  where t he wind b l ow s  n o  l e s s  

p r e d i c t ively , where t ho u s a n d s  o f  megawa t t s  wait t o  j 
b e  t apped , where the  l an d  h a s  a l re ady been 

t ho r o u g h l y  t r a n s f o rme d . But n o , y o u  h av e  c ho s e n  to  

erect your e nd l e s s  s t r i n g  of  s t e e l  towe r s  o n  

l an d s c ape where f a l c o n s  and e a g l e s  s t i l l  s o a r  and a 

p l a c e  nat ive p e o p l e  h o l d  i n  h i g h  r e g ar d  f o r  

c o l l e c t io n  o f  t r ad i t i o n a l  f oo d s  a n d  c a l l i ng t o  t h e  

s p i r i t s ,  a p l ac e  whe r e  l oc al s  a n d  t rave l e r s  a l ike 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

l oo k  out a c r o s s  t h e  b e a u t i f u l  s e r en e  l and . Thi s 

p r o j e c t  w i l l  k i l l  b i r d s  and i s  b e ing adva nced i n t o  

f u l l  knowledge t h a t  b i r d s  p r o t e c t e d  i n  the 

M i g r a t ory T r e aty Act o r  Golden E a g l e  Protect ion Act 

and E ndangered S p e c i e s  Act wi l l  be reduced to  

s h r e dded c or p s e s . This  i s  a c r iminal ac t ,  no mor e , 

n o  l e a s , and you s h o u l d  b e  p r o s e c uted now f o r  

preme di t a t i v e l y  v i o l a t i n g  f e d e r a l  l aws . Let  me 

give you a warni ng . I f  t h i s  p r o j e c t  goes  f orwar d ,  

1 0  our e a g l e s  a n d  f a l c o n s  w i l l  d i e , and we will  b e  

1 1  t h e r e  every t ime s e nd i n g  t h e  dead birds a s  e v i d e n c e  

1 2  t o  t h e  At t or ne y  Ge n e r a l  t o  make sure  that you wi l l  

1 3  

1 4  

1 5  

1 6  

1 7  

1 8  

1 9  

2 0  

2 1  

b e  p r o s e c u t e d . You c an not mitigate away the l aw .  

You c a nnot mitigate t h e  l aws KENETECB , CARES and 

BPA . You wi l l  f a c e  t he mu s ic . T h e s e  birds o f  prey 

b e l o ng t o  a l l  of  us  and are  not j u s t  o b j ects  i n  t h e  

w a y  o f  your p r o f i t s . Y ou may e s c ape f rom pub l i c  

s c r u t iny , b u t  r ememb e r  i l l e ga l ly obtained evidence 

c an n ow be used a g a i n s t  you . Fourteen t h ou s a n d  

a c r e s  w i l l  b e  d i f f i c u l t  t o  c o ntr o l . This  pr o j ect 

i s  built a s  a demo n s t r a t i on f or t h e  a s s umed 

2 2  N o r t hwe st D e v e l o pment o f  R enewab l e  Alternat i ve 

2 3  

2 4  

2 5  

E ne r g y  R e s o u r c e s  w h i c h  w i l l  l e ad u s  t o  the  p r omi s e d  

l a n d . O u t  o f  nuke s , c o a l , g a s  a n d  dams , s ome o f  

t h e  r e n ewable a l t e r na t i v e s  f r a t e r n i t i e s  h ave worked 

COURT REPORTING S E R V I C E  
4 0 0  LARSON B U I LD I NG , YAK I MA ,  WA 4 5 7 - 6 7 4 1 

5 

6 

3 9  

Final Environmental I mpact Statement 
Washington Windplant #1 

Comments and Responses 

May 1 995 
4-307 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

1 0  

1 1  

1 2  

1 3  

1 4  

1 5  

1 6  

1 7  

1 8  

1 9  

2 0  

2 1  

2 2  

2 3  

2 4  

2 5  

s o  h ar d  u n d e r  t h e  alt ernative s ,  t hey have b e c ome 

p a t h e t ic lap dog s . 

T h e  Nort hwe s t  e nergy p ic t u r e  i s  moat l i ke l y  t o  

b e  a n  open e nd e d  f re e  d e a l i n g  a f f a i r , f i r s t  o n  

t ime , f ir s t  o n  l ine . T h i s  wind p ower w i l l  b e  i n  

a d d i t i o n  t o  n o t  r e p l a c i n g  t h e  powe r , wh i c h  dam i n  

t h e  C o l umb ia d o  we g e t  to t e a r  d own t o  s av e  o u r  

s a lmon r un s . T h e  indu s t ry wan t s  i t  a l l .  T h e s e  a r e  

n ot c ho i c e s . When d o  we l e a rn our l e s son . T h e  

o n ly f ac i l it i e s  we wou l d  t e,r d own are o ne s  we 

f i g h t  l i ke h e l l  t o  t e a r  down . We a r e  being a s ked 

I I 
I 

t o  g iv e  u p  t h e  e a s t e r n  Gorge l an d s c ap e  o n  t h e  hope I 
o f  a n  a l t ernative e n e rgy rena i s s a nc e .  Not o n  your 

l i f e  w i l l  we f a l l  into this  t rap . 

T h e  p r o j ec t  s i t e  i nvo lv e s  2 2  s p e c i a l  s t at u s  

b i r d  s p e c i e s  i n c luding threatening e n dangered 

f a l c o n s  and e a g l e s ,  twe lve special s t at u s  nonaviant 

s p e c i e s ,  c r i t i c a l  habitat f or t he w e s t e r n  g r ay 

s qu i r r e l ,  r a r e , u ni qu e , d imi n i s hing a nd nume r o u s  

g ame s pe c ie s .  Even with t h i s  p e rmittable 

b io l og i c a l  l i n e - u p , s ome environme n t a l  c ommu n i t ie s 

a r e  p l ay i n g  d own t he a r e a ' s  b i o l og i c a l  

s i g n i f ic anc e . We wonder with b a i t e d  b r e a t h  what 

proc lama t i o n s  w i l l  c ome f rom the W a s h i n g t o n  

Depa rtment o f  W i l d l i f e  a nd t h e  u . s .  F i s h  a n d  
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I 

I 

I 

1 W i l d l i f e  S e rv ic e . W i l l  they be p r o f e s s i onal  and 

2 r e s i s t p r e s s u r e s  f r om t h i s  indu s t ry in r e s p o n s e , o r  

3 wi l l  t h e y  s o  o f ten a s  be f o r e  t u r n  t h e i r  h e ad s  and , 

4 a l l ow another 1 5 , 0 0 0  a c r e s  o f  W a s h i ngton habitat t o  

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

b e  move d .  Thank you . 

MS . TANGORA : Eugene Lowe s ly .  

MR . LOWE SLY : My n ame i s  E u g ene Lowe s ly . 

I am w i t h  Northwe s t  E nv i ronme n t a l  Advoc at e s . We 

a r e  an e nv i r onme n t a l  group b a s e d  in Port l and , 

1 0  Ore gon . I t  i s  p r obably approp r i a t e  t hat I g o  a f t e r  

1 1  D e n n i s . I t  � s  the  f i r s t  t ime I have ever been 

1 2  c a l l ed a lap d o g . 

1 3  

1 4  

1 5  

A s  t o  where I wa s i n  not c omme nting o n  t he 

wind power p l an , f i r s t  o f  a l l , nobody c a l led me a nd 

t o l d  me about the  me e t i n g . O t h e rwi s e  I wou l d  have 

1 6  b e e n  more t h a n  h appy t o  g o .  Maybe i t  i s  b e c au s e  I 

1 7  have b e e n  b u s y  s e e  f i ghting t h e  8 0 0  megawatt gas  

1 8  p l ant t hey want t o  put u p  near S pokane . I h ave 

1 9  b e e n  b u s y  f i g h t i n g  the  g a s  p l ant t h e y  want t o  up i n  

2 0  S a t s op i n s t e ad o f  WWP P S S .  I h ave b e e n  busy 

2 1  

2 2  

2 3  

f i g h t i n g  t h e  g a s  p l a n t  t h ey want t o  put i n  

C h e h a l i s . I have been b u s y  f i g h t ing t he g a s  p l a n t  

t h e y  want t o  put in C l ar k  C ounty . S o  I have been 

2 4  p r e t t y  bu s y , and I am s t i l l  w i l l i n g  t o  c ome a nd 

2 5  h e l p  when I c an . But I am a l s o  w i l l ing t o  c ome and 
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s pe a k  out i n  support o f  what I t h i n k  i s  a g o od 

p r o j e c t . Y e s  t o  y o u r  q u e s t ion about the way t h e  

E I S  i s  done . T h e y  way I s e e  it , t h i s  i s  a d ra f t , 

a n  e nv i r onme nt a l  impact s t atement d r a f t . When I 

g ive my d i r e c t o r  a d r a f t  d oc ument h e  u s u a l ly mar k s  

t h e  h e l l  out o f  it and t ak e s  i t  b a c k  and rewri t e s  

t h e  que s t ions  t hat s he h a s . That ' s  the  way t h e  

p r oc e s s  works , and I hope  we k e e p  i n  mind t hat 

t h e r e is a proc e s s  a t  work h e r e . And t he p r oc e s s  

i s  t h a t  KENETE C B  and CARES g o e s  out , t hey d o  t he i r  

work a n d  pre s e nt i t  t o  u s  i n  t h i s  d r a f t  E I S . We 

c a l l , get a c h a n c e  to c omme nt and l oo k  at it , and 

t he f i n a l  E I S  c ome s out , and t h e n  we get a chance 

again to  have a n ot h e r  l oo k  at i t  and t o  work with 

t h e s e  people and t o  make sure t hat t he p r ob l ema 

t h a t  we r a i s e  and the c on c e r n s  t h a t  we r a i s e  are  

addre s s ed . I t h i n k  KENETE C B  - - a n d  I am not t hat 

f am i l i ar about C ARE S , but I am f ami l i a r  wit h 

KENETE C B � I t h i nk t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t hey h ave done a 

l ot - - the o n e  wind c omp any t h a t  I c a n  t e l l  t hat ' s  

b e e n  d oing a l l  t he b i r d  r e s e ar c h  i n  t h i s  c ountry 

. a nd p r obably i n  the  w o r l d  h a s  b e e n  KENETE C B . They 

c ha n g e d  t he de s ign of the t u rb i n e  t owers t o  

a c c ommodate t o  make s ur e  t h e re were n ' t  m o r e  b i rd 

ki l l s  a n d  c u t  down o n  t he b i r d  k i l l s . T hey h ave 

C OURT RE PORT I N G  S E RV I CE 
4 0 0  LAR S ON B U I L D I N G , YAK I MA ,  WA 4 5 7 - 6 7 4 1 

8 

9 i  

4 2  

Comments and Responses Final Environmental Impact Statement 
Washington Windplant #1 

May 1 995 4-31 0 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 



I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

1 0  

1 1  

1 2  

1 3  

1 4  

1 5  

1 6  

1 7  

1 8  

1 9  

2 0  

2 1  

2 2  

2 3  

2 4  

2 5  

d o n e  a numb e r  o f  o t h e r  t h i n g s  i n  S p a i n . They paid 

t o  move t h e  l and f i l l  away f rom the b i r d s  s o  t h e  

b i r d s  a r e n ' t  g o i ng t o  t h e  l a n d f i l l .  I t h i n k  t he y  

h ave s h own a w i l l i ngne s s  t o  addr e s s  i s s u e s  and w o r k  

w i t h  e nv i r onme ntal groups , a s  J a y  L e t t o  p o i n t e d  out 

i n  h i s  talk about what t he y  have done i n  Mai n e . I 

am s u r e  t h ey w o u l d  b e  mo re than w i l l i n g  t o  s i t  d own 

w i t h  p e o p l e  h e r e  and t o  work out s omet hing t h at ' s  

a c c e p t ab l e  t o  a l l  o f  u s . We a l l  have a s take i n  

t h i s , and that ' s  t h e  b o t t om l i ne . We a l l  h ave a 

s t ake . And I t h i n k  one g e n t l eman r a i s e d  a g o o d  

p o i n t , h ow m a n y  b i r d  k i l l s  a r e  too many . 

I went out t o  v i s i t  t h e  s ite and I a s ked 

s omebody in s e e i n g  t h e  wir e s , t h e  high tens i on 

w i r e s , I s a i d , who keeps t r a c k  o f  t h e  b irds k i l l e d  

o n  t h e  h i g h  t e n s ion wir e s . T h e  answer w a s  nobody 

k e e p s  track o f  t hem . So a l l  o f  a s udden n ow we are 

c o n c e r ne d  about b i r d s . Yet nobody keeps track o f  

t h e  b i r d s  k i l l e d  b y  h i g h  t e n s ion w i re s . I d on ' t  

u n d e r s tand that . H ope f u l ly again we w i l l  c ome t o  

s ome unde r s tanding about what i s  acc eptable and 

what ' s  not acc eptabl e .  That ' s  going to be 

d i f f i c u l t . F o r  s ome people i t  i s  going t o  b e  none , 

f or a l o t  o f  p e o p l e  i t  i s  g o i n g  t o  b e  a l ot . One 

t h i n g  I w o u l d  s ay , I t h i n k  the numb e r  of bird k i l l s  
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i n  t h e E I S  i s  t o o  h i g h . T h e  s i x  t o  2 0  i s  t o o  

h i gh . I t  i s  b a s e d  on what i s  h appening in 

C a l i f or n i a . T h e  C a l i f o r n i a  s i t e  i s  d i f f e r e n t , a n  

e nt i r e ly d i f f e rent s it e  f r om h e r e . T h e  s it e  here 

has  f ewer b i rd s . They will  have l e s s  turbine s , 

d i f f e r e n t  t u r b i ne s . I t  i s  c omp l et e l y  d i f f erent . 

And how y o u  c a n  t a ke n umb e r s  o f  what i s  happening 

i n  C a l i f o r n i a  and t r a n s p o s e  i t  on this s it e , I 

don ' t  know h ow y o u  c a n  d o  t h a t . Everything we d o  

w e  a r e  g o i n g  t o  h ave a n  impac t .  One t h i n g  I wou l d  

l i ke t o  s e e  t h e  E I S  a d dr e s s  i s  i f  w e  d o n ' t  b u i l d  

t h i s  wind p l a n t , w h a t  i s  the a l t e r nativ e , i n  terms 

of b u i l di n g  o r  not bu i l d ing . I f  we don ' t  b u i l d  i t , 

what a r e  we g o i n g  t o  h ave i n s t e a d . We a r e  going t o  

k i l l  more f i s h  a t  the d ams . That ' s  t h e  t r a d e -o f f s ,  

a n d  t h e r e  are t rade- o f f s  that we h ave t o  addre s s . 

I t h i n k  a g a i n  i s  s or t  o f  the  p h a s i n g  o f  t h e  pro j e c t  

i s  a g o o d  i de a . T h e r e  n e e d s  t o  b e  mo n i t o r ing , 

c o nt in u e d  mo n i t o r i ng o f  b o t h  the  CARES p r o j ect a n d  

t he KENETECB p r o j ect . I t h i n k  t o g e t h e r  i f  we s i t  
. 

d own a n d  put our heads t o g e t h e r  t h a t  we c a n  make 

t h i s  p r o j e c t  wor k ,  and we c a n  make it 

e nv i r o nme nt a l ly a c c e p t a b l e  to j u s t  everybody . 

Now , t h e r e  are g o i n g  t o  b e  s ome p e o p l e  t ha t  

a r e  n e v e r  h a p p y  w i t h  anythi ng , a n d  I c an ' t  h e l p  
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1 t h a t  and n � i t h e r  c a n  anyone e l s e . We j u s t  have t o  

2 move on b e c au s e , y e a h , I w i l l  c ome h e r e . But , y o u  

3 know , Denn i s , y o u  want t o  b r i ng your t ruc k t o  

4 P o r t l and , I l iv e  in P or t l a n d  and y o u  p o l l u t e  my 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

1 0  

1 1  

a i r , and I don ' t  ne c e s s a r i l y  appre c iate i t . S o  

k e e p  y o u r  t r uc k o u t  o f  P o r t l and . I mea n ,  where are  

y o u  g o i n g  t o  d r aw t h e  l in e ?  

MS . TANGORA : T h e  n e xt s peaker i s  C h ie f 

J o h n ny Jac k s on . 

C B I E F  JACKS ON : I c ame h e r e  t o o  on s o rt o f  

s ho r t  notic e . And I c o u l d  l o o k  a r ound a nd my 

1 2  e l d e r s  aren ' t  here nor i s  none  o f  my c o u n e e lme n 

1 3  

1 4  

1 5  

f r om t h e  Ya kama N a t i o n , but I f e e l  t hat t h i s  i s  

v e ry important t o  my p e o p l e  a l s o . You know a l l  

t h i s  a r e a  a l o n g  h e re a s  f a r  d own a s  y o u  c a n  l oo k  

1 6  d own t h e  C a s c ade area  on u p  t o  the  P a l o u s e  i s  

1 7  important t o  my people . I am h e r e  f or that r e a s o n  

1 8  b e c au s e . I have heard o f  t h i s  a s  s hort notic e .  My 

1 9  e l d e r s  aren ' t  h e r e . I am g o i n g  t o  be here t o  s pe a k  

2 0  a g a i n s t  t h i s  i s s u e  �ecau s e  I have s ee n  many 

2 1  p r o j ec t s  c ome t o  t h i s  part o f  t h e  c ountry . I h ave 

2 2  s e e n  my w i l d l i f e  o r  deer and o u r  f i s h  and o u r  b i rds 

2 3  b e c ome extinct . We a r e  l o s i n g  them . I was  b o r n  in 

2 4  K l i c kitat , u p  1 8  m i l e s  f r om K l ickitat . My 

2 5  g rand f ather was  a c h i e f  t h e n , and I g r ew up t he r e  
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1 and I knew what t he r iv e r s  l ooked l ike . We u s e d  t o  

2 

3 

4 

d r i n k  out o f  t he r ive r s , and I u s e d  to look a t  a l l  

the  l i t t l e  b i r d s  t h a t  l iv e d  along t hat river and 

all  t h e  a n ima l s , as  we l l  a s  t he f r o g s . We could go 

5 d own and h e a r  t h e m  s i nging a l l  n i g ht long . But I 

6 c o u l d  go a l o n g  t h e  s ame river now and I c o u l d  h e a r  

7 t o t a l  s i l e nc e , a n d  I c o u l d  l ook around d�r i n g  t he 

8 d ay a t  the  l it t l e  b i r d s  t hat I s e e  t hat go into t h e  

9 wat e r  t o  e a t  a n d  l ive a l o n g  the rive r . T h e r e  a r e  

1 0  v e ry , v e ry f e w ,  a n d  I am c oncerned b e c au s e  what we 

1 1  a r e  t a l king about h e r e  and what a lot  o f  y o u  are  

1 2  t a l k i n g  about h e re don ' t  have muc h  me aning only a s  

1 3  a b i r d  t o  you . But t o  me and my people and t o  a l l  

1 4  

1 5  

1 6  

1 7  

1 8  

1 9  

2 0  

t h e  I nd i a n  p e o p l e - i n t h i s  c ountry i s  v e ry s ac r e d , 

and i t  i s  a p a r t  o f  what t hey u s e  i n  t h e i r  

r e l i g ion , t he i r  b e l i e f . A n d  w h e n  I s e e  a t h r e at 

brought t o  t h i s , which we have s e e n  in t h e  p a s t  

y e ar s , h a v e  d i s appeared f o r  a w h i l e  a n d  n o w  they 

a r e  c oming b ac k .  Now t hat they are bac k ,  all  o f  a 

sudden KENE T E C B  c ome s up with t h e  idea o f  b u i l d i n g  

2 1  n ume r o u s  wind power machin e s , and how a r e  t hey 

2 2  

2 3  

2 4  

2 5  

g o ing t o  t e l l  u s  t ha t  t h e s e  b i r d s  are  going t o  b e  

s a f e . When y o u  go a l o n g  t h a t  C o l umb i a  River whe r e  

t h e  wind i s  in t he wi n t e rt ime when t he w i n d  i s  

b l owi n g , you w i l l  s e e  t h e  g o l d e n  e a g l e  and t h e  b a l d  
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e a g l e  s o a r i n g  up and down that r iv e r  b e c a u s e  h e  i s  

f i s h i n g . B e  f i s he s  j u s t  l i ke w e  do . That ' s  h i s  

f o o d , a n d  he l ives o f f  o f  i t .  I t  b o t h e r s  me very 

mu c h  because t h e  o t h e r  day I was hurt p re t t y  bad , 

b e c a u s e  the  p a s t  year I have l i s t e n e d  t o  t h e  news 

and watched the news how one man f rom Ore g o n  was a 

r e l at iv e  o f  mine was p r o s e c u t e d  and h i gh l y  

pub l i c i z ed f or k i l l i n g  a n  e a g l e  f o r  r e l i g i o u s  u s e . 

