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Cover Memo

Conservation and Renewable Energy Systems (CARES) proposes to construct and operate the 25-megawatt
(MW) Columbia Wind Farm No. 1 (proposed Project) in the Columbia Hills area, southeast of Goldendale,

“in Klickitat County, Washington. The Project would be constructed on private lands leased from the

property owner, Columbia Alummum, Inc.

The proposed Project would require a Conditional Use Permit from Klickitat County, Washington, and a

- Power Purchase Agreement between the Bonneville Power Administration (BPA) and CARES. An

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

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

InMarch, 1995, a joint NEPA/SEPA Draft EIS for the proposed Project was issued by Klickitat County and

BPA, which are the lead agencies under SEPA and NEPA, respectively, for the EIS. The close of comment
deadline for the Draft EIS was May 1, 1995.

This document and the Draft Joint NEPA/SEPA Environmental Impact Statement, Columbia Wind Farm #1
together constitute the Final Joint NEPA/SEPA EIS for the Columbia Wind Farm #1. The Final EIS is
issued under Section 102 (2)C) of NEPA at U.S.C. 4321 et seq.and under SEPA as provnded by RCW
43.21C.030 (2Xc).

In addition to the Fact Sheet, this docurr;ent includes the following major discussions:

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

o  Preferred Alternative. The Draft EIS evaluated the Proposed Action and the No Action Altemative
but did not identify a Preferred Altemative. Based on the analysis in the Draft EIS and on comments
received regarding impacts and mitigation measures, Klickitat County and BPA have identified a .
Preferred Alternative in the Final EIS. The Preferred Altemative includes the Proposed Action along
with incorporation of certain mitigation measures identified in the Draﬁ EIS and from a review of
comments on the Draft EIS.

° Correcttons and Mod ifications to the Draft EIS. These corrections and modlﬁcatlons are based on
. input received through comments on the Draft EIS

o Comments and Responses to Comments. This section includes written comments on the Draft EIS, a
transcript of the Public Hearing on the Draft EIS, and minutes of a field trip to the Project site
conducted with representatives of the Yakama Indian Nation. Responses to comments are also
included.

Key environmental issues ldentlﬁed in this EIS include: erosion and sedimentation durmg Project
construction; disturbance of certain high-quality native plant communities and priority habitats; impacts to
western’ gray squirrels and ‘potential disturbance during nesting; incidental collision of birds, including
special-status bird species, with Project facilities; disturbance of archaeological sites potentially eligible for
listing in the National Register of Historical Places; impacts to the eligible traditional cultural property of
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Juniper Point; aesthetic impacts; potential exceedances of nighttime noise standards at some residential

locations; potential schedule conflicts with repairs planned for Hoctor Road; 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 impacts to high-quality Douglas’ Buckwheat/Sandberg’s bluegrass plant communities, some
_incidental avian mortality, changes to aesthetics, and impacts to the tradmonal cultural property of J umper
Point would be unavoidable.

~ Beneficial impacts from the Proposed Action would include the demonstration of a utility-scale wind
energy facility in the Pacific Northwest region, and potential 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 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 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 Final Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) is a joint document issued under the

National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and Washington State Environmental Policy Act
(SEPA) as provided by under RCW 43.21C.030 (2) (c) and Section 102 (2) (C) of NEPA, 42
U.S.C. 4321 et seq.

Nature and Location of the Proposal ' .
Conservation and Renewable Energy System (CARES), a joint operating agency under
Washington State statutes, proposes to construct and operate the 25 megawatt (MW) Columbia
Wind Farm #1 (Project) in the Columbia Hills area of Klickitat County, Washington known as
Juniper Point. The CARES proposal was developed in response to the Bonneville Power
Administration’s (BPA) September 1992 Request for Proposals (RFP) for a Wind Energy
Demonstration Project.

The legal description of the approximately 395 hectare (975 acre) site is Section 18, T3N, R17E,
and the south half of Section 13, T3N, R16E. CARES proposes to have 91 wind turbines and
associated facilities installed and operating with the intent of generating electricity from the
available wind resources to sell to the BPA. '

The No Action Alternative would avoid site-specific environmental impacts from this Project
and would limit BPA'’s ability to diversify the long term power supply prospects in the region
and CARES’ ability to demonstrate the viability of renewable wind energy in the region. Under
the No Action Alternative, the Project would not be constructed and existing grazing and other

-activities on the site would continue.

Tiered Environmental Review ,

This EIS is tiered to the environmental review of BPA’s Resource Programs, which guides
BPA'’s selection of alternative energy resources to meet the region’s long term power needs. The
February 1992 Resource Programs EIS (RP EIS), a programmatic document that evaluates the

“environmental tradeoffs among generic resource types and the cumulative effects of adding these

resources to the existing system, is incorporated by reference into this EIS. This EIS is tiered to -

~ the RP EIS and evaluates the site-specific impacts from the proposed Project.

- Project Applicant

Conservation and Renewable Energy System, a joint operating agency in the State of
Washington. -

Lead Agencies:
Klickitat County- is the nominal SEPA lead agency and CARES is the SEPA co-lead agency for
the EIS. The U.S. Department of Energy, BPA, is the lead agency under NEPA.
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Responsible Officials and Contacts
SEPA: Curt Dreyer, Klickitat County Planning Director, 228 West Main, Room 150,
‘ Goldendale, Washington 98620, (509) 773-5703. :
NEPA: Kathy Fisher - ECN, Bonneville Power Admmlstratlon, P.O. Box 3621, Portland,
’ Oregon 97212, (503) 230-4375

~ Potentially Required Permits, Llcenses, Approvals and Other Procedures Include:

Conditional Use Permit . Klickitat County
Building Permit(s) Klickitat County

National Pollutant Discharge Ehmmatlon Washington Department of Ecology
System (NPDES) General Permit '

Electrical Permit(s) Washington Department of Labor and Industries
ESA Section 7 Consultation U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Power Purchase Agreement Bonneville Power Administration
NHPA Section 106 Consultation Confederated Tribes and Bands of the Yakama
, Indian Nation and Washington SHPO
Project Implementation and Financing CARES

Authors and Principal Contributors

Jones & Stokes Associates, Inc. Avian Resources
~ : Other Wildlife

Noise
- Air Quality

Aesthetics

Hydrology
; , Botanical

‘ : Land Use, Recreation, and Socioeconomics

Transportation '
Public Services and Utilities
Health and Safety

Amlmeglggxg_ame_ngngaLngg_es Cultural Resource Inventory
Historical Research Associates, Inc, Oral Histories and Traditional Cultural Properties

Details on the quallﬁcatlons of these firms and mdlwduals are mcluded in Appendix A.

Date of Issuance of Fmal EIS
The Final EIS is being issued pursuant to SEPA on September 20, 1995. TheFinal EIS will be
issued pursuant to NEPA upon notice in the Federal Register.

Tentative Date for Implementaﬁon ,
Assuming all permits and approvals are obtained, the proposed Columbia Wind Farm #1 would
- begin operation in 1997. Construction is planned to begin April, 1996. :
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Nature and Date of Final Actions

The final actions will be decided by various permitting agencies, including a Conditional Use
Permit which may be issued by Klickitat County. A public hearing on the Conditional Use
Permit has been tentatively scheduled for October 2, 1995. Other permit decisions are expected

. in late 1995 or early 1996. Final action by the BPA would be the execution of a Power Purchase

Agreement with CARES.

Location of Background Environmental Data
Background material for this EIS, including supporting technical reports, is available at the
Klickitat County Planning Department, 228 West Main, Room 150, Goldendale, Washington,

‘ 98620, and at the Bonneville Power Administration, 905 NE 11th Avenue, Public Information

Office, Portland, Oregon 97232. Supportmg technical reports to this EIS include the followmg
appendices:

¢ Botanical Resources Technical Report for the Conservation and Renewable Energy
System Columbia Wind Farm #1 EIS, Jones & Stokes Associates, Inc., (February 3,
1995)

¢ Technical Report: A Cultural Resources Survey of the Proposed CARES Columbia
Wind Farm #1 Klickitat County, Washington. Short Report 444, Archaeological and

- Historical Services, Eastern Washington University (February 1995)

¢ Avian Use of proposed KENETECH and CARES Wind Farm Sites in Klickitat

County, Washington, Jones & Stokes Associates, Inc., (January 1995).

These appendices were distributed with release of the DEIS to county libraries and resource
agencies with expertise or jurisdiction over biological or cultural resources (see Part 5,
Distribution List).

Incorporation by Reference

In addition to the technical appendices, the followmg documents have been incorporated by
reference in this EIS and are available at the Klickitat County Planning Department and the BPA
Public Information Oﬁ'lce

e Resource Programs Final Environmental Impact Statement (DOE/EIS-0162),
Bonneville Power Administration (Febmary, 1993).

e Record of Decision for the Resource Programs Final Environmenfal Impact
Statement (April 22, 1993).

o ' Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DES;95-2) for the KENETECH/PacifiCorp
Wyoming Windpower Project.
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 SUMMARY

S.1. Backgronn’d

The Pacific Northwest Electric Power Planning and Conservation Act (the Act) provides
the framework for regional energy resource planning by the Bonneville Power
Administration (BPA). Under the Act, the Northwest Power Planning Council (Council)
develops a regional conservation and electric power plan. Every two years, BPA ‘
develops a Resource Program to translate the Council’s plan into a specific set of near-
term actions with associated budgets.

One of the objectives of the Act is to encourage the development of renewable resources
in the Pacific Northwest. Correspondingly, the Council’s 1991 Power Plan identified the
need to determine the cost and availability of new cost-effective resources, such as wind
energy, through research and demonstration programs. .BPA’s 1992 Resource Program
recognized the Resource Supply Expansion Program (RSEP) as the primary mechanism " -
to achieve this objective. Through the RSEP, a wind power strategy was developed that
acknowledged BPA should help host utilities develop small-scale wind demonstration
projects. Implementing the wind power strategy would enable Northwest utilities to
address regional barriers to cost effective wind development and gain hands-on

experience with the operation and integration of commercial wind farms.

In September 1992, BPA issued a Request for Proposals (RFP) for a Wind Energy
Demonstration Project to implement the RSEP wind strategy. Six proposals for the -
acquisition of electrical output with utility services were received and underwent a four -
stage evaluation of both price and non-price factors. Based on the overall project scores,
the combination of the Columbia Wind Farm #1 and the Wyoming Windplant #1, located
in Carbon County, Wyoming, was determined to offer the best demonstration value to
BPA. These two proposals were designated for further consideration by BPA. A third

“proposal, the Washington Windplant #1 in Benton County, Washington was identified as

an alternate in the event negotiatibns were unsuccessful for the other two proposals.