But y o u  never h e a r  any news about what KENETECB and 

s ome of  t h e s e  o t h e r  p r o j ec t s . Are t h e y  e v e r  

p r o s e c u t e d ?  Are they e v e r  c i t e d  f o r  i t ?  I d o n ' t  

t h i nk s o . But thi s man young man e n d e d  i t  a l l  

b e c a u s e  he was t ired o f  l i s te n i ng t o  what w a s  s a i d  

a b o u t  h im .  

W h e n  a r e  we going t o  a t op a n d  r ea l i z e  a n d  

t h i nk o f  what ' s  impo rtant t o  t h i s  e n v i ronme n t  and 

t h i s  c ountry . One t ime it was beau t i f u l , but 

what ' s  i t  g o i n g  to c ome to  in  t h e  f u t u r e . Y ou 

k n ow , every day as a c h i e f  I t h i nk about my 

p e o p l e . There i s  f o u r  o f  u s  C o l umbi a  Rive r c h ie f s , 

a n d  we are c o n c e r ne d  about our p e opl e , and we a r e  

c o nc e r n e d  a b o u t  the  c h i l dr e n . W e  a r e  al s o  

c o n c e r n e d  about our e l de r s  b e c au s e  o u r  f o o d  i s  out 

t h e r e . They d o n ' t  c a r e  about t hat b e e f . T h e y  

d o n ' t  c a r e  about t h a t  pork . T h e y  d o n ' t  c a r e  about 
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1 a lot  o f  other f o o d . They got t h e i r  own f ood out 

2 t h e r e , and t hey out t h e r e  t o g e t he r . Right n ow i f  

3 t h i s  goe s i n ,  they are going t o  be c on c e r n e d  about 

4 t h e  s o i l  t hat t h e i r  f ood g row s i n , our f ood , our 

5 nat ive f ood . 

6 S o  you p e o p l e  don ' t  u s e  i t . I t  i s  me aningle s s  

7 t o  y ou . I f  y o u  knew what i t  was , you wou l d  

8 

9 

1 0  

p robably be beating u s  t o  i t . But t h a t ' s  s ome o f  

t he t h i n g s  that ' s  important t o  u s  p e op l e , a n d  I 

d o n ' t  s e e  what ' s  going t o  e v e r  s a t i s f y  anybody . I t  

1 1  i s  o n l y  going t o  s a t i s fy p e o p l e  that are g o i n g  t o  

1 2  make money o f f  o f  t h e s e  p ro j e c t s . L o o k  h ow many 

1 3  dams t hey have put i n  when t hey only t o l d  my c h i e f s  

1 4  

1 5  

1 6  

w h e n  I was a l i t t l e  k i d , l ike t ha t  l i t t l e  k i d  r i g h t  

t h e r e , t hey t o l d  m y  c h i e f s  t hat only one dam , but 

there w a s  a war c ome on and all  the  s udden t here 

1 7  was dams a l l  t h e  way u p  t h e  r i ve r . N ob ody i s  g oi ng 

1 8  

1 9  

2 0  

t o  t e l l  u s  what ' s  b e h i n d  e a c h  one o f  t h o s e  d ams , 

b u t  we h ave kids  p l ay i n g  in t h em e ve ry y e a r  when i t  

g e t s  h o t . I worry about that b e c a u s e  I c aught f i s h  

2 1  t h a t  d i d n ' t  even g e t  t o  the  l aboratorie s b e c a u s e  

2 2  s ome one t h rew t hem away b e c a u s e  I wanted t o  f i nd 

2 3  o u t  what was w·rong with them f i s h . Thi s i s  what 

2 4  happe n s  when b i g  p r o j e c t s  c ome i n  h e r e . T h i s  i s  

2 5  what happens when o u r  p e o p l e  have t o  s ee what once 
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was t h e i r s  and p l e n t i f u l  i s  b e i n g  e r oded away . 

I am n o t  o n l y  c oncerned about my people and 

t h e i r  k i d s , I am c once rned about other people 

b e c au s e  t hey live i n  o u r  a re a . They are here , b u t  

w e  are  not making t h e  l and , we are  n o t  making t h e  

world any b e t t e r  f or t h em , and w e  a r e  not l e aving 

them i n  i t . A l o t  of  t h e  t h i n g s  I have seen when I 

was  a k i d , l i ke t h a t  kid r i gh t  t he r e , and know t h a t  

I k n ow t h e  k i d s  i n  the  f u t u r e  are  n e v e r  g oing t o  

s e e  a nymore . T h e  o n l y  p l a c e  t hey a r e  g oing t o  s e e  

t h em i s  i n  b o o k s  a n d  p i c tu re s . I am ve ry d i s turbed 

b e c a u s e  I h ave b e e n  hurt for two days for what I 

have h a d  t o  witne s s  and s e e what young one man d o ,  

and we a r e  t a l k ing about t h em e a g l e s . We l l , what ' s  

an e ag l e ?  What ' s a b i r d ?  What ' s  a f a l c o n ?  At o n e  

t ime w e  u s e d  t o  s e e  f a l c o n s  i n  numb e r s  a l ong t h i s  

wh o l e  r i d g e  h e r e . W e  don ' t  s e e  t h a t  anymore . We 

s e e  v e r y  f ew . A l ot of o u r  b i rd s a r e  

di s ap p e a r i n g . A l ot o f  t hem c a n  m a k e  a l ot o f  

n o i s e  about t hem . But t o  s ome p e o p l e  i t  i s  j u s t  a 

b i r d . What ' s  a b i r d  when you c a n  make a l o t  o f  

mon ey out o f  p owe r , and where d o e s  t h a t  p ower g o . 

I t  i s  not r e a l l y  u t i l i z e d  h e r e  a l ot . I t  i s  t h e  

o t h e r  s t a t e s  l i ke C a l i f ornia . I t h i n k  t h at w e  h a v e  

d o n e  e n o u g h  t o  o u r  c ou n t ry h e r e  a n d  o u r  a r e a  when 
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w e  p u t  t hem dams i n . What i s  our c h i l d r e n  going t o  

l iv e  i n  w h e n  s omebody c omes a l ong with a b r ig h t  

i d e a  t o  b u i l d  more when h e  i s  g e t t i n g  e l e c t r ic i ty 

f r om t h em d ams . B e  i s  s t i l l  got t o  bu i l d  g a s  

t u r b i n e s  t o  make money f or hims e l f . B e  i s  not 

making e n ough for t h e  c ommunity . I t  i s  o n l y  t o  

l i ne h i s  own p o c k e t s , b u t  t h e  c h i l dr e n  a n d  the  

f u t u r e  will  have t o  pay . 

I never r e a l ly got t o  l o ok t o o  much a t  t h i s , 

but I am v e ry , v e ry d i s tu rb ed . I wa s on t h e  p h o n e  

a l l  mor n i ng t o  m y  tr i b a l  c o u n s e l  f rom t h e  Yakama 

N a t i o n . I w a s  wonde ring why my e l de r s  t h a t  l ive 

h e r e . They b a d  a beaut i f u l  h ome d own by t h e  r iv e r 

where t hey l iv e d . They were moved out o f  t he re . 

They w e r e  happy t h e r e . They were c ontent t h e re . 

T h e r e  i s  e ag l e s  i n  t h a t  area t o o  and a l o t  o f  d e e r , 

b u t  n ow t hey c an only go down t h e r e  f or a f e a s t . 

They c an ' t  l iv e  t he r e  a nymore because  t h e  d am bad 

t o  b e  built a n d  a l o t  of  our s ac r e d  ground s a r e  

u n d e r n e a t h  t h a t  d am . But s t i l l , that ' s  not 

e nough . I t ' s  t h e  new people that c ome t o  t h i s  p a r t  

o f  t h e  c ountry t h a t  want t o  b u i l d , b u i l d  s o  muc h 

a l ong t hat r iv e r  t h e y  want t o  make another R i vi e ra , 

bu t t hey don ' t  know what t h ey are doing t o  t h e  

w a t e r  a n d  w h a t  i t  i s  g o ing t o  be l ike i n  a f ew 
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y e ar s . We are  o n ly g o i n g  to have a r i v e r  t h a t ' s  

g o i n g  t o  b e  l o o ked a t . I t  i s  g o i n g  t o  b e  s o  d amn 

p o l l u t e d  t hat no o n e  i s  g o ing to want to d o  

a n y t h i n g  with i t , and t h at ' s  s i c k .  

Y o u  know , u s  p e o p l e  h e r e  b e l i e ve i n  t h em 

mount a i n s  and b e l ieve i n  a l l  this l and h e r e , and 

t ha t ' s  imp ortant to u s . We a r e  t a u g h t  t h a t  when we 

were kids , l i ke t h a t  l i t t l e  kid t h e r e , I g r ew up 

t h a t  w ay , but i t  i s  h a r d  to teach people t hat don ' t  

unde r s t a nd . I don ' t  r e a l l y  c a r e  I l ived wit hout i t . 

t h i s  l ong , and I am j u s t  a s  we l l  o f f . I am j u s t  

p r ou d . But s ome peop l e , t hey never g e t  e n ough , a n d  

t h ey w i l l  h u r t  any l and o r  any s p e c i e s  o r  a n y  

s t r e am o r  any t h i n g  t h a t  g r ows t o  g e t  t hat mighty 

d o l l a r . W h e r e  will i t  end? What w i l l  your f u t u r e  

c h i l dr e n  h ave ? I am n o t  o n l y  t a l king about my 

c h i l d r e n . I am t a l ki n g  about y o u  p e o p l e ' s  c h i l d r e n  

t o o . What a r e  y o u  g o i n g  t o  h av e  f o r  them? Y ou 

a r e n ' t  g o i n g  t o  h ave n o t h i n g . You are  g o i n g  t o  u s e  

i t  a l l  up a n d  d e s t r oy i t . A l l  y o u  a r e  g o i n g  t o  

h av e  i s  p i c t u r e s  a n d  s t o r i e s  t o  t e l l . 

I f e e l  s or ry f o r  t h i s  w h o l e  i s s u e . I t  i s  s ad .  

I don ' t  know what t o  t h i n k  b e c a u s e  my e l d e r s  

n e v e r  knew about t h i s . T h ey are c oncerned about 

t h at l and b e c a u s e  t he y  go out t h e r e , t he y  u s e  
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t h a t . S ome o f  the  l a s t  p l a c e s  they that they c a n  

u s e , w h e n  t h a t ' s  g o n e  t h e y  d o n ' t  have a nymor e .  

They are not g o i n g  t o  b e  h appy with your b e e f  a n d  

p o r k  a n d  potatoe s .  They h a v e  got their own f o o d s  

a n d  t h e y  e n j oy i t . I am s pe a king o n  both 

p r o j e c t s . Thank you . 

MS . TAN GORA : Terry Walker . 

MR . WALKE R :  I am Terry Walke r . My 

a d dr e s s  i s  5 0 1  S outh Z i n z e r  S t r e e t , Kennewic k ,  

W a s h i n g t o n . I am here i n  f avor o f  a l t e r native 

e n e rgy r e s our c e s , but I have a lot o f  c oncer n s . I 

h ave t alked t o  a l o t  o f  t h e  l o c a l  people here t o  

f i n d  out t h e i r  c on c e r n s , a n d  I h ave t a l ked t o  j u s t  

about everyone i n v o l v e d  w i t h  t h i s  D r a f t  E I S  

p r o c e s s . I have t a l ke d  t o  many o f  the  people h e r e  

a n d  c a l led a n d  t a l ked t o  t hem b e c a u s e  o f  my 

c o n c e r n s . That map over t h e r e i s  a l it t l e  b i t  

d ec e iv i n g  b e c au s e  i t  d o e s n ' t  s h ow the CARES 

p r o j e c t . That ' s  s t r i c t ly t h e  KENETECB p r o j e c t  o n  

t h at . 

I own j u s t  a sma l l  1 5 - a c r e  c hunk o f  l and r i g h t  

u p  a g a i n s t  C o lumb i a  Aluminum P l ant . And a s  a 

matter o f  f ac t , t h i s  s e c t i o n  r i ght here I am 

s u r rou nded on t h r e e  a i d e s  by t he KENETE C B  p r o j ect 

and t h e  CARES p r o j ec t  t o  t h e  s outh . I have a l o t  
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1 o f  c o n c e r n s . I s p e n t  s ix h o u r s  up t h e r e  today , a n d  

2 t h e r e  are  a l o t  o f  b i r d s  and prey up t h e r e . I 

3 h a p p e n e d  t o  s e e  two red t a i l  hawk s . Appa r e n t l y  

4 t h e y  a r e  n e s t i n g  up i n  that area . But where I am 

5 at y e t  t hey never s h ow up o n  the  E I S  f o r  e i ther 

6 c ompany , e s pec i a l l y  f o r  the  CARE S . That  c o n c e r n s  

7 

8 

9 

me . 

I am g o i n g  t o  addre s s  my c omme nt s t o  t h e  CAR E S  

pr o j e c t . I d o n ' t  know muc h about t h e  KENETE C B  

1 0  p r o j e c t  o t h e r  than what ' s  i n  my imme d i a t e  

1 1  v i c i n i ty . But I am very muc h c on c e r n e d  about t h e  

1 2  CAR E S  p r o j e c t  b e c au s e  turbine rows A ,  B ,  a n d  C a r e  

1 3  

1 4  

1 5  

w i t h i n  a h a l f  a mile o f  my l a nd . Turbine r ow B ,  

where t h e y  are s i t i n g t h e i r  northern mo s t  t u r b i ne 

i s  1 5 0  f e e t  t o  my l a nd . And a c c o r d i n g  t o  t h e  D r a f t  

1 6  E I S , n o i s e  leve l s  f o r r e s i d e nt i a l l y p l atted l a nd 

1 7  

1 8  

1 9  

c a n  b e  e x c e e d e d  and t h a t  very much c o nc e r n s  me . I 

have a s ked i f  it c ou l d  p o s s ibly be moved away . I n  

o r d e r  t o  s t ay h a l f  a mi le away , they would have t o  

2 0  e l im i n a t e  3 3  o f  t h e i r  9 1  turb i n e s  o n  t h a t  p r o j e c t , 

2 1  

2 2  

2 3  

a nd s o  I have a lot o f  c o n c e r n s  about t h a t . 

My s o n  a n d  I c o nduc ted a t e s t . I walked up t o  

w h e r e  t h e y  w i l l  b e  s it i n g  t u rb i ne s  i n  the  n o r t h e r n  

2 4  e n d  o f  R o w  B ,  a n d  I w a l k e d  up there a n d  I h a d  my 

2 5  s o n  s t ay down o n  our p l a c e  i n  the  c or n e r  a n d  I 
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c l apped my h a n d s  and h e  w a s  a b l e  t o  hear me . That 

re a l l y c o nc e r n s  me for t h e  s imp l e  f act t h a t  the  

n o i s e  l e ve l s  up there -- Everyone t h i n k s  t h a t  n o i s e  

l e ve l s  wou l d  b e  a b s o rbed up t h e r e , a nd it i s  not . 

I t a l ked in a n o rmal o u t s ide voice and he was  a b l e  

t o  te l l  m e  e x a c t l y  w h a t  I s a id . T h e  w i n d  p r ima r i l y  

b l ows f r om t h e  w e s t . KENETE C B  a s s u red me t hat I 

wou l d  n o t  be a b l e  t o  h e a r  the turbin e s . That ' s  why 

I am n o t  r e a l ly addre s s i n g  that t o o  muc h  b e c au s e  

t h e y  have kept t h o s e  a h a l f  m i l e  away e it h e r . Y e t  

i n  Novembe r ,  D e c embe r ,  J a n u a ry , a n d  i n  Febru ary a n d  

March whe n I w a s  u p  t h e r e  on my p l ac e , e a c h  o ne o f  

t h o s e  t imes up t h e r e  t h e  wind w a s  b l owing f r om t h e  

e a s t  or s o u t h e a s t . I be r e c e iving t h e  n o i s e  f r om 

t u r b i n e  Row B a n d  c .  T h o s e  a r e  the  o n e s  t h a t  are 

s i t e d , l i ke I s ay ,  v e ry c l o s e l y  t o  mine . All  t h r e e  

t u r b i n e  r o w s  A ,  B and C are w i t h i n  a 1 0 0  f ee t . 

A c t u a l l y C e n d s  up b e i ng a quarter o f  a m i l e , a nd I 

wou l d  r e a l l y  l i ke peop l e  t o  c o n s ider t h i s . I d o n ' t  

f e e l  t h a t  t h e  E I S , that s t u d i e s  have b e e n  done l o n g  

e n o u g h . I l o o k  a t  t he CARES pro j e c t  a n d  t hey d o n ' t  

e v e n  s h ow any red t a i l  hawks . I have a l s o  s tumb l e d  

upon s ome ow l s  up t here , and one w a s  a l a r g e  owl , 

a n d  i t  c ame out o f  the  b r u s h  a nd s c ared me b e c au s e  

i t  w a s  s o  s u d de n . T h e s e  a r e  a l l  r i g ht o n  or near 
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1 my p l ac e . I f  f ac t ,  today a r e d  t a i l  hawk took o f f  

2 f r om a tree o n  my p l ace and went up and f l ew on the  

3 

4 

s 

6 

7 

8 

9 

1 0  

1 1  

a r e a  turbine rows A ,  B a n d  c .  F o r  t h o s e  o f  you 

that d o n ' t  know , t h o s e  are the we s t e r n  three rows 

o n  that map u p  there t o  the l e f t . 

And s o  a s  I l o o k  a t  t h i s , I s ay , W e l l , i f  

nob ody s potted t h o s e , and I w a s  only u p  there f o r  

s i x  h o u r s  t o d ay a n d  I watc hed t h em for a t  l e a s t  2 0  

t o  3 0  minut e s  soar out over the  ridge and come b a c k  

and s e t t l e  d own i n  a tr e e , and t a ke o f f  back over 

the ridge and c ome back and s e t t l e  out on a tree o n  

1 2  my p l a c e  and f l ew o f f  t o  t h e  n o r t h  and c ame bac k .  

S o  w i t h  o t h e r s  I mu s t  s ay t h a t  w e  n e e d  t o  l o o k  a t  1 3  

1 4  

1 5  

1 6  

t h e  s t udi e s . The l a s t  s ev e r a l  y e a r s  there h a s  b e e n] 
a drought . I wonder i f  we have a n orma l year h ow 

t h a t  w i l l  a f f e c t  the  w i l d l i f e  u p  in t h i s  area . 

1 7  I have h a d  t h e  opportunity t o  - - I n  Dec emb e r  I 

1 8  w a l k e d  o n  C o l umb ia Alumi num ' s  l a nd and I c ounted 2 2  

1 9  d e e r  i n  one  bunc h up t h e r e  running a l ong the 

2 0  r i d g e . That r e a l l y  c o n c e r n s  me . I t ake my B oy 

2 1  S c ou t s  up t h e r e . I l ove t o  t a ke my Boy S c o u t s  up 

2 2  t h e r e  t o  d o  t h e ir nature s t u d i e s  a n d  their merit 

2 3  b ad g e  s t u d i e s ,  and I j u s t  f e e l  t ha t  s o  many t h i n g s  

2 4  

2 5  

a r e  i n c omp l e t e . I am r e a l l y  c o n c e rned about the  

n o i s e  i s s u e , e s pec i a l ly when I am so  c l o s e . I l 
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wou l d  u r g e  t h em t o  r e a l l y take a l o o k . I l o o k  a t  

the  CARES f l ow wind d e s i g n  o f  the  t u r b i n e  a nd u s u a l ­

gu ide wire  t owe r s . Y e t  KENETE C B  says  i n  t h e i r  

mi t i g a t i o n  me a s u r e s t h e y  are n o t  going t o  u s e  g u i d e  

w i r e s  t o  preve nt c o l l i s i o n  w i t h  b i rd s , a nd y e t  t h e  

f l ow wind d e s i g n  t u r b i n e  i s  going t o  u s e  g u i d e  

wir e s . I s ay , how c a n  y o u  j u s t i fy i n  o n e  D r a f t  E I S  

s a y  w e  are  n o t  g o i n g  t o  u s e  the wires and p r event 

b i r d  c o l l i s i o n , a nd i n  t h e  other E I S , we  are  going 

t o  use  the  wir e s . · I t s ay s  i n  there that they ,_.. 

r e a l i z e  there i s  g o i n g  t o  be s ome bird c o l l i s i o n  

w i t h  i t . I u n d e r s t a nd a s  many people  h ave s a id , 

y e s , I c a n  s e e  a l l  s id e s  o f  the  i s sue o n  t h i s . I 

l o o k  a t  the  LaFevr e s  a n d  L i n d e n s  a nd Hawk i n s  and 

a l l  t h o s e  who are g o i n g  t o  g e t  money f o r  t h i s . I 

c a n  und e r s t an d . T h e y  h ave got land that appe a r s  t o  

m e  a n d  o t h e r s  t h a t  a p p e a r s  t o  be unproduc t ive . 

T h i s  i s  a way t o  get s ome income f rom that l an d . I 

w a s  t a l king t o  C a l  a b o u t  t h i s . I t  mu s t  have b e e n  a 

y e a r  and a h a l f o r  two y e a r s  ago we d i s c u s s e d  i t  

f o r  about a n  h o u r  a nd b e  made m e  r e a l i z e  s ome o f  

t h e  t h i n g s  f r om h i s  p o i nt o f  v i ew . I c a n  --, 

und e r s t and what peop l e  s ay about the bird k i l l s . I 

d o n ' t  under s t and , t h o u g h , bow you are  going t o  

rro 

2 5  c o u n t  t h e  b i r d  k i l l s . The c oyotes  c l ean everyt h i n g  
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I 
I 
· a  
I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

1 up up there . I have had the c o y ot e s  when I have 

2 c amped up there c ome within 1 0 0  f e et o f  my f i re t o  

3 

4 

5 

s e e what i n  the  wo r l d  was g o i n g  o n . I c o u l d  s e e 

t h e i r  t racks  i n  the  s now wh i l e  I was c amping up 

t h e re . Anyt h i n g  that dies up there the c oyot e s  

6 c l e a n  up . I d o n ' t  know h ow you are  going to keep 

7 

8 

9 

1 0  

1 1  

t r a c k  o f  b i rd k il l s . Am I c o n c e r n e d ?  Yes , I am . 

I h a t e  t o  s e e  t h i n g s  l i ke that . I d o n ' t  want t o  

s t and i n  the way o f  p r o g re s s . 

I happen t o  work at one  o f  t h e s e  hydroe l e c t r ic 

dams f o r  the Army C o r p s  o f  E n g i n e e r s  up o n  the 

1 2  S n a k e River . Ye s ,  we h ave s ome s e r i o u s  problems . 

1 3  

1 4  

1 5  

Ye s ,  t h e y  d o  s h ut the  t u rb i n e s  d own during the p e e k  

r u n  o f  the  s a lmon t o  get t h e m  t h rough a s  t h e y  are 

m a k i n g  mi l l i o n s  o f  d o l l a r s  of  imp roveme n t s  r i g h t  

1 6  now t o  t ry and get the s al mo n  t h rou g h . Yet , I am 

1 7  

1 8  

1 9  

n o t  even s u r e  that ' s  g o i n g  t o  work . P e o p l e  a s k ,  

W e l l , h ow d o  you f e e l  about the  dam . I have t u r n e d  

o n  the  C o rp s  o f  E n g i n e e r s  s e v e r a l  t imes and g o t t e n  

2 0  i n  t r ou b l e  f o r  i t  f o r  them breaking r u l e s  on 

2 1  

2 2  

2 3  

2 4  

dumpi n g  o i l  i n  the  r i ve r s . I wa s t o l d , We are  

e s s e n t i a l l y t a l king about your j ob here , and I 

s a i d , We are t a l k i n g  about p o l l u t i n g  the  river wh e n  

y o u  dump 5 , 0 0 0  g a l l on s  o f  o i l  i n t o  t h e  Snake 

2 5  R i v e r . Yet I am s t i l l  worki n g  f o r  t h em a nd t h e y  
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d i d  q o  b a c k  and f i x  the turbine l e a k s  a nd prevent 

t h e  oil l e aks . So t h i n q s  can be f i xed . There are  

mi t i q a t i o n  f a c t o r s  h e r e . 

I am n o t  s u r e  everyone h a s  t h e  a n s w e r s  here . 

I am n o t  sure t h e r e  are  a n swe r s . B u t  y e s , I do 

want t o  see t he l and s t ay a s  i t  i s . Y e s , I c a n  

a l s o  s e e  w h e r e  we need a l t e r n a t ive e n e r qy 

re s ource s .  I work a t  a p l ac e  t h a t ' s  k i l l i n q  

s a lmo n . Every mo r n i n q  I d r ive d own t he d am ,  I l o o k  

and s ay w h a t  an uqly s i te t h a t  t h i n q  i s ,  t ha t  b i q  

c hu n k  o f  concrete with a powe r h ou s e ,  a n d  y e t  we 

a l l  want powe r t o o . S o  where d o  we draw the l ine ? 

I d o n ' t  know . I don ' t  have a n  an swe r .  I would --, 
l i ke t o  s e e  more s t u d i e s  done , e s p e c i a l l y  in the 

CAR E S  p r o j e ct . I wo u l d  t o  b e  i n s u r e d  t h a t  the  

t u r b i n e  i s s u e  wou l d  n o t  be a problem for  me . I 

h a ve t o  l i s t e n  t o  turbine n o i s e  every day , 4 0  hou r s  

a we e k ,  and I c ome u p  h e r e  t o  q e t  away f rom t hat 

type of n o i s e . Yet  a s  I l o o k e d  i n  the E I S , both 

the c umu l at ive n o i s e  impac t s , f r om the CARES 

p r o j e c t  i t s e l f , the  n o i s e  l e ve l s  are v e ry c l o s e , 

w i t h i n  one d e c i b e l  o r  i n  some c a s e s  c an be 

e x c e eded . 

I t a l k e d  t o  Greq Pe remba a n d  h e  put me in 

touch with t he i nd iv i du a l  who wa s doinq c ompute r  
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mod e l i n g  f or t h e  n o i s e .  B e  d i d  not actu a l ly g o  u p  

t h e r e  a nd s ound t e s t . They j u s t  put a l l  t h e  

i n f o rmation i n  h i s  c omp ute r .  I tal ked t o  the  guy 

for about h a l f  and hour a n d  he was expl a i n i n g  t o  me 

the c omput e r  mode l i n g  p r o c e s s . And I s a id , We l l , 

t h a t ' s  a l l  f i ne and good , but what the about s wa l e s  

a n d  wind d i r e c t i o n . B e  s ay s  h e  tried t o  t a ke t h a t  

i n t o  a c c ount t oo . I s a i d  what about the t r ee s . 

The t a l l e s t  t r e e s  o n  my p l a c e  are  maybe 7 5  f e e t  

t a l l . The s e  t h i n g s  a r e  1 4 0  f e e t  in t h e  a i r . S o  I 

s a id , What about t h o s e  n o i s e  leve l s . Be s a i d  i t  i s  

p r e tty hard t o  j udge what i s  going t o  happen 

be c a u s e  o f  t h e  swa l e s , e c h o e s  and the  way your 

voice bounc e s  around up there . I s a id , Y e s , I 

unde r s t and t h a t . I s a id , B ow h a s  t h i s  worked out 

1 6  f o r  y o u  i n  t h e  p a s t  o n  previous  st udi e s . I s a id , 

1 7  

1 8  

1 9  

2 0  

2 1  

2 2  

2 3  

2 4  

What h appened when you went back and actua l l y  

t e s t e d  t h e  n o i s e  lev e l s  a s  c ompared t o  your 

c omp u t e r  mode l .  And he s ay s , We l l , we  have never 

done  t h a t . Nob ody h a s  a s ked u s  t o . I s a id , We l l , 

h ow d o  you k n ow your c omp u t e r  mod el works f o r  t h e  

n o i s e . Be s a id , W e l l , n o body h a s  c omp l a ined . A n d  

i t  i s  kind o f  l a t e  t o  c omp l a i n  o n c e  the f a c t o ry i s  

bu i l t  n e x t  t o  your ho u s e . I t  i s  kind o f  tough t o  

2 5  c omp l a i n  and s ay i t  i s  t o o  n o i s y when you d i d n ' t  
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a m  t r y i n g  t o  s ay n ow . 

That ' •  what I ] 72 s ay s ome t h i ng b e f ore they b u i l t  it . 

W h e n  t h e  dec i s io n  i s  made , we r e a l ly n e e d  to 

look t h e s e  pro j e c t s  ov er , e s pec i a l ly t h i s CARES 

p r o j e c t  bec a u s e  it is r i ght a l o n g  the r i dg e . 

KENETEC B  h a s  t r i e d  to move t h e i r s  d own o f f  t h e  

s ky l i n e  a l ong the r idge , but t h e r e  a r e  a l o t  o f  

t h i n g s  t h a t  r e a l l y n e e d  to be taken a l o o k  at , a n d  

I d o  h ave f ive o r  s ix page s o f  t h i n g s  t h a t  I wou l d  

l i ke t o  s ubmit a n d  h ave a n s we r e d . T hat ' s  a l l  I 

have . 

MS . TANGORA : Jo Barke r . 

MS . BARKE R : My n ame i s  Jo B a r ke r . I 

r e s ide a t  P . O .  Box 5 7 2 ,  Mos e r , O regon , 9 7 0 4 0 .  I am 

g o i ng to s p e a k  about both p r o j e c t s . 

We mu s t  n o t  f o rget the v a l u ab l e  l e s s o n  r i g h t  

b e f ore our e y e s  o f  the hy dropower d a m s  o n  t h e  

C o lumb i a  R iv e r . Their t u rbine s h a v e  b e e n  

c o n s t r u c t e d  t o  k i l l  migrating j uv e n i l e  s a lmon a s  

we l l  a s  t h e  a d u l t s  returning t o  s pawn i n  t h e  home 

t r ibutory . S a l mon are a f f e c ted by t h e  d ams i n  

a lmo s t  every p h a s e  o f  their l ive s . T h e s e  dams h av e  

a l r e ady c omp l e t e d  to ne ar o r  c omp l e t e  t h e  

e x t i n c t i o n  t h e  me nage r iou e f i s h  rune  o f  t h e  mighty 

2 5  C o lumb i a . T h e r e  i s  n o  mit igation p o s s ib l e  f o r  t h e  
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2 0  

e xt inct ion o f  s a l mon or o f  a ny s pec ie s . Forty t o  

s i xty y e a r s  a g o  b i o l o g i s t s  b e l ieved t h at t h e  dams 

wou l d  l e ad to the e x t i n c t i o n  of one o f  the great e s t  

me n a g e r i o u s  f i s h e r i e s  i n  t he w o r l d . Now , 

s imi l ar l y , s ev e r a l  c omp a n i e s are  prop o s ing t o  bui l d  

w i n d  p ower t u r b i n e s  t h a t  k i l l  b i r d s , particu l a r ly 

t h e  r ap t o r s  i n  the  e a s t  G o r g e . 

The  i n du s t ry c o l l e c t iv e l y  c o ntro l s  more t h a n  

1 5 , 0 0 0  ac r e s  t h e r e  where t h e y  w a n t  t o  c onstruct 

s ome 9 0 0  wind turbine s with more und oubtedly t o  be 

a dded l at e r . More wind f a rms are  being prop o s e d  

f o r Umat i l l a , O r e g o n  a n d  W a l l a  W a l l a , Washingt o n . 

T h e r e  c o u l d  b e  eventu a l l y t u r b i ne s t r ings  extending 

1 4 0  mi l e s  f r om G o l d e nd a l e  t o  W a l l a  Wal l a .  

I a s k  t h i s  a u d i e n c e  t o n i g ht t o  t e l l  me what 

numb e r  o f  bird s t r i ke s  wou l d  b e  ac c ept ab l e . I t  i s  

a d i f f i c u l t  q u e s t i o n , n o  doubt . A s imi l ar qu e s t i o n 

w a s  p o s e d  at a m e e t i n g  c a l l e d  by t h e  C a l i f o r n i a  

E n e r gy C ommi s s i o n  i n  l at e  1 9 9 2 . A s p e c i a l  a g e n t  

w i t h  t h e  F i s h  a n d  Wi l d l i f e  S e rvi c e , w h i c h  happ e n s  

2 1  t o  b e  t he p r imary a g e n c y  h a v i n g  s t atu t o ry authority 

2 2  o n  t h e  av i a n  mort a l ity r e s p onded that , quote , The 

2 3  a c c e p t a b l e  mort a l i ty r a t e  i s  z e ro , and the l aw i s  

2 4  t h e  l aw ,  u nquote . 

2 5  The  B a l d  and G o l d e n  E a g l e  Prot e c t ion Act and 
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M i g r a t ory B ir d  T re aty Ac t ,  a s  w e l l  a s  E ndangered l 
S p e c i e s  Ac t wou l d  make c r imi n a l s  with any p owe r 

c ompany that w a s  r e s po n s ible  f o r  a turbine that 

k i l l e d  a s in g l e  b i r d . S he t h e n  made r e f er e nc e  t o  

t he C h r i s t i a n  l aw ,  t h ou s h a l l  not k i l l . T h e  

s p e c i a l  agent expr e s s e d  s e r iou s c o n c e r n s  over 

KENETECB wind power s t u d i e s  o n  how l a r g e r  wind 

t u r b i n e s  wou l d  a f f e c t  b i r d  popu l ation , s ay i ng t h a t , 

quote , W h i l e  the  s tudy may y i e l d  i n f ormatio n , t h i s  

s t udy w i l l  not prevent migrat ory birds  and e ag l e s  

f r om be ing k i l l e d , u nquote . 

O u r  r e g i o n a l  d i r e c tor o f  t h e  F i s h  and Wil d l i f e  

S e r v i c e  i n  P o r t l and t o l d  l oc a l  u t i l ity c ompa n i e s  

t h a t  t h ey c o u l d  be p r o s ec u t e d  i f  t h e  turbine s 

h a rmed prot e c t e d  s p e c i e s  and other birds . Marvin 

P l e n a r t , t h i s  R e g i o n a l  1 d i r e c t o r  o f  the  S e r v i c e  

s a i d , We b e l i eve i l l e g a l  l o s s e s  mu s t  be addre s s e d  

t o  t h e  deve l opme nt o f  s a f e  t u r b i n e s  a n d  n o t  t hr o u g h  

m i t i g a t i on payme n t s . We f u rt h e r  b e l ieve t h e s e  

c ompa n i e s  mu s t  be r e qu i r e d  t o  c omp ly with f ede r a l  

l aw .  The  app l i c a b l e  l a w s  do not c on t a i n  provi s i o n s  
I 

wh i c h  a l l ow l a rg e  c or p o r a t i o n s  t o  s imply mitigate 

2 3  n o n c omp l ianc e . The  F i s h  a n d  W i ld l i f e  S e rvice n ow 

2 4  s ay s  that t h e y  s u pport t h e  a dmi n i strat ion ' s  goal o f  

2 5  dev e l oping a n d  e x p a n d i n g  r e newable e n e rgy sourc e s  
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5 

s u c h  a s  wind powe r . There fore t h e y  wi l l ,  quote , 

a s s i s t t h e  wind powe r indu s t ry with deve l opme nt o f  

wind power t e c h n o l ogy t hat i s  n o t  det rime n t a l  t o  

b i r d s , e n d  q u ot e . 

T h i s  i s  f r om the u . s .  F i s h  and W i l d l i f e  

6 S e rv ic e . I f  we need t o  do more s t u di e s  o f  wind 

7 f arms and avian i s s u e s , why n o t  l o o k  a t  C a l i f or n i a , 

8 at A l t amont P a s s  where prac t i c a l ly 4 0  g o l d e n  e a g l e s  

9 a r e  k i l l e d  a n u a l l y . There s h ou l d  be more t h a n  

1 0  e n o u g h  d a t a  t h e r e  t o  s t u dy . Al l t h e s e  d e a t h s  a r e  

1 1  

1 2  

1 3  

1 4  

1 5  

i n  v i o l a t i o n  o f  t h e  f ederal l aw .  The l aw i s  put 

there for a r e a s o n , t o  protect t h e  v i a b l e  

p op u l at i o n s . Forty golden e a g l e , c ou nt l e s s  o t h e r  

raptor d e a t h s  a year a t  one s i t e  a l o n e  i s  tot a l l y 

u n a c c e p t a b l e . Even the  N a t i o n a l  Aud ibon S o c iety 

1 6  o r g i n a l 1 y  c a l l e d  f o r a mora tor i um o f  wind powe r 

1 7  c o n s truct i o n  i n  the we s t . 

1 8  Now t h e  c h i e f  s c i e n t i s t  h a s  c a l led f o r  a 

1 9  mo r a t o r ium o n  new wind deve l opment i n  important 

2 0  b i r d  a r e a s . T h at ' s  the key , important bird a r e a s . 

2 1  

2 2  

2 3  

The  C o lumb i a  River i s  a n  extremely important b ird 

a re a . I t  i s  p r obably the most s i g n i f i cant 

e a s t / we s t  migratory route f o r  avian s p e c i e s  i n  t h e  

2 4  we s t . T h e  propo sed KENETE C B / CARE S wind f arm s i t e s  

2 5  a l o n g  t h e  C o l umb i a  B i l l s  ove r l o o k i n g  t he r iv e r  i s  
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c r u c i a l  t o  the  b i rd . Add i t i o n a l ly , t he n o rt h e r l y  

f l ows o f  t he D e s c h u t e s  and John Day Rive r s  into the  

C o lumbia ne arby f o rm the nort h / s ou t h  migratory 

r o u t e  f o rmi n g  a ma j o r mi gratory c r o s s r o a d s  by the 

s i t e . There are  s ome , t houg h ,  that would h ave u s  

b e l i e v e  t he s e  are  n o t  migratory c r o s s ro a d s  o r  

imp o r t a nt b i r d  are a s . S e v e r a l  W a s h i n g t o n  wi l d l i f e  

b i o l o g i s t s  however h ave s t a t e d  t ha t  t h i s  p r op o s e d  

s i t e  h a s  g r e a t  a v i a n  s i g n i f ic a n c e  a n d  t h e  turb ine s 

c ou l d  h ave a p otent i a l l y deva s t at in g  impact o n  

avian s p e c i e s  t here . T h e y  have s ug g e s t e d  that it 

is not a n  appropriate s i te f or a wind f a rm . We 

n e e d  to answer fun dame n t a l  q u e s t i o n s  about f u t u r e  

popu l a t i o n  impac t s  t o  b i rds . 

BA o f  N a t i onal Audibon s ay s  t ha t  the  mo s t  

imp o r t ant t h i n g  i s  t o  make s u re t h a t  t h e  ne c e s s ary 

r e s e a r c h  g e t s  f u nded and c omp l e ted . For t h i s  

r e a s o n I be l i eve t h a t  more t ime , a t  l e a s t  a t hr e e  

t o  f iv e  y e a r  thorough s t u dy s ho u l d  b e  c on d u c t ed 

l o c a l ly , e s p e c i a l ly c o n s id e r i n g  c umu l at ive impac t s  

2 1  o f  t h e s e  wind f a rms . Some s e e  o n l y  a two y e a r  

2 2  w i n d ow o f  opportunity f or t h e  w i n d  i nd u s try t o  s how 

2 3  t h a t  wind power i s  a n  e c onomi c a l ly v i a b l e  s ource o f  

2 4  e n e rgy here . Y e t  George S t r i c ker , t h e  

2 5  r e p r e s e nt a t ive f o r  the  DAWN ( p h o n e t i c ) Wind Powe r 
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1 C ompany was quoted a s  s a y i n g , We a r e  s e c u r i n g  a 

2 numbe r o f  g o od s i t e s  and a re i nve s t i n g  care f u l ly s o  

3 we w i l l  be r e ady t o  b u i l d  i n  t h e  next f ive t o  t e n  

4 y e a r s , but we a r e  i n  n o  r u s h . C omp any r e p s  have 
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s a id s o l u t i o n s  a r e  a t  l e a s t  e i g h t  t o  t e n  y e a r s  

away , s o  we n e e d  t o  t ake m o r e  t ime f or the s e  

s ol u t i o n s  t o  c ome o n  l i ne . 

For t he s e  r e a s o n s  I f e e l  t hat BPA and 

K l i c k i t a t  C ou n ty s h ould deny KENETECB and CARE S· 

p r o p o s a l s  at t h i s  t ime u n t i l  s ome r e a l  s o l u t i o n s  t o  

t h e  b i rd k i l l s  i s  d e r ived a n d  c r i t i c a l  habitat i s  

n o t  t a k e n  away f r om t h e  bird . What p ower p l a n t s  

a r e  we not g oi n g  t o  b u i l d  i f  we o p t  n ow f or w i nd 

p owe r ?  What dams w i l l  be taken out because  o f  t h e  

wind f a rms ? None . 

MS . TAN GORA : David T i e s . 