Because development of the proposals could result in significant impacts on the human
environment, the responsible federal and state agencies are preparing environmental
impact statements (EIS). Each of the two proposals being considered by BPA is being
evaluated independently because they are not alternatives to one another under the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The Bureau of Land Management and BPA
are preparing a NEPA EIS for the Wyoming Windplant in Carbon County, Wyoming.
BPA and Klickitat County are jointly preparing a NEPA and Washington State

-Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) EIS for the Columbia Wind Farm. Both EIS’s are

tiered to BPA’s Resource Programs EIS (RP EIS) as discussed in Section S:3 of this
document.
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The Columbia Wind Farm #1 (Project) was proposed to BPA by Conservation and

Renewable Energy Systems (CARES) (the Applicant), a joint operating agency under

Washington State statutes. The charter and current members of CARES are the Public
Utility Districts of Benton, Clallam, Franklin, Grays Harbor, Klickitat, Okanogon,

- Pacific, and Skamania counties. CARES’ mission is to develop energy conservation,

renewable energy, and other high-efficiency energy resources to assist in meeting the

.electric power service requirements in the Pacific Northwest.

As proposed, CARES would contract with the FloWind Corporation (FloWind) of San

- Rafael, California, for the construction and initial operation of the Project. FloWind and
 CARES are negotiating to lease the site from the property owner, Columbia Aluminum,

Inc. CARES would sell bonds, with BPA guarantees and backing, in order to finance

construction of the Project. If approved, BPA, through execution of a Power Purchase

Agreement (PPA), would agree to purchase up to 25 MW of electricity generated by the

Project in accordance with terms negotiated as a result of the RFP selection process.

S.2. Purpdse Of and Need For Action

'S.2.1 Need for Action (Agency Goals)

In the face of potential regional growth and increasing constraints on the existing energy
resource base, BPA needs to accomplish the research and development necessary for the
acquisition of resources that will contribute to diversification of the long term power
supply prospects in the region. A diverse resource portfolio is considered necessary to
protect BPA and its customers against risk.

Non-federal agency needs include CARES’, need to facilitate the development of
conservation and renewable energy projects in the State of Washington and Klickitat
County’s need to decide whether to issue a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) for the Project.

S.2.2 Purposes to Satisfy the Need (Agency Objectives)
The Project is designed to achieve the agency objectives described below.

BPA: _
e  Test the ability of wind energy to provide a reliable, economical, and
environmentally acceptable energy resource in the region. _
e Assure consistency with BPA's statutory responsibilities, including the Act
while taking into consideration the Council's Conservation and Electrlc Power
’ Plan and Fish and Wlldllfe Program

Summary - . Final Environmental Impact Statement
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. o Assure consistency with BPA’s Resource Programs Record of Decision.

CARES: ‘ .

e Provide the experience in serving the needs and managing the power output of a’
wind energy facility to one or more of the CARES member utilities.

Klickitat County:

e Assure consistency and compatlblhty w1th the Klickitat County Comprehensive
Land Use Management Plan.

BPA, CARES, and Klickitat County: , ~

e Restore and enhance environmental quality and av01d or minimize possible
adverse env1ronmental effects.

S.2.3 Agency Decisions
Potential decisions to be supported by this EIS include:

BPA execution of a Power Purchase Agreement with CARES.

Klickitat County i issuance to CARES of a Conditional Use Permit and building
permits.

CARES’ project planning and implementation.

Identification of appropriate Project mitigation requirements to include in the
PPA and CUP.

S.3. Relationship to Other Environmental Review

" In February 1993, BPA published the Resource Programs EIS (RP EIS), a pfogrammatic

document that evaluates the environmental tradeoffs among generic resource types and

the cumulative effects of adding these resources to the existing system. Based on the RP

EIS, BPA adopted the Emphasize Conservation Alternative in the April 22, 1993
Resource Programs Record of Decision. This alternative emphasizes conservation and
efficiency improvements, supplemented by renewable and thermal resources, as the most
cost-effective and environmentally responsible option for BPA’s long term conservation
and generation resource acquisition objectives. As a renewable resource, the Project

~ would implement one element of BPA’s Emphasize Conservation Alternative. As

described in the RP EIS and subsequent April 22, 1993 Record of Decision, this
document is tiered to the RP EIS and evaluates the potential site-specific impacts from

~ the proposed Project.

This document also analyzes the potential cumulative environmental impacts from

- development of this Project and another wind energy facility proposed by Kenetech

Windpower, Inc. (Kenetech) on adjacent and nearby lands. The 115 MW facility, known
as the Washington Windplant™ #1, would occupy approximately 5,110-hectares (12,630
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acres) in the Columbia Hills to the west, 'n‘orth and east of the P'roject site. BPA and
Klickitat County commissioned a Cumulative Impact Study (CIS) to analyze the potential
cumulative impacts of both wind energy projects, and included it in the Draft EIS.

S.4. Proposed Action and Alternatives

S.4.l_. Existing Setting

The Project site is located at Juniper Point in the Columbia Hills area of Klickitat County,
Washington. The Project would be located on lands leased from Columbia Aluminum,
approximately 9.6 km (6 mi.) southeast of Goldendale, Washington on aridge
approximately 3.2 km (2 mi.) north of the Columbia River. A Project location map is
included in Figure S.1. The legal description of the approximately 395 hectare (975 acre)
site is Section 18, T3N, R17E and the south half of Section 13, T3N, RI6E. .
The Columbia River, just south of the Pl‘OjeCt site, serves as a major barge transportation
route and recreational resource. The Columbia River has been highly developed with
dams and associated hydroelectric generating facilities. One such facility - John Day -
Dam - is located just south of and below the Project site. A large industrial facility -
Columbia Aluminum - is located adjacent to John Day dam. Wind data collected over
the years in the Columbia Hills and at Juniper Point has determined that the Project site

- has a sufficient wind resource to support a commercial-scale wind power project.