MR . T I E S : My n ame i s  David T i e s . I am 

t h e  p r e s ident of the  C o lumb i a  Gorge Audibon . I wa s 

d i s c ou r a g e d  t o  h e a r  o u r  pa s t  p r e s i d e n t  propose  a 

min imum o f  1 5 0  wind p ower mac h i n e s  o n  e a c h  o f  o n e  

o f  the  t w o  s it e s , b e c a u s e  I b e l ieve t h a t  both s i t e s  

a r e  s imply t o o  s i g n i f i c a n t  even t o  a l l ow t h i s  t e s t 

l e ve l  o f  wind p owe r . O u r  c h i e f  s c i e n t i s t  o f  the  

National Audibon has  c ome up with t h i s  test  t hat 

wou l d  a l l ow 1 5 0  ma c h i n e s  i f  i t  was n o t  a n  imp o r t a nt 
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b i r d  a r e a .  But w e  b e l ieve that a l l  the evidence i s  

i n d i c a t i n g  t h a t  i t  i s , s o  we a r e  p r opo s i n g  t h a t  n o  

c o n s truc t i o n  o f  w i n d  p owe r mac h i n e s  be b u i l t  o n  

t he s e  t w o  s i t e s  b e c a u s e  there i s  j u s t  s imp ly t o o  

impo r t a n t  o f  a s i te . 

L a s t  y e a r  t h e  r e g ional director o f  t h e  u . s .  

F i s h  and W i l d l i f e S e r v i c e  expre s s� d  a growing 

c o n c e r n  over k i l l ing o f  eagles and migr a t o ry b ir d s  

a s s oc i a t e d  w i t h  t h e  e x p a n s i o n  o f  w i n d  powe r t u r b i n e  

i ndu s t ry . B e  s t at e d  t h a t  i t  i s  important t o  

addr e s s  s e r i o u s  e n v i r o nme ntal i s s u e s  whic h have 

been i d e n t i f i e d  w i t h  wind turbine s as  c u r r e n t l y  

d e s i g n . Two s tu d i e s  o f  a v i a n  mo rtal ity have b e e n  

c o n c l u d e d  s i n c e  1 9 8 4 . T h e s e  s t u d i e s  a n d  o t h e r  

s ou rc e s  have revea l e d  a d i s turbingly h i g h  l o s s  o f  

f e d e r a l ly p r o t e c t ed b i r d s . The  u . s .  F i s h  and 

Wi l d l i f e  S e rv i c e  has n o t i f ied all ma j o r  wind p owe r 

c omp an i e s o f  c on f l ic t  with f e d e r a l  w i l d l i f e  l aws i n  

1 9 8 7 . I nd u s t ry expan s i o n  h a s  c on t i nu e d  without a 

s o l u t i o n  to t h e  mort a l i ty . The r e g i o n a l  d i r e c t or 

o f  t h e  u . s .  F i s h  a n d  W i l d l i f e  S e rvice s a y s  h e r e , We 

b e l ieve i t  is important t o  addre s s  s e r i o u s  

e nv i r o nmen t a l  i s s u e s  whic h h a v e  b e e n  ident i f i e d  

w i t h  w i n d  t u r b i n e s  s in c e  currently d e s i g n e d . W e  

0 

81 

2 5  s imp l y  wou l d  n o t  l i k e  t o  see  one  p r o b l em re s o lved 
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1 by c r e a t i n g  a problem t hat wou l d  be a s  s e r i o u s  i n  

2 n a t u r e . 
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The  u . s .  F i s h  a n d  Wi l d l i f e  S e r v i c e  i s  

p a r t i c u l a r l y  c o ncerned ove r r e c e nt propo s a l s  t o  

e x p a n d  t o  environme n t a l l y  s e n s it ive a r e a s  u n t i l  a 

s o l u t i o n  t o  t h e  k i l l i n g  i s  deve l o pe d . F o r  examp l e , 

t h e r e  a r e  c u r r e n t  propo s a l s  t o  p l a c e  approximat e l y  

4 4 0  t u r b i n e s  a l ong t h e  C o l umb i a  R i v e r  i n  Wa s h i n g t o n  

a n d  O r e g o n . The t u r b i n e s  a r e  t o  be p l ac ed a d j a c e n t  

t o  t h e  C o l umb i a  River G o r g e  a r e a s  a t  l o c at i o n s  

k n own t o  be f r equented by g o l d e n  e a g l e s , b a l d  

e a g l e s  a n d  p e r e g r i n e  f a l c on s . P e r e g r i n e  f a l c o n s  

have b e e n  r e pr o duc i n g  a l on g  t h e  C o l umb i a  River 

Gorge within t h e  p a s t  f ive y e a r s . B e c a u s e  t h i s  

e x p a n s i on i s  w i t h i n  the  f u l l  knowledge o f  t h e  

p o t e n t i a l  t a k i n g  o f  migratory b i r d s  a n d  s p ec i e s , w e  

i n t e n d  t o  o p e n  c r imi n a l  inve s t i g a t i o n s  and document 

a l l  l o s s e s . 

The  u . s .  F i s h  and Wi l d l i f e  S e rvic e b e l i ev e s  

i l l e g a l  l o s s e s  mu s t  be a d dr e s s e d  t o  t h e  devel opme n t  

o f  s a f e  t u r b i n e s  a n d  n o t  t h r o u g h  m i t i g a t i o n . We 

f u r t h e r  bel ieve the s e  c omp a n i e s  mu s t  be required t o  

c omp l y  with f ed e r a l  l aw . T h e  app l i c a b l e  l aw s  do 

not c o n t a i n  provi s i o n s  whic h a l l ow l a r g e  

c o r p o r a t i o n s  t o  s imp l y  mi t i gate n o n c omp l i a n c e . 
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T h e r e  i s  n o  qu e s t i on t h a t  wind turbine s a s  they a r e  

c u r r e n t l y  de s i gn e d  a n d  o p e r a t e d  p o s e  a s i g n i f ic a n t  

t h r e at t o  mig r a t o ry b i r d  popu l a t i o n s . I f  e xpa n s i o n  

i s  a l l owed t o  m o v e  f o rwa r d  throughout the nation 

without proper s a f e g u a r d s  i n  t h e  c u r r e n t  s ituation 

it c a n  o n ly g e t  wo r s e . 

C a r l  Donner f r om t h e  Wa s h i ngton Dep artment o f  

F i s h  a n d  W i l d l i f e  a dmon i s h e d  people t h a t  

c o n t r i b u t e d  o n  t h e  a v i a n s ,  t h a t  they were put t i n g  

t h e i r  E I S  b e f ore - - t h e y  were doing i t  be f ore they 

h a d  t h e  avian s t u dy d o n e . I t  s ay s  h e r e , t h e  avi a n  

r e p o r t  w o u l d  po s s ibly be c omp l e te d  i n  the  f a l l  o f  

1 9 9 4 . P ower o f  Dra f t  E I S  i s  s c he d u l e d  t o  be i s s u e d  

i n  t h e  s umme r  o f  ' 9 4 ,  e v e n  b e f ore the  avian s t u dy 

i s  c omp l e te d . I t  i s  o u r  p o s i t i o n  t h a t  the  D r a f t  

E I S  s h o u l d  not b e  i s s u e d  u nt i l  a f t e r  t h e  avian 

s tu dy i s  c omp l e t e d . I f  i t  is t h oroughly a n a ly z ed ,  

t h e  p r o j e ct i s  t h e n  de s i g n e d  t o  a c c ommo date t h e  

re s u l t s  o f  the  s tu dy . O f  a n y  o t h e r  approach we 

w ou l d  s u g ge s t  the  a v i a n  s tudy i s  me re , quot e , 

wi ndow dr e s s ing , wh i c h  wou l d  have l it t l e o r  n o  

impac t o n  t h e  f i n a l  p r o j e c t  de s i g n . The  D r a f t  E I S  

s h ou l d  s h ow t h a t  the  p r o p o s e d  d e s i g n  o f  the  

pr o j e c t , we  b e l i e v e  if  pre s umpt u o u s  t h e  de s ig n  o f  

pr o j e c t  i s  s u pp o s e d  t o  a c c ommodate the  n e e d s  o f  
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w i l d l i f e . 

I f  y o u  wi l l  n o t i c e  t he dat e s  o n  the  avi an 

s t udy and the  D r a f t  E I S ,  the  avi a n  s t udy is l i s t e d  

a s  c oming u p  t he mo n t h  a f t e r  t h e  D r a f t  E I S . I 

t h i n k  that t h e y  were s t i l l  done i n  imprope r 

6 s e quence . 

7 David And e r s on f rom t h e  State D e p artme nt o f  

8 F i s h  a n d  W i l d l i f e  s ay s , I am concerned t h a t  d a t a  

9 
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1 5  

c o l l e c t i o n  h a s  b e e n  i n i t i a t e d  prior t o  t he 

d e v e l o pment o f  c ompreh e n s ive methodol ogy f o r  t h i s  

p ro j e c t . O u r  c o n c e r n s  a r e  that the  1 9 9 3 / 9 4  w i n t e r  

s u rvey p e r iod h a s  n o t  b e e n  adequat e l y  c ov e r e d  due 

t o  the  late s t art o f  the  avian s tudy . P o o r  

o b s e rvat i o n  w e a t h e r  i n  Decemb er and January , 

t ra n s i t i o n  b e twe e n  c ontractors  and a l ac k  o f  s ound 

1 6  me thodol ogy d u r i n g  t h i s  winter p e r i o d  i n d i c a t e  a 

1 7  

1 8  

1 9  
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l ack o f  s u f f i c i e n t  i n f o rmation t o  adequ a t e l y  review 

w i n t e r  s t u d i e s . The n e e d  f or further s u rv e y s  next 

winter may b e  warranted . The Washington S t a t e  F i s h  

a n d  W i l d l i f e  b i o l o g i s t  h e r e  i s  s t a t i n g  t h i s  p r o j e c t  

i s  o n  a f a s t t r ac k ,  muc h  too f a s t . The b i g g e s t  

b i o l o g i c a l  a r gument a g ai n s t  t h e  pro j e ct i s  o n l y  o n e  

y e a r  o f  surve y s  i s  done . There i s  n o  w a y  y o u  c a n  

2 4  make p r o j e c t i o n s  o r  ma n i f e s t de c i s i o n s  b a s e d o n  o n e  

2 5  y e a r  o f  s u rvey s .  
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The mit i g a t i o n  me a s u r e s  f o r w i l d l i f e  a r e  1 

2 

3 

4 

s imp ly t e r r ib l e . One g e t s  t h e  d i s t inct f e e l i ng 

t h a t  the  doc ument i s  s imply a n  a dve r t i s ement f o r 

t h e  p r o j e c t  r a t h e r  t h a n  a n  o b j e c t ive b i o l o g i c a l  a n� 
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e c o n omic a s s e s s ment . I t  g o e s  o n  a n d  o n  i n  that 

v a i n . 

I d i d  a l i t t l e  s w i f t  c a l c u l a t i o n . I f  we g e t  

t h e  3 4 5  mac h i n e s that wou ld eventu a l ly be p r opo s e d  

f o r b o t h  p r o j e c t s , w e  wou l d  h av e  about 1 0 2  a c r e s 

b e i n g  swept by t h e s e  p r op s . O n  the  CARES s i t e  we 

wou l d  h ave 1 7 2  and a h a l f  a c r e s  swept by t h e s e  

p r op s . The s e  p r o p s  a r e  g o i ng around f a s t  e n ough 

t h a t  if  you h a d  the  sun  t o  t h e  bac k of  you a n d  y o u  

a r e  l oo k i n g  at t h em ,  you h a v e  g o t  a s ha dow o f  t h e  

p o l e  g o i n g  o n t o  t h e  p r op s . Y o u  c an ac tua l ly s e e  

t h e  s h ad ow o f  t h e  p o l e  o n  t h e  prop s . That ' s  how 

f a s t  t h ey are g o i n g  a r ound . 

We b e l ieve t h a t  i t  i s  t h e  wrong t e c h n o l ogy f o r  

t h e  wrong s i t e  a n d  w e  hope t h a t  t h e s e  pr o j ec t s  a r e  

n o t  approv ed . Than k you . 

MS . TAN GORA : N ancy Newe l l . 

MS . N EWELL : My n ame i s  N a n c y  N ewe l l . I 

am p r e s i de n t  o f  the  Board o f  N o rt hwe s t  

2 4  E n v i r onme n t a l  Advocate s .  My addr e s s  i s  3 9 1 7  

2 5  N o r t h e a s t  S ki dmore , Po r t l a n d , Oreg o n . 
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1 I h ave b e e n  a v o l u n t e e r  s i n c e  the event o f  

2 T h r e e  Mi l e  I s l a nd in the  e nvir o nme n t a l  c ommunity . 

3 I have never made a p e n ny o n  a l l  t h e  e f f o r t s  t ha t  I 

4 have made on b e h a l f o f  t ry i n g t o  make the e a r t h  a 

5 l i t t l e  b i t  mo re habitable p l ac e . I t  i s  indeed a 

6 t ra g edy that t oday we f ac e  c i rcumstanc e s  o f  

7 e x t i n c t i o n  a s  de s c r ibed s o  b e au t i f u l l y  by C h i e f 

8 J a c k s o n . We t ry our be s t  t o  mitigate what i s  a 

9 c r i s i s  s i tu a t i o n  beyond anyone ' s  ima g i n at i o n . I 

1 0  t h i n k  when I w a s  a kid growing u p  i n  my sma l l  

1 1  c ommu n i ty I had n o  i d e a  t h a t  by t h i s  t ime the b i r d  

1 2  p o pu l a t i o n  would be very minimal within a s h ort 

1 3  

1 4  

1 5  

s p a n  o f  t ime . 

I t  i s  very d i f f i c u l t  t o  make t h e s e  c h o i c e s . 

T h e r e  i s  n o  que s t i o n  about it , but b e i n g  f a c e d  w i t h  

1 6  a c r i s i s  o f  a nuc l e ar a c c ident , the  c ho i c e  t h a t  h a d  

1 7  

1 8  

1 9  

t o  be made , i t  w a s  f a i r l y  e a s y  t o  d o . There w a s  n o  

que s t i o n  i n  m y  m i n d  t h a t  nuc l e ar power wa s not t h e  

a n swer t o  a h a b i t a b l e  e a r t h  f o r  the  f u t u r e  at a n y  

2 0  t ime . There w a s  n o  que s t io n  when I v i s i ted my h ome 

2 1  

2 2  

2 3  

2 4  

l a nd i n  Min n e s o t a  a s  w e l l  a s  New York t hat acid 

r a i n  w a s  the a n swer t o  a habitable p l a c e . 

We are  f ac i ng t oday a s  a r e s u l t  o f  our e f f o r t s  

a c l o s i n g  nuc l e a r  p l a n t . T h e  c ho i c e s  t hat w e  mu s t  

2 5  make , t h i s  i s  a r e a l ity , we have t o  make c h o i c e s  o f  
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1 0  

1 1  

1 2  

1 3  

1 4  

1 5  

1 6  

1 7  

1 8  

1 9  

2 0  

2 1  

2 2  

2 3  

2 4  

2 5  

what f o rms o f  e n ergy we a r e  g o i n g  t o  u s e  t o  move 

i n t o  t h e  f u t u r e . T h i s  o r g a n i z at i o n  has b e e n  v e ry 

a c t ive i n  s e e k i ng a s  many way s p o s s ible t o  c o n s e rve 

e n e rgy . Twe nty y e a r s  a g o  we we r e  the f i r s t  

o r g a n i z at i o n  t o  b r i n g  i n  I v a r  Levance ( p honetic ) 

w h o  s t a t e d  t h e  amount o f  e nergy t o  be s aved by 

c o n s e rv a t i o n  f ar exceeds a nybody ' s  wilde s t  dre ams . 

A l ot o f  what h e  p r e d i c t e d  h a s  b e e n  carried out 

t oday . A l o t  of  what h e  p r e d i c t e d  rema i n s  to  b e  

c a r r i e d  o u t  t oday . But we a r e  f a cing a c r i s i s  

s i t u a t i on w i t h  c l o s ing t h e  nu c l e a r  p l a nt d own , a n d  

t he u t i l i t i e s  a n s w e r s  a r e  temp o ra ry , c heap g a s  

pump s . 

I h a v e n ' t  h e a r d  a ny t e s t imony t oday o n  human 

b i r d  h a b i t a t s  were l o s t  as a r e s u l t  of the  ma j o r  

f l o o d i n g  i n  C a l i f o r n i a .  I h ave n ' t  heard t o d ay a ny 

t e s t imony o f  how many b i r d s  were l o s t  i n  t h e  

t raumatic f l o o d s  i n  t h e  Midwe s te r n  p l a ne s . C o u l d  

i t  e v e n  c omp are , a n d  I a m  n o t  s aying t hat a ny b i r d  

l o s s  i s  a c c e p t ab l e . But w h e n  w e  are  f aced with 

t h e s e  kinds  of  c h o ic e s , we c a n ' t  avoid r e a l i ty of  

w h a t  we have t o  f ac e  as  r e s po n s i b i l i ty . W e  c a n  

s t a n d  h e r e  a n d  s ay we s up p o rt a lt e rnat ive e n e rgy . 

W e  c a n ' t  o n  t he o t h e r  h a n d  s a y , We l l , it b a s  t o  b e  

de s i g ne d  e x a c t l y  t o  prevent a ny po s s ib l e  
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1 e nv i r o nme n t a l  impact what s o eve r .  We have t o  be 

2 a c c o u n t a b l e  f o r  t a k i n g  a s t a n d  t hat f it s  with the 

3 r e a l ity o f  what we are  d e a l i n g  w i t h . The  C T s  t h a t  

4 a r e  p r o p o s e d  are  a c t iv e . S ome o f  t h e s e  C T s  don ' t  

5 r e q u i r e  any e nv i ronme n t a l  imp a c t  s t a t ement s .  The 

6 l aw do e s n ' t  r e qu i r e  i t . They are  s ma l l  e n o ug h , a n d  

7 

8 

9 

1 0  

1 1  

t h e y  a r e  g o i n g  t o  have a trauma t i c  impact over a 

p e r i o d  o f  t ime t h a n  the  wind turb i n e s and mo re s o , 

mu c h  more s o . 

The  i s s u e s  t h a t  have b e e n  r a i s e d  h e r e , a s  

E u g e n e  p o i n t e d  o u t  i n  t h e  D r a f t  E I S , i t  i s  a 

1 2  c r i t i c a l  p a r t  o f  t h e  proc e s s  t h a t  i s  working with 

1 3  

1 4  

1 5  

1 6  

1 7  

1 8  

1 9  

a n  o r g a n i z a t i on s u c h  a s  KENETE C B . I t  i s  a n  

appro a c h a b l e  o r g a n i z a t i o n . I t  i s  a n  o r g a n i z at i o n  

t h a t  we c a n  make s u gg e s t i o n s  f o r  i n c r e a s ing b i r d  

popu l a t i o n s . I think c e r t a i n l y  t h e r e  wou l d  a n  

a u d i e n c e  t ha t  wou l d  l i s t e n  i n  t h a t  o r g a n i z a t i o n . 

T he f ac t  t h a t  we h ave t o  make t he s e  c h o i c e s  i s  

c e r t a i n l y  n o t  the  b e s t . I mean , I t h i n k t h a t  t h e  

2 0  G o r g e  area  i s  o ne o f  the  mo s t  beaut i f u l  p l ac e s  I 

2 1  have e v e r  s e e n . That ' s  why I moved t o  Or e g o n . But 

2 2  we a l s o  have t o  make a c c o u n t a b l e  dec i s i o n s . I 

2 3  t h i n k  t he t iming o f  t he pro j e c t  w i t h  t h e  Au dibon 

2 4  S o c i e t y  f e e l s  t h a t  t h e r e  are s o  many o t h e r  s it e s  

2 5  r e a d i l y  a v a i l a b l e  t h a t  I am s u re t h a t  a l l  the wind 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

p ower c omp anie s w o u l d  j ump at . But n o  matter where 

t hey att empt t o  p l ac e  t h e s e ,  there are  

c i rcumstanc e s , whether it be repti l e s , whether i t  

be b i r d s , wh e t h e r  i t  b e  o t h e r  s p e c ie s . T h e r e  a r e  

5 

6 

7 

8 

a lway s a r e a s  t h a t  are  g o i n g  t o  be imp a c t e d  by the  

use  of  wind powe r . So  I t h i n k  we have t o  i n  J d eve l o p i n g  t h i s  D r a f t  E I S  s t r ike s ome f orm o f  

b a l a n c e , a n d  t h a t ' s  what o u r  org ani z at i on attempt s  

g 
1 0  

1 1  

1 2  

t o  d o . 

I have worked a s  a v o l u n t e e r . I d on ' t  g e t  a 

d ime f r om any c o r p o r a t i o n  o f  a ny kind , and I have 

j u s t  as mu c h  r e g a r d  f o r  the  e nvironment a s  any 

1 3  p e r s o n  i n  t h i s  r oom . Thank you . 

1 4  MS . TAN GORA : The f i n a l  p e r s on I have o n  

1 5  t h e  l i s t  r i g h t  now i s  I r i s  B arvey . Are t h e r e  o t h e r  

1 6  p e o p l e  who are g o i n g  t o  want t o  s p e a k ?  B i l l  

1 7  Layt o n . 