The Project lands are owned by Columbia Aluminum, Inc. The site has been used for
grazing for more than a century. Prior to European settlement and private ownership of
the land, the Columbia Hills were used by Native American tribes and bands which ceded
the lands to the U.S. government pursuant to the Treaty of June 9, 1855. This treaty
created the Yakima Indian Reservation, approximately 28 km (17 miles) to the north.
Traditional cultural use of the Project lands by Native Americans is discussed in Section
2.4 of the Draft EIS and Parts 2 and 3 of this document.

The Project site is zoned Extensive Agriculture. The prqpbsed Project would reduce the
amount of land on the site available for agricultural use by about S percent. The

compatibility of the Project with agricultural uses is discussed in Sectlon 2.8 of the Draft

EIS and Part 3 of this document.

The Project would add additional utility facilities to the site. A natural gas pipeline i runs
north-south through the central portion of the site. Several public and private ’
communication facilities are located on the Pl‘O_]eCt site and to the west on Luna Point. -
The Projects potential impacts on public utilities and servicés are discussed in Section
2.12 of the Draft EIS as modified by Part 2 of this document."
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S.4.2 Proposed Action

CARES proposes to construct and operate the 25 megawatt (MW) Columbia Wind Farm
#1 (Project) in the Columbia Hills area of Klickitat County, Washington known as
Juniper Point. Wind is not a constant resource and based on the site wind measurement
data, it is estimated that the Project would generate approximately 7 average annual MWs
of electricity. BPA proposes to purchase the electricity generated by the Project.

CARES would execute a contractual agreement with FloWind, Inc., a wind developer, to
install approximately 91 wind turbines and associated facilities to generate electricity.

The Project’s construction and operation would include:

¢ install concrete pier foundatlons for each wind turbine;
e install 91 model AWT-26 wind turbines usmg 43 m (140 ft.) hlgh guyed tubular
towers on the pier foundations;
construct a new 115/24-kv substation on the Project site;
construct a 149 m? (1600 ftx 14 ﬁ.z) steel operations and maintenance building;
install approximately 25 pad mount transformers at various locations along the
turbine access roads;
e install approximately 4.0 km (1.4 mi.) of underground 24 kv power collection
lines to collect power from individual turbines to the end of turbine strings;
e install approximately 1.2 km (13,000 ft.) of underground communication and
~ transmission lines from each turbine to a pad mount transformer;
e  install approximately 5.6 km (3.5 mi.) of 24 kv wood pole transmission lines to
~ deliver electricity from the pad mount transformers to the Project substation;
¢ install approximately 3.2 km (2.0 mi.) of 115 kv wood pole transmission lines to
deliver electricity from the Project substation to the Public Utility District No. 1 '
of Klickitat County (PUD) 115 kv Goldendale line;
‘¢ interconnect with the BPA transmission system through the Goldendale line and
Goldendale substation owned by the PUD;
e reconstruct, upgrade, and maintain approximately 8.0 km (5.0 mi.) of existing
native surface roads;
e construct and maintain approximately 6.4 km (4 mi.) of new graveled roads
along the turbine strings and to individual turbines; and.
e install meteorological towers guyed with rebar anchors at various locations on
the Project site.

Table S.1 summarizes the features of the proposed Project. -
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Table S.1 Summa‘ry'of Proposed Project Features

‘ _ Area Temporarily Area Permanently
Features Disturbed Occupied
) hectares Acres - hectares Acres -
mmvelopmcnt' 20 ‘50 54 13
Overhead Powerline , 4 10 31 8
New Primary Access Road" N/A N/A N/A N/A
Substation , 0.5 1 0.5 1
"Upgraded Access Road T 28 10 25
Maintenance f"acility 0.4 i 04 1
Construction Staging Area ‘ 2 5 N/A N/A
TOTAL (rounded to closest hectarelncre)‘ 38 95 19 48

Estimates 100-foot disturbance corridor along turbine strings that includes turbines, towers, foundations, transformer pads,
underground lines, new turbine string and individual turbine access roads. New roads are estimated to be 12 feet wide plus
associated drainage ditches.

- All primary access roads are existing and would be upgmded all new roads are mcluded in the turbine string development

8m0LIl‘lS

A map illustrating the proposed site development is includ_ed in Figure S.2 -

S.4.3 Preferred Alternative

The Draft EIS evaluated the Proposed Action and the No Action Alternative. Klickitat
County and BPA did not have a preferred alternative at the Draft EIS. Based on
comments received regarding impacts and mitigation measures, Klickitat County and the
Bonneville Power Administration have now identified the Preferred Alternative as the

Proposed Action along with incorporation of certain mitigation measures identified in the
Draft EIS and Part 1 of this document. The environmental impacts of the Preferred
Alternative are the same as those identified in the Draft EIS for the Proposed Action, as
modified by Part 2 of this document. However, the degree of impact of the Preferred
Alternative would be less than the Proposed Action because of the implementation of
mitigation measures designed to avoid sensitive areas, wildlife, and cultural resources.
Where avoidance is not possible or practicably feasible, the Preferred Alternative would
minimize impacts through, among other measures, careful siting of Project facilities in
consultation with wildlife agencies and replacement of lost or damaged habitat.

S.4.3.1 Description

Location of Project Feat

To the maximum extent feasible given site topography, Project boundaries, the status of
easements, Project economics, and safety considerations, make adjustments to Project
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" design and to the proposed powerline route after consultation in the field with the

Washington Department of Fish and Wlldllfe (WDFW) that are designed to meet the
following objectives:

Reduce fragmentation and disturbance of shrub-steppe habitat

Avoid disturbance to Oregon white oak habitat

Avoid disturbance of Juniper Savannah habitat

Where practical and feasible, route powerline and roads in common corrldors to
reduce the overall amount of site disturbance.

Minimize or avoid, to the maximum extent feasible, disturbance to areas of high-
quality Douglas' buckwheat/Sandberg's bluegrass plant community.

Conduct additional Cultural Resources Sufveys prior to construction, including:

Precisely locate cultural sites and isolates on the Project site using property

- surveys or other means so that the final design of roads and the placement of the

turbines and construction staging areas can avoid the identified sites and isolates
where feasible. The cultural sites and isolates occupy a limited area and
avoidance during construction appears to be feasible.

Conduct additional cultural resources surveys of the off-site Project 115-kv
powerline once the route is more precisely identified, and adjust locations to
avoid any cultural sites potentially eligible for the National Register of Historic
Places where feasible.

Complete further testing of any sites potentlally eligible for the National Register

~of Historic Places that prove to be unavoidable during final design, by a qualified

archaeologist in consultation with the State Office of Archaeology and Historic
Preservation (SHPO), to determine their eligibility for listing in the National
Register of Historic Places and, if eligible, to identify appropriate mitigation
measures such as avoidance or scientific data recovery consistent with the
National Historic Preservatlon Act.

Hoctor Road Survey

Provide for a detailed assessment of the Hoctor Road roadway condition prior to
construction. Determine the amount of road damage, if any, caused by construction
vehicles and allocate the appropriate costs to the Applicant.

E . IIB I Iv. BI

Res_eeding/Restoration/and Weed Management Plan
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Prior to construction, develop a Reseeding/Restoration/and Weed Management Plan
reviewed by the Washington Noxious Weed Control Board and the Klickitat County

. Noxious Weed Control Board that shall become a condition of bulldmg permits and that,
- at a minimum, addresses the following:

Stockpiling topsoils sepérately from other soils.
Specifications for reseeding any areas disturbed during construction with seed

 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 be incorporated into the Erosion and
Sediment Control Plan discussed in Section 2.1.2 of the Draft EIS

Timing and application rates for seed mixes.

Specifications for reseeding disturbed Bluebunch wheatgrass-Idaho fescue
communities with seed mixes that include s specws native to those communities,
especially dominant species.

Coordination with Kenetech’s Washington Wlndplant #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 activities to control noxious weeds,

" until restoration vegetation is reasonably established.

Measures for addressing requests of the Klickitat County Weed Control Board
Coordinator.

Adequate facilities for cleaning of construction vehicles and equlpment entering
the Project site to control the entry of noxious weeds.

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

A site access plan that desxgnates roads and dlrects construction workers to use
existing roads wherever possible.
Provisions for flagging the limits of construction, and flagging and avoiding

- environmentally sensitive areas where feasible and appropriate, consistent with

the provisions of Parts 1.2.1 and 1.2.2 of this document. Env1ronmentally
sensitive areas include:

- High-quality native plant communities and priority habitats as described
in Part 1.2.1 of this document.
— Areas within 122 meters (400 feet) of any occupied western gray squirrel
' nest between May 15 and September 30 for general construction and
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within 400 meters (1300 feet) for blasting or activities with similar noise
impacts between May 15 and September 30.

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

—  Areas within 400 meters (1,300 feet) of bald eagle roosts during October
through March.

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

— Cultural sites and isolates potentially eligible for the National Reglster
of Historic Places if final Project des1gn confirms that they can be
‘avoided.

- Other cultural resources 1dent1ﬁed dunng the studies outlined in Part.
1.2.2 of this document.

. Provisions for independent environmental monitoring during construction using
Agency-approved environmental monitors, including a tribal monitor appointed
by the Yakama Indian Nation, to ensure that identified env1ronmentally and
culturally-sens;tlve areas are avoided.

e Provisions for training construction workers on the importance of cultural
properties to Native Americans, how to identify cultural properties, the need to
avoid cultural properties and procedures to follow if previously unidentified
‘cultural properties, including Indian graves, are encountered during construction.

e The Erosion and Sediment Control Plan prepared to comply with the
requirements of the Department of Ecology’s Baseline General Permit for
Stormwater Discharge Associated with Construction, and measures for
protection of sensitive shrub-steppe habitats from encroachment from s1decast
materials.

e Livestock exclusion, as necessary, from reseeded natwe grasslands in shrub-

- steppe habitat following consultation with the property owner.

Operatmns Monitoring Plan

Prior to commercial operation, develop an Operatlons Monitoring Plan in consultation
with WDFW, with results reported as part of the annual Conditional Use Permit review
for the Project, that includes the following:

e Ongoing erosion monitoring of Project facilities, including roads, on a weekly
basis and after substantial rainfall or snowmelt events.

e Visual inspection of all fluid-bearing equipment on at least a weekly basis to
detect and correct any leakage.

e Monitoring the Project site for evidence of unauthorized use and access and
provide additional security as appropnate

Avian Injury and Mortality >Mom'toring Plan
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Prior to commercial operation, develop an Avian Injury and Mortality Monitoring Plan in
consultation with the USFWS, BPA, Klickitat County Planning Department, and WDFW.