1 8  MR . LAYTON : I am B i l l  Layt o n . I l ive in 

1 9  G o l d e n d a l e . I d o n ' t  t h ink anybody l i k e s  t h e  idea 

2 0  

2 1  

2 2  

2 3  

o f  l oo k i n g  at t h em , but maybe we h ave t o  g e t  u s e d  
...., 

t o  i t . I t  s e emed t o  me r e a d i n g  i t  t h a t  maybe i f  

y o u  l o s t  s ix t o  twenty hawks o r  e a g l e s ,  maybe you 

c ou l d  f ind a way t o  r e p l ac e  them . Maybe you c o u l d  

2 4  buy habitat o r  s ome way t o  r e p l a c e  what we l o se . 

2 5  S o  maybe there i s  s ome t h in g , a win win f or 
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1 everybody . My c omme n t s  are p e rtaining t o  bot h --

2 p r o j e c t s . I t  j u s t  s e e med when I read it i f  you 

3 

4 

l o s e  2 0  b i rd s , maybe we c a n  buy them s ome p l a c e  

e l s e . Maybe there i s  a s p o t  where w e  can buy 

habitat or where we can do s ome thing f or them . -5 

6 The other one I w a s  c o n c e rned about t h e  --"' 
7 

8 

9 

n ox i o u s  weeds . I wo u l d  like  t o  s e e  them inc lude a 

l i t t l e  more s t r i n g e n t  c o n t r o l  s aying it has t o  be a 

prog ram t h a t  they work with the  weed coordinator a 

1 0  l i t t l e  more . 

1 1  

1 2  

1 3  

1 4  

1 5  

1 6  

1 7  

1 8  

1 9  

MS . TAN GORA : I r i s  H a rvey . 

MS . HARVEY : L a d i e s  and gentlemen , I am 

one of the e l der s of the Y a k ama Nati on . I am g o i ng 

t o  t a l k  about the  i s s u e s . I l ive part in 

G o l d e n d a l e  a n d  part Newpor t , so I c over a lot o f  

a r e a . 

I am n o t  going t o  s it d own and l i e  t o  you a n d  

t e l l  y o u  a b out , t h e r e  i s  s ome e v e r  u s  l ike Mr . 

LaFevre . I c an put G e o r g e  b e c a u s e  George i s  s t i l l  

2 0  young . I c annot s ay about J oh n ny Jacks on ,  my 

2 1  r e l a t ive , b e c a u s e  he i s  s t i l l  kind o f  young , but 

2 2  s ome o f  u s  l ive over 6 0  y e ar s . We know what 

2 3  happe n s . Y ou t a l k  t o  t h e  n a t i v e s  l i ke me , 

• 

2 4  t r ad i t i o n a l ,  like  my b r o t h e r , l i ke my c ou s i n s , l i ke 

2 5  my o t h e r  r e l ative s y o u  s e e  s itt ing here . I am n ot 
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1 9  

2 0  

j u s t g o i n g  t o  t a l k  about b i rd s , and I am not j u s t  

g o i n g  t o  t a l k  about d ams a n d  f i s h . I don ' t  know 

h ow mu c h  i n f orma t i o n  t h a t  you have , but attend two 

me e t i n g s , the  f i r s t  one  a n d  t h i s  one . B e c a u s e  I 

w a a  g i v e n  i n f o rma t i o n . 

I am a wi f e  o f  a f arme r . My h u s band b a a  a l ot 

o f  l a n d  i n  t h i s  s t ate . I am a d e s c endant o f  t h e  

Y ak ama N a t i o n . W e  h a v e  a l ot o f  l a n d  r i g h t  t he r e . 

I am o n e  o f  t h e  d e s c e ndant s o f  the  1 8 0 0 a  t h a t  Army 

c ame a n d  a a i d , You I nd i a n s  h ave got to move out o f  

t h a t  a r e a  b e c a u s e  the water i a  g o i n g  t o  f l o o d . 

T h i s  i a  b a c k  i n  the  1 9 4 0 s . I wa s a young g i r l . I 

w a s  g o i n g  t o  s c h o o l  when the  d am c ame . I c a n  

r emember t h a t  I r e a d  a n  a r t i c l e  o f  t h e  t re a ty a n d  

m y  p e o p l e  when Thomas J e f f e r s o n  s a i d  the  l a nd o f  

t h e  wat e r , t h e  water w i l l  never b e l ong t o  t h e  r e d  

m a n  o r  t h e  f o r e i g n e r  o r  t h e  white man . I have g o t  

t h e  p a p e r  i f  a n y  o f  y o u  w o u l d  l i ke t o  c a l l  m e  a 

l i a r . O u r  l a n d  i a  very important . I wou l d  l i ke t o  

a e e y o u  guy s when we g o t  a l l  t h i s  l a n d  and put a l l  

2 1  t h i s  t e c h n o l ogy l i ke t he c o l o n i a l  p e op l e  t h a t  wa s 

2 2  i n  my v i l l a ge . When y o u  g o  t o  the g ro c e ry s t ore 

2 3  b e c a u s e  y o u  know my h u s ba n d  g r ow s  wheat a n d  c a t t l e , 

2 4  a n d  I h a t e  t o  g ive y o u  c a t t l e  and b e e f  becau s e  t h a t  

2 5  i a  g o i n g  t o  b e  p o l l u t e d . 
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1 Y ou know , my grand f a t h e r  s a i d  one t ime t o  me , 

2 a 1 1 0  y e a r  o l d  man i n  1 9 6 8 ,  I want t o  be h e re when 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

y o u  a r e  g o ing t o  be h e r e , a n d  you a r e  g o i n g  t o  be 

buying t h e  a i r  o r  the  water . D o  you t h i n k  he was 

w r o n g ?  

B ow muc h  i s  t h e  f e d e r a l  gove r nment t od ay , h ow 

mu c h  are  they making ? B ow muc h  money h ave you 

p e op l e  been paying f or e l e c t r ic ity l ike me and a l l  

o f  y o u . I rememb e r  when the  dam c ame here they 

1 0  c a l l e d i n  i t  a n  impact f o r  everythin g . Now we have 

1 1  imp a c t  i n  e l e c t r i c ity b e c a u s e  n ow we want t o  buy 

1 2  t h e  a i r . 

1 3  

1 4  

1 5  

I d o n ' t  l i ke t o  s e e  my mot h e rhood b e  cut . I 

d o n ' t  want you t o  be t e l l i ng me t h a t  b i r d s  don ' t  

me a n  nothing but the  c r e a t o r  o f  t h at b i r d  h a s  a 

1 6  j ob .  The c r e a t o r  t o l d  him what t o  d o . The 

1 7  

1 8  

1 9  

c r e a t o r , what t h e  c o l on i a l  p e o p l e  c a l l  God . T o  me 

it i s  my great c r e a t o r . Be c r e ated y o u  and he 

c re a t e d  me . We need h im f or w a t e r  we n e e d  h im f o r  

2 0  j ob s . S u r e  i t  puts  money i n  t h e  poc ket s .  I t  pu t s  

2 1  money i n  our p oc k e t s  b e c au s e  I h e a r s  l o t s  o f  p e o p l e  

2 2  g o ,  Gee wh i z , y o u  have g o t  a l o t s o f  t imbe r .  

2 3  I was h e r e  l i s t e n i n g  t o  eve ryb ody l a s t  y e a r . 

2 4  I s t o o d  u p  h e r e  t o  a l l  o f  y o u . D i d  t h e y  r e a l ly pay 

2 5  u s  t h e  d e s t ruc t i o n  t h a t  t h e y  d i d . Any o f  you 
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2 0  

p e o p l e  t h a t  are  h e r e  rememb e r , i t  i s  e l ectricity i n  

t h e  ground . I d o n ' t  know i f  you guys know thia  o r  

n o t , but I k n o w  t h a t . I k n o w  that b e c au s e  my 

g r a nd f at h e r  t o l d  me t h e  wa ge f o r  e l ectricity , and I 

c a n  g o  a n d  h e  c a n  t o u c h  a l l  o f  you f arme r s  l i ke 

me . We f or g o t  how mu c h  money i t  b r i n g s  i n  our 

pocke t s , a l f a l f a , w i n t e r  w h e a t . I am not talking 

a ny t h i ng s p e c i a l . 

Not t o o  l o n g  a g o  I went t o  s e l l  a p i e c e  o f  

l a n d  i n  t h e  C o l umb i a  River a n d  h ave be e n  very l u c ky 

w i t h  my f o re f at he r s . I wa s j u s t  l i t t l e  l i ke t h a t  

l i t t l e  g i r l . We w o r k e d  f or s he e p herde r s . I c a n  

r ememb e r  a t  t h a t  t ime when p e o p l e  u s ed t o  say , I am 

s av i n g  t h i s  l a n d  f o r  my g r a n d c h i ldr e n . What 

happe n e d ?  Now we want t o  g ive it away . I c a n  

rememb e r  i n  t h e  1 8 0 0 s  my g r a n d f ather u s ed t o  s ay 

t h e y  a r e  g o i ng t o  t a ke a p i e c e  o f  l a nd . My 

que s t i o n  i s  c a n  we c ompromi s e . 

My 1 4  c h i e f s  r e p r e s e nt a t i v e s  a nd g ove r nme n t s  

i n  my b o d y  a g r e e  w i t h  a n y  o f  you bec a u s e  our l a n d  

2 1  i s  t h e  mot h e r . The water i s  o u r  b l o o d . The f ood -

2 2  i s  our nouri s hment . T h o s e  p l a n t s  are  medic ine . 

2 3  Y ou p e o p l e  d o n ' t  know t hat , s o  I gue s s  I h ave t o  

2 4  e d u c a t e  y o u  a l i t t l e  b i t . I f  our b i rds are  not a 

2 5  s p e c i e s ,  t h e y  are our brothe r s . B e c a u s e  r emembe r  
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

t h e  c re a t o r  c r e a t e s  anima l s  f i r s t  b e f o r e  h e  c r e a t e s  

u s  huma n s . B e c a u s e  h e  knew h ow bad we were g o i n g  

t o  be , o u r  e c onomy . I know i t  hurt s , b u t  l e t ' s  

g i v e  s omet h i n g  t o  our c h i l d r e n  i n  t he f u t u r e . I 

k n ow o f  a l ot o f  you guys t h i n k , o h  bu l l s h i t , o l d  

6 l ady . W e  a r e  g o i n g  t o  be dead and gone . What are  

7 

8 

9 

1 0  

1 1  

1 2  

1 3  

1 4  

1 5  

w e  g o i n g  t o  l e av e  t o  t he futu r e ? 

I want t o  t e l l  you , my p e op l e , t h i nk o f  what 

y o u  a r e  d o i n g . Thank you . 

MS . OWE KANA : I c ame t o  i n t e rpret f o r  my 

mo � h e r , but s h e didn ' t  s h ow up . My n ame i s  

S e l g i n . My I nd i a n  n ame i s  Owe kana . My add r e s s  i •  

P . O .  B ox 3 4 4 , G o ldendal e .  I have l ived i n  t h i s  

C ou n t y  f o r  a l l  m y  l i f e , a n d  I a m  a g a i n s t  b o t h  o f  

t h e  p r o j e c t s  y o u  a r e  talking about . My 

1 6  g ra nddau g h t e r  i s  here . White man s p e n d s  m i l l i o n s  

1 7  o f  d o l l a r s  o n  studi e s . T o  me , i t  i s  a wa s t e  o f . 

1 8  S ixty y e a r s  a g o  when the  d am went up , t h e  f i r s t  d am 

1 9  t h a t  ever went up . And the  I nd i a n s  prote s t e d , but 

2 0  t h e y  were n e v e r  h e ard whe n  t h e  d am s  went up . They 

2 1  p r o t e s t e d  t h at t o o  becau s e  i t  i s  a r e l i g i o u s  

2 2  b e l ie f . I t  i s  n o  the ory . I t  i s  a b e l i e f  t h a t  God 

2 3  c r e ated a l l  t h e  peop l e . B e  d i d n ' t  c reate j u s t  

2 4  o n e . B e  gave t hem a rel igion a n d  h e  g ave t h e m  a 

2 5  l an g u a g e . M y  mot he r  s ay s  t hi s , I d o n ' t  know why 
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2 0  

2 1  
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t h e  w h i t e  man f l oated over here a n d  got t o  p r a c t i c e  

t h e i r  r e l i gion t he w a y  t hey w a n t e d  t o  b e c a u s e  t h em 

p e o p l e  wouldn ' t  l e t  t h em p r a c t i c e  t h e i r  r e l i g i o n . 

T h e y  h ave a bib l e . They c a n  t e l l  y o u  o n e  t h i n g  one  

day a n d  t hey t e l l  you a n o t h e r  l ie t omorrow . My 

p e o p l e  is l iv i n g  t h at . 

I t  i s  r e a l ly madde n i n g  t o  s e e  t h e  O r e g o n i a n  o r  

any o t h e r  public  p a p e r  c ome out s tudying t h e  

a r c h e o l o g i s t  d i g g i n g  out t h e  peo r l e . There i a  a 

b i g  l aw . And I hear s ome o f  t h em here s ay i ng t h e r e  

i s  a l aw ,  but n obody eve r pays a t t e n t i o n . A n d  y e a ,  

t h a t  w a s  my re l at ive we b u r i e d  Monday b e c a u s e  h e  

g o t  a f ew e a g l e . B u t  t h e re i s  mac h i ne every d a y  i n  

t h i s  W a s h in g t o n  State a n d  a l l  t h e  o t h e r  c ountry 

t h a t ' s  k i l l i n g  e a g l e s . Nobody i s  b e i n g  pro s ec ut e d . 

F i r a t  i t  w a s  the  f i s h e rman t h a t  were n o t  

p r o s e c u t e d . 

I h ave p e o p l e  dy ing y e a r  a f te r  y e a r  b e c au s e  o f  

B a n f ord . My aunt i s  d e t e r iorating with c an c e r  a n d  

I d o n ' t  g ive a d amn what k i nd o f  s tudie s w h i t e  man 

d o . They d o  it too l a t e . I t  i s  l ike c l a iming g o d  

a n d  c u t t ing p e o p l e ' s  l i f e  a bort a n d  t h at ' s  what i t  

b a a  done  t o  m y  people u p  a n d  d own t h i s  r ive r . 

P e o p l e  s t udy a l l  kinds o f  t r e a t i e s  but t h ey d o n ' t  

have n o  r e s p e c t  f o r  t h e  t = eatie s .  T h e s e  were made 
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1 w i t h  our people , a n d  my p e o p le g e t  q u e s t io ne d ,  why 

2 we are  l iv i n g  o u t  here . Why d id n ' t  we get c h a s ed 

3 

4 

5 

o f f  o n t o  t h e  re s e rv a t i o n . T h i s  i s  our l a n d . We 

are n o t  r e s e rv a t i o n  I nd i a n s . S o  we get t r e a t e d  

e i t h e r  way , a n d  t o  s ay I l iv e d  h e r e  a l l  my l i f e , my 

6 l it t l e  v i l l a g e  i s  dead b e c a u s e  o f  the  John Day 

7 .  

8 

9 

1 0  

1 1  

1 2  

1 3  

1 4  

1 5  

Dam . My g r a n dma w a s  l ie d  t o . You are g o ing t o  b e  

u p  t h e  water . I t  i s  g o i n g  t o  f l ood you . That ' s  

what s tu d i e s  t e l l  y o u , a n d  i t  h a s  b e e n  dead many 

y e a r s . The J o h n  Day , w h e r e  my g r e a t  g re a t  

a n c e s t or s  are  b u r i e d , t h a t ' s  neve r been f l o o de d . 

Y e t , e v e ry c r e e k  and s t r e am t h a t ' s  t here , the  

D e s c hu t e s ,  I j u s t  took a r ide t h e r e  after t h ey dig 

all  o u r  people out . T h e n  t h e y  have the n e rve to 

f e n c e  t hem in a f t e r  t hey have been dug a l l  out and 

1 6  s t u die d .  Make a b i g  i s s u e  about b r in g ing t h e ir 

1 7  

1 8  

1 9  

d e a d  b odie s b a c k  f rom t h e  Smi t h s o n ian . That ' s  what 

y o u r  s tu d i e s  t e l l  us  I n d i a n  p e o p l e . You guy s are 

l i a r s . You have t aken our re l ig io n  and s tepped on 

2 0  it a n d  k i l l e d  i t , r e a l ly u n ne r v i n g  t o  s e e  t h e  

2 1  

2 2  

2 3  

2 4  

2 5  

s a lmon d i e . A man a s k e d  me t he o t h e r  d ay about t h e  

s a lmo n , what d o  I be l ieve . W h a t  c o u l d  I s ay ?  I 

be l i eve t hat w h i te man i s  de s t roy ing t h i s  c ountry 

s l owly . We c a n ' t  s e e  t h e  a ir . We c a n ' t  even 

b r e a t he g o o d  a nymore . E v e rybody i s  dy ing o f  as t hma 
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prac t i c a l l y  ever day . What i a  t ha t  t e l l i ng you ? 

T h i a  i a  what my g randmo ther u a e d  t o  a ay ,  w h i t e  

man b r oug h t  a b o o k  o f  b i b l e  a c ro s s . B e  d o n ' t  l ive 

by i t . B e  d o n ' t  r e a d  i t  t h e  way he a h ould . 

W h i t e  man i s  d e a t roying hima e l f  a n d  t h e  

e nemi e s  a r e  g o i ng t o  de s t r o y  e v e r y  o n e  o f  t h e s e  

d ams i f  y o u r  white man don ' t  d e s t r oy eve rybody . 

That ' •  what i t  i s , g r e e d , a n d  that ' •  what i t  r e a l l y  

i s , p u r e  g r e e d . A l l  u s  l it t l e  p e o p l e  here , w e  work 

e i g h t  h o u r s  a day , b a r e l y  pay our e l ec t r i c ity , 

r e ady t o  b e  t u r n e d  o f f . S o  the s e  are  the  t h i n g s  my 

mot h e r  t a l k s  a b out , t h i n g s  t h a t  has happened every 

day . 

My h u s ba n d  g o e s  t o  work down t owards the  

r i ve r ,  o b s e rv e s  what happe n s  at the J o h n  Day D am ,  

how t h o s e  f i s h  are dying every day . A l l  you h ave 

t o  d o  i s  look a t  the b i r d s . Why d o  they want 

s t u di e s ?  A l l  you h ave t o  d o  is look a t  n a t u r e . 

You w a s t e  m i l l i o n s  o f  d o l l a r •  d o i n g  i t  wh i l e  o u r  

p e o p l e  s u f f e r . A n d  t h a t  w a s  m y  qu e a t i o n  t h e  o t h e r  

day , h ow much money h a a  Bonnevi l l e  D a m  m a d e  a i n c e  

i t  f i r s t  o p e n e d  the g a te s ?  B o w  muc h  h a s  D a l l e a  Dam 

made that you c o u l d  t e l l  my peop l e ? T h at ' • t o o  

muc h  m o n e y  t o  g i v e  t o  the I n d i an peop l e . Go t o  a l l  

t h e  I nd i a n  v i l l a ge s . They a r e  l iving i n  poverty . 
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1 T h e y  are not r i c h . They are g e t t i n g  d e s perate 

2 t r y i n g  t o  get o n  a t  a c a s i n o  t h a t  a l o t  o f  p e o p l e  

3 a r e  oppo s in g . That ' s  g amb l i n g . That ' s  a s i n . 

4 S o  t h a t ' s  what t h e  mee t i n g s  m e a n  t o  me . You 

S c a n  g o  t o  m e e t i n g s  and p r o t e s t  but n o body l i s t e n s . 

6 T h e y  t h i n k  i t  i s  a j oke . I have l ived i n  a f arm . 

7 My g r a ndmo t h e r  knew t h e  kind o f  p e o p l e , t h e  white 

8 p e o p l e , and I s ee n  how p e o p l e  s t r u g g l e d  i n  t h e  

9 f ar m ,  how t hey prac t i c a l ly gave u p  t h e i r  l ive s t o  

1 0  h ave a f arm . They white p e o p l e  h a d  t o  k i l l  a l l  t h e  

1 1  b u f f a l o s , and n ow t hey a r e  k i l l i n g  t h e  s a lmon . I t  

1 2  i s  re a l ly u n n e r v i n g  t o  s e e  s omebody a s k  y o u  f o r  

1 3  y o u r  o p i n i o n  a nd y e t  i t  i s  w o r t h l e s s . Maybe t h a t ' s  

1 4  why my mo ther didn ' t  s how up , s o  I w i l l  c l o s e  

1 5  t h e r e . 

1 6  ( B e a r i n g  c oncluded . )  

1 7  

1 8  

1 9  

2 0  

2 1  

2 2  

2 3  

2 4  

2 5  
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Responses to Oral Comments from Wil liam J .  Weiler 

1 .  See General Response No. 1 0. 