The goals of the Avian Injury and Mortality Monitoring Plan would include:

e standardized protocols for assessing avian mortality and promptly responding to

 the discovery of injured birds in order to improve their chances for survival;

e procedures for training personnel in reporting and providing timely incident
reports to the USFWS, WDFW, BPA, and thkltat County Planning
Department; and

e procedures for evaluatmg incident report data on a periodic basis and reportmg
findings to the USFWS, WDFW, BPA, and Klickitat County Plannmg
Department.

Decommtsswmng Plan :
~ Prior to start of construction, provide a Decommlssmnmg Plan for approval by the
Klickitat County Planning Department detailing the circumstances and schedules under
~ which individual turbines and associated equipment will be removed from the site,
methods used to restore areas previously containing turbines, and a detailed budget for
decommissioning the Project and restoring the overall Project site to a natural condition.

S.4.3.2 Additional Mitigation Measures

~ The following additidnal mitigation measures would further reduce environmental
impacts and are included as part of the Preferred Alternative:

Design
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.

e Provide a minimum 15-cm (6-inch) gravel surface on Project roads to reduce

erosion. ‘
. e Provide design measures, to be approved by the Klickitat County Department of
- Public Services and WDFW, to prevent small mammals from burrowing under
foundations wherever foundations are less than 2 feet deep. All conduits would
be sealed to prevent rodents from entering any equipment or facilities.

e Foundations for equipment and components of individual turbines should be
consolidated where feasible for the purpose of minimizing aesthetic impacts and
minimizing the amount of area that may be involved in decommissioning.

e Design road and turbine foundations and cut slopes in consultation with a
professional geotechnical engineer. Avoid construction in areas determined by.
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geotechnical studies and final design to contain unstable slopes that could not be

“adequately stabilized during construction or within one year of completion of the

Project.

Design structural foundations, buildings, and structures in accordance w1th
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.

Design and install turbine structures to fall below the 61-meter (200 foot)
requirement for lighting established by the Federal Aviation Administration.
Design other limited site lighting, if any, to conform with requlrements of the
Klickitat County Illumination Control overlay zone.

- Locate turbines in strings to prov1de a more uniform looking development and to

minimize aesthetic impacts.

Precisely determine the location and frequency of potentially impacted _
communications transmitters and receivers when siting individual turbines to
minimize potential signal interference. Required clearances between turbines

" and signals should be determined using methods generally accepted by the

communications industry.

Coordinate turbine paint colors to be compatible with those proposed for
Kenetech’s Washington Windplant #1 Project. Turbine blade colors should be
black or neutral except to the extent that colors and patterns may be requlred
through consultation with the USFWS or WDFW.

‘Use non-reflective paints to reduce glare.

Design all overhead powerlines with raptor protection measures in accordance
with the best practices contained in “Suggested Practices for Raptor Protection
on Powerlines” (APLIC, draft 1995), and “Mitigating Bird Collisions with
Powerlines: The State of the Art; 1994 (APLIC, 1994).

Design turbine towers and foundations to survive the highest expected wind
speeds on the site, plus an adequate safety margin.

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

Construction

Limit clearing and grading activities to the late spring through early fall period,

~ subject to review and approval of the Klickitat County Building Official, to

minimize erosion during construction. During all other periods, open soil areas
must be stabilized through best management practices defined in the Erosion and
Sediment Control Plan. .
Minimize gradmg disturbance to the maximum extent feasxble cons1der1ng the

‘need to minimize disturbance to Priority Habitats and to avoid archaeological

resources.
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¢ 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
western gray squirrel nest trees. To the extent they are avallablc, retain conifers
(pine) for 25 percent of the remaining canopy cover.

e 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 sites potentially eligible for the National Reglster of Historic -
Places ’
¢ Flag environmentally sensitive areas and monitor construction consistent with
the Construction Environmental Protection and Monitoring Plan. ‘

¢ Ifany previously unidentified cultural resource properties are encountered durlng
construction, cease construction activities in the immediate vicinity of the site
pending evaluation by a qualified archaeologist and consultation with the State
Office of Archaeolbgy and Historic Preservation to identify appropriate
mitigation measures.

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

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

— Tum off idling equlpment

— Select the quietest effective setting for back-up alarms.

— Confine construction activities to daytlme hours in proximity to
re51dences

e Coordinate routing of Project construction traffic and travel times with the
Klickitat County Public Services Department and with Kenetech’s Washington
Windplant #1 Project to reduce conflicts with construction work on Hoctor Road.

.o To the extent economically feasible, schedule Project construction activities to
avoid use of Hoctor Road during likely periods of freeze/thaw cycles.

e Employ traffic safety precautions such as traffic control flaggers and signs
warning of construction activity and merging traffic.

e Provide a readily accessible water truck and chemical fire suppression materials
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 commumcatlon with
the Fire District 7 and other emergency services.

e Provide appropriate sanitation facilities and potable water on site durmg

constructlon
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e Prchibit construction personnel from smoking on the Project area except within
designated areas.
e Provide all County emergency departments and vehicles with gate keys or
- controls to electronic gates.
e Provide fire extinguishers and approved ﬁre tools on vehlcles and equlpment
-used during construction. :
e Restore temporary roads and staging areas to preconstruction grades within one
_month of their discontinuance of use , 2
e Restore all disturbed areas consistent with the Reseeding/Restoration/and Weed
Management Plan developed for the Project.
e Prohibit use of pesticides and rodenticides. Avoid the use of herb1c1des except as
reasonably necessary for weed control.
e Construct storage buildings containing petroleum-based lubricants above-ground
~with double walled containers and spill containment basins.