2. See Response No. 2 to Mr. Weiler's April S, 199S written comment letter. 

3. See General Response No. 3. 

4. See Response No. 4 to Mr. Weiler's April S, 199S written comment letter. 

S. See Response No. S to Mr. Weiler's April S, 199S written comment letter. 

6.  See Response No. 6 to Mr. Weiler's April S, 199S written comment letter. 

7. See Response No. 7 to Mr. Weiler's April S, 199S written comment letter. 

8. See Response Nos. 8 through 1 3  to Mr. Weiler's April S, 199S written comment letter. 

9. See Response No. 1 4  to Mr. Weiler's April S, 1 99S written comment letter. 

10.  Amphibians and reptiles are discussed in Section 2.4.3.2 on pages 2-32, 2-33, and 2-34 of 
the draft EIS. 

1 1 .  See Response No. 1 6  to Mr. Weiler's April S, 199S written comment letter. 

12. See Response No. 1 7  to Mr. Weiler's April S, 199S written comment letter. 

13 .  See Response Nos. 1 8, 19, and 20 to  Mr. Weiler's April S, 1 99S written comment letter. 

1 4. See Response No. 21 to Mr. Weiler's April S, 1 99S written comment letter. 

1S .  See Response No. 22 to Mr. Weiler's April S, 1 99S written comment letter. 

16.  See General Response No. 10.  

1 7. Recommendations regarding mitigation measures are noted and were responded to in 
earlier comments. 

1 8. See Response No. 2S to Mr. Weiler's April S, 199S written comment letter. 

19.  See General Response No. 1 1 .  

20. See General Response Nos. 1 and 9 and Response No. 27 to Mr. Weiler's April S, 199S 
written comment letter. 
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Responses to Oral Comments from jay Letto 

21 . See General Response No. 4 and Response No. 2 to the April 1 7, 1 995 written comment 
letter from the Central Cascades Alliance. 

22. See Response No. 3 to the April 1 7, 1 995 written comment letter from the Central Cascades 
Alliance. 

23. See Response No. 4 to the April 17, 1 995 written comment letter from the Central Cascades 
Alliance. 

24. See Response No. 27 to the April 17, 1 995 written comment letter from the Central 
Cascades Alliance. 

25. See Part 2 of this document, which describes phasing and monitoring included in the 
Preferred Alternative. 

26. Comments noted. 

27. Comment noted. The purpose of the hearing was to receive comments on the KENETECH 
and CARES Projects not to engage in a dialogue with developers about current 
technologies. 

28. Comment noted. See Response No. 23 to the April 1 7, 1 995 written comment letter from 
the Central Cascades Alliance. 

29. See Part 2 of this document, which describes phasing and monitoring included in the 
Preferred Alternative. 

30. See General Response No. 2. 

31.  See General Response Nos. 10 and 1 1 .  

32. See Response No. 27 to the April 1 7, 1 995 written comment letter from the Central 
Cascades Alliance. 

33. See Part 2 of this document, which describes phasing and monitoring included in the 
Preferred Alternative. 

34. Comment noted. See Part 2 of this document on the Preferred Alternative. 

Responses to Oral Comments from Peter West 

35. Comments noted. 

36. Comments noted. 
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37. Comments noted. The Applicant's purpose and objectives for constructing and operating 
the proposed project are discussed in Section 1 .2 of the draft EIS. Also, see Section 1 .5.4 
of the draft EIS which discusses the No Action Alternative, i.e., what could happen if the 
Washington Windplant #1 project is not built. 

38. Comments noted. See General Response No. 4. 

39. Comments noted. Economic benefits from the proposed project are discussed in 
Section 2.8.4.1 of the draft ElS. 

Responses to Oral Comments from Chuck Barker 

40. Current research results have been applied to the design of the Project. See Response 
No. 1 5  to the April 1 7, 1 995 written comment letter from the WDFW. Also, see General 
Response No. 1 .  

Responses to Oral Comments from Sal ly Shul inger 

41 . Comments noted. Also, see Section 1 .5.4 of the draft EIS which discusses the No Action 
Alternative, i.e., what could happen if the Washington Windplant #1 project is not built. 

42. Comment noted. Revegetation (Section 2.3.4.2), road building and land use (Sections 2.8.4 
and 2.1 1 .4. 1 ), and landscape and aesthetics (Section 2.7.4. 1 )  are discussed in the draft EIS. 

43. Comment noted. Discussions of cultural and traditional uses of the site are included in 
Sections 2.6.3 and 2.6.4 of the draft EIS. Also see Response No. 10 to the April 1 1 ,  1 995 
written comment letter from the Confederated Tribes and Bands of the Yakama Indian 
Nation. 

44. See General Response No. 1 0. 

45. Comment noted. 

Responses to Oral Comments from George Rohrbacher 

46. The wind turbines have been designed to minimize the potential for avian mortality, and 
mitigation measures have been developed to reduce the Project's potential to harm birds 
(see Section 1 .4.5 .1  of the draft EIS). 

The EIS examined other bird mortality studies associated with wind energy projects, such 
as the Solano County and Altamont Pass projects in California, and compared the results 
with the proposed Washington Windplant #1 . Unlike areas such as Altamont Pass, the 
proposed Project site does not appear to be a major flyway for migrating raptors. In 
addition, based solely on the overall levels of raptor use of existing sites, the potential for 
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raptor mortality at the proposed site is expected to be somewhat lower than those other 
projects (see Section 2.5.4.1 of the draft EIS). 

Nonetheless, as discussed in the draft EIS, some incidental avian mortality from the Project 
is expected. During the Conditional Use Permit process, Klickitat County will evaluate 
whether the estimated level of avian mortality is a significant adverse environmental 
impact justifying permit denial or approval with conditions. 

47. Comment noted. The proposed Project lies outside the Columbia River Gorge National 
Scenic Area, so land use policies contained in the Management Plan for the Scenic Area 
would not apply when siting the Project. However, the Project site would be visible from 
some portions of the Scenic Area. Section 2.7.4 of the draft EIS discusses this in more 
detail. 

48. Comment noted. The wind turbines have been designed to be mounted on tubular towers 
rather than lattice towers to discourage birds from perching on them. 

49. Comment noted. Currently proposed mitigation measures to protect gray squirrels are 
listed in Section 2.4.4.2 of the draft E IS. 

50. As discussed in Section 2.3.4.2 of the draft EIS, a reseeding, restoration, and weed 
management plan will be developed for the Project site and reviewed by the Washington 
Noxious Weed Control Board. Ongoing actions to control noxious weeds would take 
place. The Noxious Weed Control Board would be consulted and involved to make sure 
that construction equipment does not bring noxious weeds or other potentially hazardous 
plants onto the Project site. 

51 . Comment noted. 

Responses to Oral Comments from james Lafevre 

52. Comment noted. Also see General Response No. 1 .  

Responses to Oral Comments from Dennis White 

53. The comment regarding support for the development of alternative and new energy 
sources is noted. See Part 1 .5.4 of the draft E IS as modified by Part 3 of this document. 

54. Comment noted. 

55. The proposed Project has been designed to minimize impacts to eagles, falcons, and other 
raptors and migratory birds. See General Response No. 9 for a discussion of legal issues 
regarding birds. 
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56. Comments noted. One of the primary goals of the proposed Washington Windplant #1 is 
to initially deliver 50 MW of installed windpower capacity to investor-owned utilities. 
These investor-owned utilities have entered into an agreement with the Applicant to 
purchase this capacity in order to demonstrate the technical and economic feasibility of 
integrating wind energy into their mix of generating resources. Another primary goal of 
the Project is to meet the public's demand for power. 

57. Comments noted. The State of Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife reviewed the 
draft EIS and sent written comments to Klickitat County and the Bonneville Power 
Administration detailing a variety of concerns. Please see WDFW' s comment letter, dated 
April 1 7, 1995, and the responses (Nos. 1 through 26) to this letter. 

Responses to Oral Comments from Eugene Rosolie 

58. Comments noted. 

59. Comments noted. 

60. Comments noted. The range of 6 to 20 potential bird kills per year was based solely on 
the Solano County and Altamont Pass wind facilities. Unlike areas such as Altamont Pass, 
the proposed Project site does no appear to be a major flyway for migrating raptors based 
on the number of raptors observed during known migration periods. Also, see Response 
No. 46 to George Rohrbacher's oral comments from the Public Hearing. 

61 .  Section 1 .5.4 of  the draft EIS discusses the No Action Alternative, i.e., what could happen 
if the Washington Windplant #1 project is not built. Also, see General Response No. 4. 

62. See Part 2 of this document, which describes phasing and monitoring included in the 
Preferred Alternative; the CARES project does not apply to the Proposed Action evaluated 
in this EIS. 

Responses to Oral Comments from Chief Johnny Jackson 

63. The wind power facilities have been designed to minimize the impacts to birds in the 
Project area and those migrating through the Project area. Predictions of potential impacts 
to birds from the proposed Project are based on the opinions of wildlife biologists, 
knowledge and past experience, and studies conducted at other wind power facilities, 
including Solano County and Altamont Pass in California. 

General comments about the history and concerns of Native peoples in the Project area are 
noted. Please see Response No. 10 to the written comment letter from the Yakama Indian 
Nation regarding tribal traditional use and cultural resource sites, and General Response 
No. 7. 
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Responses to Oral Comments from Terry Walker 

64. Two red-tailed hawk nests have been identified near the area that is described. See Figure 
2.5.4 of the draft EIS. 

65. This comment applies primarily to turbines proposed for another project, the CARES' 
Columbia Windfarm #1, and does not apply to the Proposed Action evaluated in this EIS. 
However, see Response Nos. 3 to Mr. Walker's first undated written comment letter, and 
Response Nos. 6 and 7 to Mr. Walker's second undated (post-draft EIS Hearing) written 
comment letter. 

66. See Response No. 64, above, and General Response No. 10. 

67. See the response to April 17, 1995 WDFW Comment No. 3b. 

68. The comments regarding deer sightings are noted. However, this comment applies 
primarily to the CARES' Columbia Windfarm #1, and does not apply to the Proposed 
Action evaluated in this EIS. 

69. See Response No. 65, above. 

70. The Washington Windplant #1 (KENETECH) and the Columbia Windfarm #1 (CARES) 
projects are different projects proposed by different windpower developers. The 
Washington Wind plant #1 Project, which is the Proposed Action evaluated in this EIS, does 
not propose to use guy wires. 

71 . Mitigation measures to minimize bird strikes are discussed in Section 2.5.4.2 of the EIS. 
Also, see Response No. 13 to the April 1 7, 1995 written comment letter from the Central 
Cascades Alliance. In addition, Section 2 of this document discusses monitoring included 
in the Preferred Alternative. 

72. Predictions of potential noise impacts are based on computer modeling for the project area 
and knowledge of and experience with similar, previous wind projects. Mitigation 
measures to reduce noise levels and assure that noise standards of WAC 173-60 would not 
be exceeded are discussed in Section 2.9.4.2 of the draft EIS. Also see Response No. 65, 
above. 

Responses to Oral Comments from Jo Barker 
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73. An "acceptable" level of bird kills resulting from the Project is difficult to determine. I 
However, the wind turbines have been designed to minimize the potential for avian 
mortality, and mitigation measures have been developed to reduce the Project's potential I to harm birds (see Section 1 .4.5.1  of the draft EIS). See General Response No. 9 regarding 
legal issues with birds. 

74. Comment noted. I 
I 
I 
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75. Current research results have been applied to the design of the Project. See Response 
No. 15 to the April 1 7, 1995 written comment letter from the WDFW. Also, see General 
Response No. 9 regarding legal issues with birds. 

76. Comment noted. Avian mortality at the Altamont Pass wind facilities in California was 
examined and information included as part of this EIS. 

77. See General Response No. 1 1  regarding the Columbia Hills as an Important Bird Area. 
Also, see General Response No. 10. 

78. See General Response No. 10. 

79. Comments noted. See General Response No. 1 0. 

Responses to Oral Comments from David Theis 

80. Comment noted. 

81.  The concerns of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service are noted. 

82. Comments noted. See General Response No. 9 regarding legal issues with birds. 

83. Current research results have been applied to the design of the Project. See Response 
No. 15 to the April 1 7, 1995 written comment letter from the WDFW. Also, see General 
Response No. 9 regarding bird protection laws. 

84. Comment noted. 

85. A year-long study of avian use was conducted prior to issuing the draft EIS for the 
Proposed Action. This delayed the draft EIS from summer 1994 to February 1995, after 
avian and wildlife studies were completed in December 1994. Also, see General Response 
Nos. 10 and 1 .  

86. See General Response No. 10. 

87. The draft EIS was objectively prepared by third party consultants to meet the 
environmental review requirements of NEPA and SEP A. New or additional mitigation 
measures are discussed in Parts 2 and 3 of this document. Also, see responses to written 
comment letter from the WDFW. 

Responses to Oral Comments from Nancy Newel l  

88. See General Response No. 4 for a discussion of the trade-offs between windpower impacts 
versus benefits as a renewable resource. 
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Responses to Oral Comments from Bi l l  Layton 

89. The Applicant's proposed mitigation measures are discussed in the draft EIS in 
Sections 1 .4.5.1 and 2.5.4.2. New or additional mitigation measures are discussed in Part 3 
of this document. 

90. As discussed in Section 2.3.4.2 of the draft EIS, a reseeding, restoration, and weed 
management plan would be developed for the Project site and reviewed by the Washington 
Noxious Weed Control Board. Ongoing actions to control noxious weeds would take 
place. In addition, the Noxious Weed Control Board would be consulted and involved to 
make sure that construction equipment does not bring noxious weeds or other potentially 
hazardous plants onto the Project site. 

Responses to Oral Comments from I ris Harvey 

91.  General comments about the history and concerns of Native peoples in the Project area are 
noted. Please see responses to the written comment letter from the Yakama Indian Nation 
and General Response No. 7. Also see General Response No. 4 for a discussion of the 
trade-offs between windpower impacts versus benefits as a renewable resource. 

Responses to Oral Comments from Ms. Owekana (Selgin) 

92. The commentor' s opposition to the Project is noted. General comments about the history 
and concerns of native peoples in the Project area are also noted. Please see responses to 
the written comment letter from the Yakama Indian Nation and General Response No. 7. 
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Part 5 - Distribution list 
5.1  Final E IS  Recipients 
Federal Government 

Bonneville Power Administration 
Kathy Fisher, ECN 1500 
905 NE 1 1th Ave. 
Portland, OR 97232 

Environmental Protection Agency 
1 200 6th Ave. 
Seattle, WA 98101 

U .5. Army Corps of Engineers 
Portland District 
P.O. Box 2946 
Portland, OR 97208-2946 

U .5. Army Corps of Engineers 
Regulatory Branch/Eastern W A 
P.O. Box 273 
Chattaroy, WA 99003 

U .5. Department of Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service 
Ecological Services 
3704 Griffin Ln. SE, Suite 102 
Olympia, WA 98501-2192 

U.S. Department of Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service 
Portland Area Office 
9 1 1  NE 1 1th Ave. 
Portland, OR 97232-4181 

U.S. Department of Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service 
Portland Field Office 
2600 SE 98th Ave., Suite 100 
Portland, OR 97266 

U.S. Department of Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service 
Moses Lake Sub Office 
P.O. Box 1 157 
Moses Lake, W A 98837 
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State Government 

Oregon Department of Energy 
Don Bain 
6935 SW 45th Ave. 
Portland, OR 97219 

State Office of Archaeology and Historic Preservation111 
P.O. Box 84300 
Olympia, W A 98504 

Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife 
David P. Anderson 
5405 NE Hazel Dell Ave. 
Vancouver, WA 98663 

Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife 
Carl Dugger 
5405 NE Hazel Dell Ave. 
Vancouver, WA 98663 

Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife 
P.O. Box 43200 
Olympia, W A 98504-3200 
Attn: David Mudd, Connie Iten 

Washington Parks and Recreation Committee 
Mike Ramsey 
P.O. Box 42668 
Olympia, W A 98504 

Washington State Department of Ecology [2 copies]111 
Rebecca J. Inman 
Environmental Review Section 
P.O. Box 47600 
Olympia, W A 98504-7600 

Washington State Department of Ecology, PV-1 1 
Barbara J. Ritchie 
P.O. Box 47703 
Olympia, WA 98504-7703 

Regional and Local Governments and Libraries 

(1] 

Columbia River Gorge Commission 
P.O. Box 730 
White Salmon, WA 98672 

The Dalles Library 
722 Court 
The Dalles, OR 97058 

Also provided final Cultural Resources Assessment Report. 
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(2] 

Goldendale Public Library 
131 West Burgen 
Goldendale, W A 98620 

Klickitat County 
Marty Hudson, Director 
Weed Control 
228 W Main 
Goldendale, W A 98620 

Klickitat County 
Knute Rife, Prosecuting Attorney 
205 S Columbus Ave. 
Goldendale, W A 98620 

Klickitat County Board of Adjustmentl21 
Carl Allaway 
18 Stoller Rd. 
Trout Lake, WA 98650 

Klickitat County Board of Adjustmentl21 
Sondra Clark 
P.O. Box 100 
Lyle, Washington 

Klickitat County Board of Adjustmentl2l 
Henry Garner 
851 Dalles Mtn. Rd. 
Centerville, WA 98613 

Klickitat County Board of Adjustmentl21 
Mike Smith 
P.O. Box 1 37 
Dallesport, WA 9861 7 

Klickitat County Board of Adjustmentl2l 
Ray Thayer, NMI 
(also property owner within 300 feet of Project site) 
391 Hoctor Rd 
Goldendale, W A 98620 

Klickitat County Board of Commissioners 
- 205 S Columbus Ave. 

Goldendale,W A 98620 

Klickitat County Planning Commission 
Randy Knowles 
P.O. Box 73 
Bingen, W A 98605 

Also provided all technical appendices. 
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Klickitat County Planning Director 
Curt Dreyer 

· 228 W Main, Rrn. 150 
Goldendale, W A 98620 

Klickitat County Public Services 
Ed Hoyle, Cciunty Administrator 
205 S Ccilumbus Ave. 
Goldendale, W A 98620 

Klickitat County PUD #1 
1313 S Columbus Ave. 
Goldendale, W A 98620 

Klickitat County Sheriff 
205 S Columbus Ave. 
Goldendale,W A 98620 

Rural Fire District #7 
327 W Brooks 
Goldendale, W A 98620 

White Salmon Public Library 
142 E Jewett Blvd. 
White Salmon, WA 98672 

Tribes 
Yakama Indian Nation[ll 
Bill Bradley, Wildlife Resource Manager 
P. 0. Box 151 
Toppenish, W A 98948 

Yakama Indian Nation111 
Sharon Goudy 
P. 0. Box 151 
Toppenish, W A 98945 

Yakama Indian Nation111 
Dr. Gordon Lofthson, Special Projects Manager 
P.O. Box 151 
Toppenish, W A 98948 

Yakama Indian Nation111 
Moses Dick Squeocks 
Environmental Protection Officer 
P.O. Box 151 
Toppenish, W A 98948 

Yakama Tribal Council [3 copies]lll 
P.O. Box 151 
Toppenish, W A 98948 
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Yakama Indian Nation Culture Committee [3 copies] 111 
P. 0. Box 151 
Toppenish, W A 98945 

Yakama Indian Nation Cultural Resource Program Manager-Ill 
Johnson Meninick 
P.O. Box 151 
Toppenish, W A 98948 

Yakama Indian Nation Cultural Resource Spedalistlll 
Fred Ike, Sr. 
P.O. Box 151 
Toppenish, WA 98948 

Yakama Indian Nation Fish and Wildlife Program!11 
P.O. Box 151 
Toppenish, WA 98948 

Yakama Tribal Attomey11 
Rory Snow Arrow Flint Knife 
P.O. Box 151 
Toppenish, W A 98948 

Confederated Tribes and Bands Umatilla Tribe111 
Jeff Van Pelt 
Cultural Resources Protection Coordinator 
P.O. Box 638 
Pendleton, OR 97801-0038 

Confederated Tribes and Bands Umatilla Tribal Chairfll 
Don Sampson 
P.O. Box 638 
Pendleton, OR 97801-0038 

Confederated Tribes of the Warm Springs Reservation111 
P. 0. Box C 
Warm Springs, OR 97761 -0078 

Others 
Audubon Society of Portland 
5151 NW Cornell Rd. 
Portland, OR 97210 

Chuck and Jill Barker 
P.O. Box 572 
Moser, OR 97040 

CARES 
Michael S. Burnett and Ben Wolff 
6918 NE Fourth Plain Blvd, Suite B 
Vancouver, WA 98661 . 
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The Dalles Chronicle 
414 Federal 
The Dalles, OR 97058 

FloWind Corporation 
Albert Davies 
990 A St., Suite 300 
San Rafael, CA 94901 

Foster Pepper & Shefelman 
Thomas M. Pars 
1 1 1 1  Third Ave., Suite 3400 
Seattle, WA 981 01 

Ron Fowler 
Real Estate Manager 
Cellular One 
Cellular One Center 
1600 SW 4th Ave. 
Portland, OR 97201 

James Gleason 
409 Hoctor Rd. 
Goldendale W A 98620 

Goldendale Observatory 
1602 Observatory Dr. 
Goldendale, W A 98620 

Robert Havig 
160 Rio Vista 
White Salmon, W A 98672 

Joe Heineck 
930 Sunnyside Blvd. 
Everett, W A 98205 

Lynn Herring 
Portland Audubon Society 
5151 NW Cornell Rd. 
Portland, OR 97210 

Chief Johnny Jackson 
c/o Yakama Indian Nation 
P.O. Box 151 
Fort Rd. 
Toppenish, W A 98949 

KENETECH Windpower, Inc. 
Steve Steinhour 
500 Sansome St. 
San Francisco, CA 9411 1  

James Lefever 
P.O. Box 558 
Goldendale, W A 98620 
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I 

I Jay Letto 
1208 Snowden Rd. 