) . c

e Consult with Washington, Oregon, and federal recreational facilities and areas, as
well as Washington and Oregon State Highway Departments, to provide signs
directing sightseers along I-84, SR-14, and US-97 to existing public facilities that
provide safe viewing areas of the project site. Provide interpretive signs at these

facilities as allowed by the facilities' management. '
Provide liquid-absorbing pads under turbines, associated equipment and fluid
vessels to contain or collect fluid spills during turbine servicing. Fluids that are
spilled shall be cleaned immediately.

e Provide a clean looking fac111ty free of debris and unused or broken down

equipment by: :

- promptly removing any damaged or unusable equlpment 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.
e Monitor operations consistent with the Operations Environmental Momtormg
program developed for the Project. :
e Monitor bird injuries and mortality and comply with response and reporting

\ procedures consistent with the Avian Injury and Mortality Monitoring Plan.

e 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.

¢ Inthe event of a complaint to the County that noise standards are being exceeded

- due to Project equipment, Applicant shall, as requested by the County, be

required to provide appropriate sound level measurements on the complainant's
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property, at Applicant's expense. In the event that Applicant does not respond
within 48 hours of County request, County costs incurred in responding to
complaints and momtormg/measurmg sound levels shall be retmbursed by
Applicant.

During welding operations, have a readlly acces31ble water truck and chemical
fire suppression materials available on site to allow immediate fire response.
Develop and implement a fire fighting plan in consultation with Fire District 7

that includes consideration of an annual fire drill, storage of fire fighting materlal

on-site, and evacuation plans.

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

Provide appropriate sanitation facilities and potable water on site as approved by

‘the SW Washington Health District.

Provide for designated smoking areas on the Pl‘O_]eCt area.

Develop a safety plan for construction workers and employees, that includes
procedures for responding to natural and medical emergencies,
handling/storage/transportation of hazardous materials, etc. -

Mark guy wires on turbine towers with bird flight diverters.

Prepare a Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasures Plan ("SPCCP") ;
pursuant to U.S. Environmental Protection Agency regulations at 40 C.F.R. Part
112 within six months of commercial operation and implement the SPCCP
within 12 months of commercial operation.

Provide all County emergency departments and vehicles W1th gate keys or
controls to electronic gates. : ,

S.4.3.3 Mitigation Proposed by the Applicant

The Applicant's propoéal includes the following mitigation measures, which are also -
incorporated into the Preferred Altemative:

Reduce perching opportunities fbr raptors by using tubular rather than lattice
towers.

Minimize the potential for avian electrocution and collisions by de31gn1ng all
overhead powerlines with raptor protection measures in accordance with the best
practices contained in Suggested Practices for Raptor Protection on Powerlines

(APLIC, draft 1995), and Mitigating Bird Collisions with Powerlines: The State

of the Art, 1994 (APLIC, 1994).

Installing turbines designed with a fail-safe redundant braking system to protect
against loss of control due to excessive speed.

Designing turbine towers and foundations to survive wind speeds of 55 m/sat 9
meters (123 mph at 30 feet) above the ground surface.

Enclosing gears and moving parts to contain sparks.
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e Designing and installing all electrical equipment in compliance with national
electrical safety codes and standards, including NEMA (National Electrical
Manufacturers Association), ANSI (American National Standards Instltute) and
IEEE (Institute of Electrical and Electronics Engineers).

e Providing locks and high voltage waming labels on all control cabmets and
transformer cabinets.

e Fencing and locking the Project substation and providing warning signs about the
presence of high voltage equipment. A sign at the substation entrance shall
indicate emergency contact information.

o Provide locked gates onto the Project site. Sign to warn of high voltage
equipment and buried cable. Signs shall be placed at locked gates indicating
- ‘emergency contact information.

e Locating the 115-kv overhead powerline at least 61 meter (200 feet) from the
turbines so that cranes working on the turbines will be a safe distance from the
powerlines.

e Researching the use of non-reflective paints and using best efforts to install
blades that reduce glare..

¢ Installing underground communication and transmission lines where economical
and feasible.

Revegetating disturbed areas not permanently occupied by Project features.
Locating turbines in strings to provide a more umform-lookmg development
Develop a Hazardous Materials Response plan.

' S.4.4 Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Detailed Study

S.4.4.1 Alternative Energy Resources

BPA’s RP EIS compared alternative energy resources such as conservation, renewable
resources, efficiency improvements, cogeneration, combustion turbines, nuclear power,
and coal. The RP EIS evaluated the environmental trade-offs among generic resource
types and the cumulative effects of adding various combinations of these resources to
BPA’s generating system. *

The Project would implement BPA’s decision to test wind energy in the region.
Accordingly, it focuses on a specific wind energy demonstration project and does not
duplicate the RP EIS’s analysis of alternative resource types. .