I White Salmon, W A 98672 

William H. Link 

I 
10300 Hwy 14 
Goldendale, W A 98620 

Larry and Modene Miles 

I 
160 Major Creek Rd. 
Lyle, WA 98535 

Tom Moughon 

I 
PANACEA, Inc. 
840 Maple Dr. 
Goldendale, W A 98620 

I National Audubon Society 
Daniel Taylor 
555 Audubon Place 

I Sacremento, CA 95825 

Nancy Newell 
President of the Board 

I 
Northwest Environmental Advocates 
3917 NE Skidmore 
Portland, OR 

I 
Dana Peck 
KENETECH Windpower, Inc. 
621 SW Morrison, Suite 1025 

I 
Portland, OR 97205 

Stuart E. Porteous 
Porteous Mines 

I 
P.O. Box 31916 
Seattle, WA 98103 

George Rohrbacher 

I 
1440 Horseshoe Bend Rd. 
Centerville, W A 

I 
Eugene Rosalie 
Northwest Environmental Advocates 
133 SW 2nd Ave #302 
Portland, OR 97204-6634 

I Sallie Schullinger 
Green peace 
4649 Sunnyside Ave N 

I 
Seattle, WA 98103 

Goldendale Sentinel 
117 W Main St. 

I 
Goldendale, W A 98620 
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David Theis 
President 
Columbia Gorge Audubon Society 
P.O. Box 512 
Hood River, OR 97031 

TriCities Herald 
107 N Cascade 
Kennewick, W A 99336 

Terry and Sheryl Walker 
501 South Zinser 
Kennewick, W A 99336 

William J. Weiler 
P.O. Box 213 
Lyle, WA 98635 

Peter West 
Renewables Northwest 
1 130 SW Morrison #330 
Portland, OR 97205 

Dennis White 
367 Oakridge Rd. 
White Salmon, WA 98672 

White Salmon Enterprise 
P. 0. Box 218 
White Salmon, WA 98672 

Ronald R. Wiggins 
P.O. Box 493 
Big Timber, MT 5901 1 

The Yakima Herald 
1 14 N 4th St. 
Yakima, W A 98901 

William C. and Oaudia R. Young 
307 Hoctor Rd. 
Goldendale, W A 98620 
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5 .2  Notice-of-Avai labi l ity Recipients 
Federal Government 

Bureau of Indian Affairs 
June Boynton 
911  NE 1 1th Ave. 
Portland, Oregon 97232 

Bureau of Indian Affairs 
Rob Palmer 
P.O. Box 632 
Toppenish, W A 98948 

Federal Aviation Administration 
1601 Lind Ave. SW 
Renton, W A 98055-4056 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
John Day Dam 
Rufus, OR 97050 

U.S. Federal Hwy Administration 
Don Levine 
71 1 S Capital Way, Suite 501 
Olympia, WA 98501 

USDA Forest Service 
Mike Boynton 
Columbia River Gorge NSA 
902 Wasco Ave. 
Hood River, OR 97031 

USDA Natural Resource Conservation Service 
Eastern and Central District 
1 1 07 S Columbus 
Goldendale, W A 98620 

Dale V. Wilhelm 
Tennessee Valley Authority 
400 Summit Hill Dr., WT8L-K 
Knoxville, TN 37902 

State Government 
Maryhill State Park 
50 Hwy 97 
Goldendale, W A 98620 

Mike Nelson 
WSEO 
624 W Ewing St. 
Seattle, WA 
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Oregon Department of Fish & Wildlife 
P.O. Box 59 
Portland, OR 97207 

Oregon Department of Fish & Wildlife 
Christopher Carey 
61374 Parrell Rd. 
Bend, OR 97702 

Washington Department of Agriculture 
101 General Admin. Bldg, AX-13 
210 11th St. 
Olympia, W A 98504-3200 

Washington Department of Community, Trade, and Economic Development 
9th and Columbia 
P. 0. Box 48300 
Olympia, W A 98504-8300 

Washington State Department of Ecology 
Attn: Kathy Rayala 
106 S 6th Ave. 
Yakima, W A 98902-3387 

Washington Department of Natural Resources 
Natural Heritage Program 
900 47th Ave. NE 
Mail Stop EX-13 
Olympia, W A 98504 

Washington Department of Natural Resources 
201 John Cherberg Blvd. 
Olympia, WA 98504 

Washington Department of Utilities and Transportation Commission 
1 300 S Evergreen Park Dr. SW 
Mail Stop FY-1 1 
Olympia, WA 98504 

Washington State Department of Transportation 
P.O. Box 1 709 
Vancouver, WA 98668 

Washington State Department of Transportation 
P.O. Box 47300 
Olympia, WA 98504-7300 

Washington State Energy Office 
809 Legion Way SE 
P.O. Box 43165 
Olympia, WA 98504-3165 
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Regional and Local Governments 
City of Bingen 
P.O. Box 607 
Bingen, W A 98635 

City of The Dalles 
313 Court St. 
The Dalles, OR 97058 

Dallesport Community Council 
Jim Wise 

· 

P.O. Box 763 
Dallesport, W A 98617 

Gilliam County Planning Department 
Alcenia Byrd 

· 

P.O. Box 427 
Condon, OR 97823 

Goldendale Chamber of Commerce 
P.O. Box 524 
Goldendale, W A 98620 

Goldendale City Manager 
P. 0. Box 69 
Goldendale, W A 98620 

Klickitat County 
Mark Bryan, Emergency Services 
P.O. Box 5 
Goldendale, W A 98620 

Klickitat County 
Nancy Evans, Auditor 
205 S Columbus Ave. 
Goldendale, W A 98620 

Klickitat County 
Extension Agent 
228 W Main, Room 210 
Goldendale, W A 98620 

Klickitat County 
Robert Niemela, Treasurer 
205 S Columbus Ave. 
Goldendale, W A 98620 

Klickitat County 
Beth Pine, Tourism Director 
205 S Columbus Ave. 
Goldendale, W A 98260 
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Klickitat County 
Port District 
P.O. Box 1429 
White Salmon, WA 98672 

Klickitat County 
Alan Shipp, Assessor 
205 S Columbus Ave. 
Goldendale, W A 98620 

Klickitat County Planning Commission 
Victor Clausen 
37 Stoller Rd. 
Trout Lake, WA 98650 

Klickitat County Planning Commission 
Barton Crall 
P.O. Box 526 
White Salmon, WA 98672 

Klickitat County Planning Commission 
Dennis Jaekel 
880 Jaekel Rd. 
Centerville, WA 98613 

Klickitat County Planning Commission 
Craig Schuster 
965 Bickleton Rd. 
Goldendale, W A 98620 

Klickitat County Planning Commission 
Fred Wilkins 
P.O. Box 92 
Bickleton, WA 99322 

Klickitat Economic Development Council 
P.O. Box 450 
White Salmon, WA 98672 

Klickitat/Skamania Community Dev. Council 
P.O. Box 1580 
White Salmon, W A 98672 

Lyle Community Council 
Don Brasher 
P.O. Box 695 
Lyle, WA 98635 

Mid-Columbia Economic Dev. Council 
1 1 13 Kelly Ave. 
The Dalles, OR 97058 

Northwest Power Planning Council 
809 Legion Way SE 
Olympia, W A 98504 
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I 
I Rural Fire District #9 

c/o Dale Conley 

I Roosevelt, W A 99356 

Wasco County Planning Dept. 
2705 E 2nd St. I The Dalles, OR 97058 

City of White Salmon 

I 
P.O. Box 505 
White Salmon, W A 98672 

Wishram Community Council 

I 
Ruth Schwinof 
P.O. Box 382 
Wishram, W A 98673 

I J .C. Yarde 
Sherman County Planner 
P.O. Box 365 

I 
Mora, OR 97039 

I 
Others 

Brenda Altman 
302 Oak Flat Rd. 

I 
Goldendale, W A 98620 

Columbia Aluminum 
55 John Day Dam Rd. 

I 
Goldendale, W A 98620 

Erin Anders 
P.O. Box 471 

I 
Goldendale, W A 98620 

David Anderson 

I 
P.O. Box 68 
Trout Lake, WA 98650 

Linda Anderson 

I P.O. Box 471 
Goldendale, W A 98620 

Bill Arthur 

I Sierra Club 
1516 Melrose Ave. 
Seattle, WA 98122 

I 
Bats Towing 
1015 E Broadway 
Goldendale, W A 98620 

I 
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Bats Towing 
Phil Timblin 
91610 Biggs Rufus Highway 
Wasco, OR 97065 

Richard ·Beckett 
1 1642 First Ave. South 
Seattle, WA 98168 

Michael Bernath 
10023 Point View Dr. 
Jonesboro, GA 30236 

D.J. Bickford 
3300 NW Empire 
East Wenatchee, W A 98802 

Bickleton Grange Master 
Bickleton Grange 
P.O. Box 65 
Bickleton, W A 99322 

Melvin Brewer, NMI 
4309 Driftwood Dr. 
Plano, TX 75074 

Burlington Northern Railroad 
1 101 NW Hoyt 
Portland, OR 97209 

Brent Carson 
Buck & Gordon 
101 1 Western Ave., Suite 902 
Seattle, WA 98104 

Centerville Grange Master 
Centerville Grange 
Centerville, WA 98613 

Bess Clausen 
1 10 E Broadway 
Goldendale, W A 98620 

Glen Clausen 
Box 432 
Goldendale, W A 98620 

Wayne Clausen 
8448 Hoctor Rd. 
Goldendale, W A 98620 

The Columbian 
701 W 8th St. 
Vancouver, WA 98663 
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I 

I Conboy Lake Wildlife Refuge 
100 Wildlife Refuge Rd. 

I Glenwood, WA 98619 

Wayne Cordrey 
P.O. Box 888 

I 
Hood River, OR 97031 

Bruce and Peggy Davenport 
1 19 West Main 

I Goldendale, W A 98620 

Ruth Davenport 

I 
744 Hoctor Rd. 
Goldendale, W A 98620 

Clinton Deeter 

I 1425 Tawny Ln. 
Walla Walla, WA 99362 

Eleanor Dooley 

I 
604 Hwy 97 
Goldendale, W A 98620 

Dean Dunlap 

I 353 Oak Hill Rd. 
Goldendale, W A 98620-4300 

Daniel Edelson I 2626 175th Ave NE 
Redmond, W A 98052 

I Sam Enfield 
801 1 29th Ave. NW 
Seattle, WA 981 17  

I Ronald Fisk 
7426 A St. 
Tacoma, W A 98408 

I 
John and Juanita Fitzgerald 
7219 NE 47th Ave. 
Vancouver, WA 98661 

I Andrea Fouks 
Woodward and Clyde 
1 1 1  SW Columbia Suite 990 

I Portland, OR 97201 

Friends of the Columbia Gorge 
Joe Walicki 

I 319 SW Washington #301 
Portland, OR 97204 

I 
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H. Paul Friesema 
Department of Political Science, Scott Hall 
601 University Place 
Evanston, IL 60208-1006 

James Goddard 
1 0426 Abington Way 
Racho Cordova, CA 95670 

K.C. Golden 
Northwest Conservation Act Coalition 
217 Pine St., Suite 1020 
Seattle, WA 98101-1520 

Patricia Gow 
350 Linden Rd. 
Goldendale, W A 98620 

Charles Gronewall 
2069 Sargent Ln. 
Clarkston, W A 99403 

Daniel Gunkel 
1 71 Maryhill Hwy 
Goldendale, W A 98620 

George Gunkel, NMI 
89 Maryhill Hwy 
Goldendale, W A 98620 

Lee Hagmeier 
9364 Lakeview Ct. 
Juneau, AK 99801 

Gary Harter, NMI 
86 Cemetery Rd. 
Glenwood, WA 98619 

Lois Harvison 
c/o Louis Wilson 
5404 NE 121st Ave #39 
Vancouver, WA 98682 

Marie Hilyer 
7636 SE 34th 
Mercer Island, WA 98040 

Charles Hoctor 
606 E Simcoe Dr. 
Goldendale, W A 98620 

Donald and Nellie Hoctor 
749 Hoctor Rd. 
Goldendale, W A 98620 
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I 
I Emmett Hoctor, NMI 

c I o Henry Garner 

I 851 Dalles Mtn. Rd. 
Centerville, WA 98613 

John Hoctor 

I 
559 Hoctor Rd. 
Goldendale, W A 98620 

Walter Hoctor I 488 #4 Rd. 
Goldendale, W A 98620 

I 
Zona Hoctor 
690 Hoctor Rd. 
Goldendale, W A 98620 

I Nancy Holbrook 
Box 733 
Clinton, W A 98236 

I Craig Holstine 
Archaeological & Historical Services 
Eastern Washington University 

I 526 5th St. 
MS 168 
Cheney, WA 99004-2431 

I Hood River News 
409 Oak 
Hood River, OR 97031 

I Robert Imrie 
1619 Imrie Rd. 
Roosevelt, W A 99356 

I Thomas C. Jasto 
1217 N Columbus Ave. 
Goldendale, W A 98620 

I Warren Jim 
Pine Creek Band 
Roosevelt, W A 99356 

I Rex Joseph, NMI 
3209 61 st SW 

I Seattle, WA 98116  

Robert Kahn 
7900 SE 28th St., Suite 200 

I 
Mercer Island, W A 98040 

Fred Keast 
PacifiCorp 

I 
920 SW Sixth Ave. 
Portland, OR 97204-1256 
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Michael F. Kitchen 
P.O. Box 1 267 
Goldendale, W A 98620 

Brian Knox 
Shidler, Gates, & Ellis 
701 5th Ave, Suite 5000 
Seattle, WA 98104 

Robert and Jane Lee 
1 1 360 Hwy 14 
Goldendale, W A 98620 

Lucille Lefever 
208 E Broadway 
Goldendale, W A 98620 

Richard Lefever 
1405 N Columbus Ave. 
Goldendale, W A 98620 

Rebecca Levison 
WashPIRG 
340 15th Ave. E, Suite 350 
Seattle, W A 981 1 2  

Calvin Linden 
34 Centerville Hwy 
Goldendale, W A 98620 

Ron Lodigis 
14 Kawasentha Dr. 
White Salmon, W A 98672 

Patty Lowe 
Greenhouse Action 
Box 68218 
Seattle, WA 98168 

Joel Marr 
307 Ave G, Box 94 
Grandview, W A 98930 

Maryhill Museum of Art 
35 Maryhill Museum Dr. 
Goldendale, W A 98620 

Dick and Linda McCarter 
515 South Elm St. 
Toppenish, W A 98948 

Richard McCarter, NMI 
P.O. Box 1287 
Goldendale, WA 98620-1287 
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I 

I Dan McCormick 
4360 SW Minter Bridge Rd. 

I Hillsboro, OR 97123 

Fred Meier 
348 Oak Hill Dr. 

I Goldendale, W A 98620 

Vicki Morris 
7732 18th Ave. NE 

I Seattle, WA 981 15-4426 

B.J. Maughan 

I 
840 Maple Dr. 
Goldendale, W A 98620 

Dennis Newland 

I 
510 Meadow Dr. South 
Richland, W A 99352 

Marvin and Phyllis Norris 

I 298 Hoctor Rd. 
Goldendale, W A 98620 

Northwest Pipeline Corporation 

I 295 Chipeta Way 
Salt Lake City, UT 84158 

Mark Ohrenschall 

I Conservation Monitor 
P.O. Box 900928 
Queen Anne Station 

I 
Seattle, WA 98109 

The Oregonian 
292 Rimrock Rd. 

I 
Goldendale, W A 98620 

Donald Ormiston 
9116  NE 102nd St. 

I Vancouver, W A 98662 

Christine Pfister 

I 
Henkle Middle School 
480 Loop Rd. 
White Salmon, W A 98672 

I Portland General Electric 
1 21 SW Salmon St. 
Portland, OR 97204 

I 
Toni Potter 
19548 47th Ave. NE 
Seattle, WA 98155 

I 
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Puget Sound Power & Light Co. 
P.O. Box 0868 
Bellevue, W A 98009-0868 

REBOUND 
Gwen Lee 
2700 1st Ave. #103 
Seattle, WA 98121  

Matt Rielly 
1380 N Mane Ave. 
White Salmon, WA 98672 

Richard N. Rife 
2600 E 14th St. 
The Dalles, OR 97058 

Jim Rikey 
P.O. Box 1078 
Goldendale, W A 98620 

Roosevelt Grange Master 
Roosevelt Grange 
Roosevelt, WA 99356 

Raymond Rossignol 
1 30 Perry Way 
Yakima, WA 98901 

Edwin Rummerfield 
217 E Nelson Rd. 
Moses Lake, WA 98837 

C.R. Sandberg 
1 0209 Maple Dr. 
Pasco, W A 99301 

William Sarfield 
502 Mint Rd. 
White Swan, WA 98925 

John Scarola 
70 Scarola Dr. 
Goldendale, W A 98620 

Tim Scarola 
P.O. Box 104 
Goldendale, W A 98620 

Lawrence Schienbein 
Battelle PNL 
P.O. Box 999 
Richland, W A 99352 
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I 

I Keith Silen 
P.O. Box 685 

I Goldendale, W A 98620 

Susan Smillie 
Labat-Anderson Inc. 

I 2200 Oarendon Blvd., Suite 900 
Arlington, VA 22201 

Martin Sorenson 

I 9108 Bender 
Lynden, WA 98264 

I 
Michael Spasyk 
P.O. Box 1 
Cabot, VT 05647 

I 
Paul Spies 
Columbia Aluminum 
1220 Main St., Suite 200 

I 
Vancouver, WA 98660 

Clyde Story 
307 Oyde Story Rd. 

I 
Goldendale, W A 986207 

George Stricker 
Zond Systems 

I 
2515 4th Ave. #1101 
Seattle, WA 98121 

Randy Swisher 

I 
AWEA 
122 C St. NW, 4th Floor 
Washington, D.C. 20001-2109 

I Dennis and Sondra Templer 
P.O. Box 500 
Dallesport, W A 98617 

I Sandy Thompson 
1506 E Collins Rd. 
Goldendale, W A 98620 

I Richard and Elisa Troutman 
P.O. Box 12 

I 
Wishram, W A 98673 

James and Ruth Trull 
7417 West Mercer Way 

I 
Mercer Island, WA 98040 

John Turner 
5704 SE Washington 

I 
Portland, OR 97215 
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Joann Van Hoy 
1040 Hoctor Rd. 
Goldendale, W A 98620 

Jeannine Vinyard 
31 Pine Vista Rd. 
Glenwood, WA 98619 

Harold Von Olmhausen 
Rt. 4, Box 9000 
West Richland, W A 99352 

William Wilkins 
P.O. Box 8 
Carson, W A 98610 

John Williams 
LAZER 
1 2770 SW Foothill Dr. 
Portland, OR 97225 

Ellen Willis 
198 Willis Rd. 
Goldendale, W A 98620 

Arthur Winterstein 
254 Winterstein Rd. 
Goldendale, W A 98620 

William and Dorothy Young 
350 Hoctor Rd. 
Goldendale, W A 98620 

Distribution List 

5-22 

Final Environmental Impact Statement 
Washington Windplant #1 

May 1 995 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 

I 

I 
APPENDIX A 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 



I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 



I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

________________ ........ 

Appendix A - Qual ifications of E IS  Preparers 
R. W. Beck 

Founded in 1942, R .  W .  Beck is a prominent U.S. design and consulting engineering firm serving 
governmental authorities and agencies, utilities, and industry. The firm's environmental and 
management experience includes conducting SEP A and NEP A environmental impact statements. 
R. W. Beck is familiar with both the procedural and substantive requirements of SEPA, and has 
been involved as prime consultant or subconsultant on numerous SEP A EISs for development 
projects located throughout Washington. EIS projects include landfills, solid waste recycling and 
transfer stations, wind energy facilities, hydroelectric projects, transmission lines, stormwater 
management improvements, and others. The firm is headquartered in Seattle, Washington, with 
other offices in Anchorage, Alaska; Sacramento, California; Denver, Colorado; Boston, 
Massachusetts; Nashville, Tennessee; Phoenix, Arizona; Columbus, Nebraska; Orlando, Florida; 
Indianapolis, Indiana; Portland, Oregon; and Minneapolis, Minnesota. The firm currently 
employs approximately 600 personnel. 

Pat A. Tangora, P.E. 

Areas of EIS: Project Management, Land Use, Aesthetics, Public Services, Health and Safety, 
Transportation 

Years of Experience: 16  

Special Skills: Project management and preparation of SEPA and NEP A EIS; environmental 
policy, permitting, and compliance; facility siting, design, and construction; land use, aesthetics, 

· public services and utilities, and geology and soils; expert witness testimony; and public 
involvement. 

Education: 
B.S., Civil/Environmental Engineering, University of Washington, Seattle, Washington, 1 979. 
B.A., English, Whitman College, Walla Walla, Washington, 1976. 
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Mark L. Ingham 

Areas of EIS: Earth (soils and geology), and Water (surface water) 

Years of Experience: 1 7  

Special Skills: Geology and soils, solid waste, landfill technology and closures, groundwater 
protection, water quality, SEPA and NEPA EIS, energy and natural resources, public services and 
utilities. 

Education: 
B.S., Geology, Western Washington University, Bellingham, Washington, 1976. 
B.S., Civil Engineering, University of Washington, Seattle, Washington, 1990. 

Peter W. Sparhawk 

Areas of EIS: Health and Safety Risks, Responses to Comments, General Assistance 

Years of Experience: 6 

Special Skills: Preparation and coordination of environmental documents, including NEP A and 
SEP A EIS, environmental assessments, FERC hydroelectric project relicensings, hazardous and 
solid waste management plans, natural resources plans, and soil and groundwater analyses; 
project management; agency and client coordination; and technical writing and editing. 

Education: 
B.A., History, Cornell University, Ithaca, New York, 1985. 

Cheryl I ngersol l (On Contract to R. W. Beck) 

Areas of EIS: Plants 

Years of Experience: 1 0  

Special Skills: Plant ecology and systematics, research, plant inventories, rare plant population 
studies, vegetation analysis, and ecological restoration. 

Education: 
Ph.D., Botany, Oregon State University, Corvallis, Oregon, 1991 . 

Qualifications of EIS Preparers 
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jones & Stokes Associates, I nc. 

Jones & Stokes Associates, Inc., is an employee-owned, multidisciplinary firm providing clients 
with a wide range of services in environmental planning and natural resource management. The 
firm maintains a full-time staff of over 190 professionals that includes environmental specialists, 
biologists, planners, economists, engineers, and attorneys. Staff biologists are qualified in 
terrestrial and aquatic ecology, fisheries, wildlife management, wetland biology, habitat 
evaluation, forestry, and vegetation management. Staff planners provide expertise in 
environmental planning, land use, transportation, air quality, noise, public services, and 
recreation planning. The staff civil engineers are experienced in the areas of environmental, 
water resource, waste disposal, and traffic engineering. Staff attorneys are knowledgeable in all 
aspects of environmental law and regulations. The firm has used these professionals as part of 
numerous SEP A and NEPA EIS projects. Jones & Stokes maintains offices in Bellevue, 
Washington; Sacramento, California; and Phoenix, Arizona. From these office locations, 
Jones & Stokes has served clients throughout the western United States since 1970. 

Gregory A. Poremba 

Areas of EIS: Land Use, Socioeconomics 

Years of Experience: 15  

Special Skills: Socioeconomic impact assessments; public involvement programs; survey 
research design and implementation; data analysis; demographics; fiscal analysis; land use 
planning; solid waste management; analysis of transportation, recreation, and aesthetic issues; 
and social and cultural studies. 

Education: 
Ph.D., Sociology, Washington State University, Pullman, Washington, 1990. 
M.A., Sociology, University of North Dakota, Grand Forks, North Dakota, 1982 (minor in statistics). 
B.A., Sociology I Anthropology and English, University of Minnesota-Duluth, Duluth, Minnesota, 

1979. 

Jonathan lves 

Areas of EIS: Birds, Wildlife 

Years of Experience: 23 

Special Skills: Management of EISs, terrestrial and habitat evaluation procedures (HEP) studies, 
biological impact analysis, and wetland and mitigation planning. 

Education: 
M .S., Wildlife Biology, Humboldt State University, Arcata, California, 1973. 
B.B.A., Wildlife Management, Nichols College, Dudley, Massachusetts, 1967. 
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James A. Estep 

Areas of EIS: Birds 

Years of Expertise: 10 

Special Skills: Wildlife biology and management, with an emphasis in raptor biology and 
management, resource conservation planning, biological impact resource assessment, endangered 
species surveys and impact assessments, mitigation planning, and wildlife management 
techniques (surveys, habitat evaluation, capturing and marking, and radiotelemetry). 

Education: 
B.S., Wildlife and Fisheries Biology, University of California, Davis, California, 1984. 

Stephen M. Hall  

Areas of EIS: Birds, Wildlife 

Years of Expertise: 7 

Special Skills: Terrestrial wildlife and vegetation studies, habitat evaluation and mapping, 
forest resource inventory, biological impact analysis, mitigation planning, and SEPA and NEPA 
compliance. 

Education: 
B.S., Wildlife Management, Washington State University, Pullman, Washington, 1987. 

Phi l ip A. Unger 

Areas of EIS: Birds 

Years of Expertise: 1 1  

Special Skills: Statistics, sampling design, aquatic ecology, fisheries biology, and population 
dynamics. 

Education: 
Ph.D., Ecology, University of Colorado, Boulder, 1985. 
B.A., Biology, Harvard University, Cambridge, Massachusetts, 1970. 

Qualifications of EIS Preparers 
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Ryan J .  Birdseye 

Areas of EIS: Air, Noise 

Years of Expertise: 5 

Special Skills: Air quality and noise impact analysis, environmental analysis and impact 
assessment, land use and transportation planning, conununity development, and water resource 
planning. 

Education: 
M.U.P., Urban and Regional Planning, University of Oregon, Eugene, Oregon, 1991 . 
B.S., Geography, University of Oregon, Eugene, Oregon, 1987. 

Carla Staedter 

Areas of EIS: Aesthetics 

Years of Expertise: 1 1  

Special Skills: Wetland and natural resource rehabilitation, visual impact analysis and 
interpretative element planning, project management, park and recreation planning and design, 
and preparation of contract documents. 

Education: 
B.L.A., Landscape Architecture, University of Minnesota, Minneapolis, Minnesota, 1984. 

H istorical Research Associates, I nc. 

Founded in 1974, Historical Research Associates, Inc. (HRA), is a Missoula, Montana-based 
corporation that specializes in cultural and environmental resource management. HRA 
historians, archaeologists, and historical architects have worked with local, state, and federal 
agencies on a variety of cultural resource management projects. The firm provides professional 
consultation for all phases of this work, from preliminary inventory to the preparation and 
execution of mitigation plans. The environmental staff at HRA is experienced in preparing 
baseline data to support permit applications as well as in performing analyses for environmental 
impact statements. They have managed multidisciplined environmental analyses for public and 
private clients on large-scale projects. HRA also offers expertise in historic preservation and 
conununity surveys, and has conducted numerous surveys, inventories, and analyses of historic 
structures and districts. HRA has branch offices in Seattle, Albuquerque, and Washington, D.C. 
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Gail Thompson 

Areas of EIS: Cultural Resources 

Years of Experience: 20 

Special Skills: Cultural resources planning and assessments, archaeological resource 
assessments, anthropology, geomorphology, Pacific Northwest Native American issues, and 
project management. 

Education: 
Ph.D., Anthropology, University of Washington, Seattle, Washington, 1978. 
M.A., Anthropology, University of Washington, Seattle, Washington, 1971 . 
B.A., Anthropology, University of Washington, Seattle, Washington, 1969. 

J .  Scott King 

Areas of EIS: Cultural Resources 

Years of Experience: 8 

Special Skills: Archaeological survey, excavation, and analysis in the Pacific Northwest and 
California; stylistic and functional analysis of lithic artifacts; and research, including geophysical 
and photographic remote sensing, site formation process studies, and submerged cultural 
resources. 

Education: 
M.A., Archaeology, University of Washington, Seattle, Washington, 1 994. 
B.A., Anthropology, Humboldt State University, California, 1985. 
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Kenetech Washington Windp lant #1  and 
and CARES Co lumbia Wind Farm #1  

Apri l  2 6 ,  1995  On-s ite Meeting with 
Yakama I ndian Nat ion Cu ltura l Resources Sta f f  and Members 

Trad itiona l Cu ltura l Uses of the Columbia H i l l s  

Attendees : 

F lorence Agu i lar , YIN Cu ltura l Instructor 
Rus se l l  B i l ly ,  YIN Cu ltura l Resources Program 
Curt Dreyer , K l i ckitat County P l anning D i rector 
Kathy F i sher , Bonnev i l le Power Administrat ion 
Sharon H i l l ,  YIN 
Fred Ike , Sr . ,  YIN Cultural Resources Program 
Sandy K i ona , YIN Cu ltura l Resources Program 
Gordon Lothson , YIN Special Proj ects Manager 
Johnson Meninick , Manager , YIN Cultura l Resources Program 
Dana Peck , Kenetech Windpower 
Tom Pors , Foster Pepper & Shef elman 
Amel ia Sohappy , YIN Cu ltural Resources Program 
Walter Speedis , YIN Cu ltur a l  Resources Program 
Ga i l  Thompson , H i storical Research Associates , Inc . 
Ben Wol f f , CARES 
Wi l l iam Y a l lup , Sr . , YIN Tr iba l counc i l  and Culture 

Committee 

Jun iper Po int . The meeting and f ield trip began at Juniper 
Point , with a bless ing by e lders Wa lter Speed is and Ame l ia 
Sohappy . Johnson Men in ick opened the meet ing by saying that 
Jun iper Point is a sacred s ite to the Yakama even though some 
structures have been bu i l t  there in the past . The Tr iba l  Counci l  
opposes the windpower proj ects becaus e  o f  the importance o f  the 
area to the Yakama ; because they be l i eve there is no pub l i c  
j us t i f icat ion f o r  the proj ects ; and becaus e  the Yakama have not 
been a sked for permiss ion to bu i l d  the proj ects . Mr . Meninick 
remarked that Kl ickitat County never a sked permiss ion of the YIN 
to put structures on Juniper Point , but YIN be l i eve that now laws 
requ ire government-to-government consu ltation . 

Regarding the trad itional importance of the area , Mr . 
Menin ick stated that the Great Creator p laced each po int 
inc lud ing Juniper ( ca l led Pushpum or Pushash) Point and Sk inpum 
Point to the west o f  U . S .  97 . YIN bel ieve that these po ints 
she ltered p lants ( Jun iper Point) and anima l s  { Sk inpum Point) 
dur ing the great f l ood as witnessed by the occurrence of 
petr i f ied logs a l ong the s l opes . Although the Yakama do not 
current ly use the Juniper Po int , in part because of 11 No 
Trespass ing 11 s igns , they be l i eve that their treaty , court cases , 
and the Amer ican Indian Re l ig ious Freedom Act g ive them access to 

1 



it , and 
is part 
hous e . 
through 

they stated that they p lan to use it in the future . 
of their ceded area and c lose to the Rock Creek l ong 
The area dra ins into the Co lumbia River directly and 
other tr ibutar ies such as the Kl ickitat River . 

I t  

Important resources harvested in the past include mos s from 
lower s l opes that was made into l icor ice candy , oaks to the east 
of Jun iper Po int that provided acorns , rabbits and deer that were 
hunted in the area , roots dug at Jun iper point for food and 
j un ipers col l ected there for medic ines . The fami l ies of Mr . 
Men i n i ck , Russel l B i l ly , and Fred Ike , Sr . , come from th is 
vicin ity . 

Fred Ike , Sr . , stated that at a recent F irst Foods Ceremony 
at the Rock Creek long house , he d i s cussed the surround ing area 
extens ively with the e lders and l istened to the i r  stories about 
the trad itiona l gather ing in the area around Rock Creek . They 
expressed concern about the l ittle mountain [ Lorena Butte ) to the 
north of the Columbia Hi l l s , wh ich is ca l l ed Hool ie-eye and is 
associated with a legend about the wind . The e lders feel that 
quarry ing c inder there is desecrat ing th is traditiona l ly 
important s ite and wanted to know i f  the County could stop i t . 
The e lders a l so obj ect to the dump s ite in Rooseve lt . They feel 
that progress i s  destroying their cultural resources , and they 
oppose the bu i l d ing of the windpower proj ects . Fina l ly , the 
e lders a sked for a Memorandum of Understanding with the County 
and l oca l l andowners regard ing access to l and in the area for 
gather ing nat ive foods . 

Russel l B i l ly spoke of vis it ing the Columbia H i l l s vicinity 
with h i s  unc l e  to hunt e lk , wh ich existed there a long with hawks , 
eag l es , and other w i l d l i f e . He be l i eves that a fter the 
exper imenta l  wind towers were bu i lt near the ea stern end of the 
Columbia H i l l s  north of Hocter Road , deer avo ided the area of the 
wind towers and could not be hunted there . Mr . B i l ly stated that 
peop le prayed before they conducted any activit ies on the l and , 
worsh ipping the Creator . The Yakama regard a lmost everyth ing a s  
spir itua l .  

Sandy K i ona and Ame l i a  Sohappy dug a number of roots and 
demonstrated that var i ous food plants , inc luding bitterroot , are 
found at Jun iper Point . Other types of plants are found to the 
north and to the south . Mr . Men inick stated that each 
environment such as wet lands and up lands support particular food 
p lants , inc lud ing some that were used to poison enemies . P l ants 
in d i f ferent l oca l environments , such as the north and south 
s lopes at var ious e l evat i ons , r ipened at d i f ferent t imes . He 
feels that Proj ect botanists have not ident i f ied a l l  of the 
p l ants that have traditional importance to the Yakama becaus e  the 
Indian names d i ffer from those in Eng l i sh . 

Tom Pors stated that YIN comments w i l l  be reported in the 
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Proj ect FEI S . He requested that YIN staff discuss with BPA the 
va lue of Jun iper Point as a trad it iona l cu ltur a l  property so that 
a Determination of E l igibil ity can be made and a Memorandum o f  
Agreement can b e  drafted . Information is needed o n  boundaries 
and other a spects of the phys ical description and importance o f  
the area . 

Johnson Meninick responded that the enti re l andform i s  
important , extending into Washington and Oregon , because o f  the 
movements and trading of resources by bands and tribes . He f ee l s  
that the traditiona l cu ltura l property cannot b e  bounded . Gordon 
Lothson stated h i s  be l ie f  that the entire Proj ect area cou ld be 
nominated to the Nationa l Register as a hi storic d i strict because 
the archaeological s ites are interconnected , and the area 
conta ins trad itiona l cu ltura l resources such as tra i l s , v i s ion 
quest s ites , hunt ing bl inds , and root col lecting areas . He 
be l i eves that the area ' s  cu ltural resources are unique and should 
be preserved in place or mit igated through data recovery . Mr . 
Meninick said that a l l  of the cultura l resources in the vic inity 
are connected to form a who l e . In addition , the l oca l resources 
vary each year and that he wants 10 years to study it before 
nominat ion . 

B i l l  Yal lup , Sr . ,  di scussed the importance of s ite v i s it s  
during the growing season such as at present when the e lders are 
going to the mountains to dig roots . He related h i s  experience 
of being treated with a native p l ant for more than 1 0 0  hornet 
stings . Even some s o i l s  have medicina l uses . Mr . Y a l lup stated 
that Juniper Point is a vis ion quest s ite because v i ews are 
poss ible in the four cardinal d irect ions . Peop l e  cou ld come here 
to r ece ive the wisdom necessary to be spec i a l i st s  in var i ous 
activit ies . 

D i scussion f o l l owed about the location o f  turbine strings 
near Jun iper Point . Mr . Men inick bel ieves that they wi l l  impact 
the potent i a l  for vis ion quest experience by interrupting 
communicat ions from the Creator , the earth , rocks , birds , and 
anima l s . In addition , he f eel s that a " fore i gn breez e '' wi l l  be 
created to k i l l  p l ants on the po int and prevent them from 
reseed ing there and be l ow . This wi l l  result in cumulat ive 
e ff ects . Dr . Lothson bel ieves that the turbines wi l l  change the 
circulation pattern so that cold a ir cannot s i nk to moi sten the 
area below .  Mr . Meninick stated that the Yakama should rece ive 
9 5  percent o f  the money made from the Proj ects . 

Or . Lothson recommended that the Proj ect cultura l resources 
sta f f  work with Mr . Men inick to understand the tra i l s  in the area 
and to deve l op research questions for the l ith ic scatters . He 
be l i eves YIN cu ltur a l  staff wi l l  help define the boundaries o f  an 
h i storic di str i ct or a tradit iona l cultura l property and that a 
Memorandum o f  Agreement with the Tribal Counc i l  would be 
appropriate . He said that YIN staf f  do not oppose archaeo logica l 
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sur face col l ect ion and agreed that it should be restr icted to 
s ites c lose to roads or turbine strings that cou ld be d i sturbed 
dur ing construct ion . 

Promontorv at Eastern End of Project Area . The f i e ld tr ip 
moved on to v i s it a promontory at the eastern end of the Proj ect 
area . YIN members stated that the p lants there are the same as 
at Jun iper Point but they r ipen ear l ier because of the locat ion 
a t  a lower e l evat ion on a south-fac ing s lope . Resources used in 
Rock Creek long house F irst Foods Ceremonies that come from this 
area inc lude s a lmon , deer , rabb its , and roots . Mr . Men in ick 
ment ioned that rocks in th is area have a story associated with 
them . He requested that Proj ect app l icants check caref u l ly on 
the l eg a l  status of a f f ected lands because the Y IN bel i eve that 
some a l lotment land h a s  been taken out of f ederal trust 
improper ly . 

Ridge West of Juniper Po int . The last stop of the f ield 
tr ip wa s at a r idge top west of Juniper Po int , where a number of 
s o i l  mounds are found . Mr . Men inick asserted that they are 
undocumented bur i a l  grounds and shou ld be respected . He stated 
that the Yakama have a lways had feel ings for th is area but were 
s i lent about it . They accepted the cattl e  gra z ing in part 
because the h istor ica l landowners wa ited to turn their l ivestock 
out unt i l  a fter the root harvest . The " N o  Trespass ing " s igns 
appeared more recent ly . They are not p l ea s ed , however , by the 
windpower proposa ls . He r equested that Dr . Thompson and Dr . 
Lothson cont inue d i s cuss ing the importance of the archaeolog ical 
resources in the Proj ect area . 

Tom Pors asked Mr . Men inick how he f e lt about the 
archaeo log i c a l  survey des ignat ing s ites to be avo ided dur ing 
Proj ect construct ion , and Mr . Men inick responded that the Yakama 
Nat ion ' s  answer is " no construction " in the entire area . Kathy 
F i sher and Tom Pors asked Mr . Men inick if the YIN wou ld 
part ic ipate in negot iation of a Memorandum of Agreement ( MOA ) 
regard ing potent i a l  measures to avoid , minim i z e ,  and mit igate 
impacts of the proposed deve lopments on cu ltural resources . Mr . 
Men in ick repeated h i s  comment regard ing no construction and said 
that YIN wou ld not d i scuss mitigation of the Proj ects ' impacts . 

Ms . K i ona and Ms . Sohappy located a number of p lant s  
tradit iona l ly used f o r  root foods i n  t h i s  area . B i l l  Y a l lup , 
Sr . ,  quest ioned the pub l ic ' s  need for the Proj ects and how BPA 
wi l l  use the power . Preserving the land and wind come f irst for 
them . He stated that thi s  r idgetop west of Jun ip er Po int a lso i s  
a v i s ion quest s ite because the view takes i n  the four card inal 
d irect ions . He recommended Proj ect personnel attend a Sunday 
s ervice at Rock Creek where one can understand the e lders ' 
concerns . He is unw i l l ing to contrad ict them . YIN and K l ickitat 
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County do not get a l ong , but the County shou ld do noth ing to 
compromise treaty r ights because that i s  a l l  the Yakama have 
left . The peop le are born in the vicinity and wi l l  d ie here ; 
nothing cou ld induce them to move away . 

Johnson Men inick and Fred Ike , Sr . c losed the meeting with a 
ceremon i a l  song about the wind and a prayer . 

5 



I 
I 
·I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 


	Blank Page