S.4.4.2 Alternative Sites/Proposals Submitted in Response to the BPA RFP

BPA is prevented by law from owning any generating resources and uses a variety of
approaches, such as competitive solicitations, to facilitate development of a project.
Since experience has shown that competitive solicitations usually result in offers totaling
many more proposals than needed to satisfy the request, BPA developed a multi-stage
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evaluation process, documented in BPA’s RP EIS. BPA prepares site specific
environmental review of a proposed project prior to executing a PPA. Such review is
limited to analysis of reasonable alternatives. :

As discussed in S.1 of this summary, BPA received and evaluated six separate proposals
for wind energy demonstration projects under the RFP solicitation. The environmental
data obtained from the project proponents furnished BPA with background information
about potential impacts to natural resources, recreation resources, cultural and historical
resources, aesthetics and noise, public lands, public health and safety, and consistency
and compatibility with existing land uses and land use plans. BPA rated each proposal
based on the evaluation of the responses to the checklist. The environmental rating was
incorporated into the demonstration value rating and, together with ratings for system
cost and project feasibility, determined the overall project score.
Based on the overall project scores, the combination of the Columbia Wind Farm #1 and
-the Wyoming Windplant #1, located in Carbon County, Wyoming, offered the best
" demonstration value to BPA. BPA chose these two projects for further consideration in a
negotiation group. BPA identified a third proposal, Kenetech’s Benton County
Washington Windplant™ #1 located in the Rattlesnake Hills area as an alternate in the
event negotiations were unsuccessful for the other two proposals. Since then, Kenetech
abandoned the Benton County, Washington site as an unfeasible project, and the lead
agencies determined that it is not a reasonable or feasible alternative to the Columbia
Wind Farm #1. ‘

. Because of their limited demonstration value, the BPA Administrator did not consider
acquiring any of the four proposals not designated for the negotiation group. They are
not reasonable alternatives to meet BPA’s objective to test wind energy and therefore,
collective consideration of all proposals is not practical or reasonable.

To meet the objectives of NEPA and SEPA to inform the public and agency
decisionmakers regarding the environmental consequences of the proposed action, -
Section 1.3.2.1 of the Draft EIS includes a discussion of the potential environmental
consequences of the Benton County Washington Windplant™ project proposed under the
BPA RFP. 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 the 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, Kenetech
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. Although the Benton County Washington
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Windplant™ is not a reasonable alternative, the environmental informatioﬁ will be used to

- provide a comparative analysis with the potential environmental consequences from the

Project.
S.4.5 No Action Alternative

EIS’s must consider the alternative of not implementing the Proposed Action. In this
Project, the No Action Alternative would limit BPA’s ability to diversify the long term

“power supply prospects in the region. BPA has not purchased wind-generated power

before. If BPA does not purchase the energy output associated with this Project, then
BPA would forego the opportunity to address regional barriers to cost effective wind
development and to gain experience with the operation and integration of commercial
wind farms. BPA is not likely to pursue another wind demonstration project in the
Pacific Northwest given it’s current financial situation and it is unlikely the Project would
be otherwise implemented without a commitment from another party to acquire the
energy output. If Klickitat County does not issue the permits required for construction
and operation of the Project, it can not be constructed on the Project site. In either case,
none of the environmental impacts or benefits associated with the Project would occur.

The lack of a suitable wind energy demonstration project in the region could lead to

- delayed implementation of BPA’s and the Council’s renewable energy development

objectives and could, in the future, prompt the increased development of other energy
resource alternatives. Without the knowledge and experience gained through a
demonstration project, proposed wind energy projects could continue to be too costly to
qualify for selection through a competitive acquisition process. This could lead to future
development of more competitively priced energy resources, most notably gas-fired
combustion turbines, which could result in greater air quality impacts and potentially

- greater land use, habitat, and wildlife impacts in areas where natural gas is produced and

transported.

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

Washington SEPA rules require that EIS summaries identify major conclusions,
significant areas of controversy, and issues to be resolved, including the environmental
choices to be made among alternative courses of action and the effectiveness of
mitigation measures. Based on the environmental review conducted for this EIS, the
following potentially significant adverse impacts were identified for the proposed Project:

o Erosion and sedimentation during Project construction.
o Disturbance of certain hlgh-quahty native plant communities occurrmg in shrub-

steppe habltat
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Impacts to western gray squirrel habitat and potential disturbance during nesting.
Impacts to special-status raptors from collision with Project facilities. |
Disturbance of cultural sites that are potentially eligible for hstmg in the National
Register of Historic Places. :

e Aesthetic impacts to views along Hoctor Road and to certain views near Maryhill
and at other locations near the Columbia River.

e Potential exceedence of the night time noise standard (50 dbal) atsome
residential locations.
Potential schedule conflicts with repairs planned for Hoctor Road.
Potential for obstruction of line-of-sight microwave signal transmission at certain -
turbine locations. ‘

These impacts can lé.rgely-be avoided, minimized, and/or otherwise mitigated as shown in
Table S.2.

Table S.2 Summary of Inipacts and Mitigation

Impact Mitigation

_Erosion and sedimentation Employ Best Management Practices to stablllze soils and control
' runoff, and remove sediments prior to discharging runoff into
intermittent streams and drainages.

Disturbance to shrub-steppe Alter the location of Project transmission linés.

habitat Flag construction limits.

' Apply mtensnve reseeding, restoration, and ongomg weed control
efforts.

Replacement of priority habitat acreage permanently occupied by
Project facilities on a 1:1 basis through a Habitat
Replacement/Mitigation Plan, as discussed in the Preferred
Alternative.

Western Gray Squirrel | Retain oak vegetation
Restnct construction actxvnty near nest sites during the breedmg
season.

Potentially eligible cultural Flag the sites and restrict construction activities from flagged area.

sites

Noise Modify the turbine layout

Conflicts with Hoctor Rd. Coordinate construction activities with County Department of Public

repair schedule ' Services.
Time construction in areas that do not have to be accessed from
Hoctor Rd. to coincide with the time-critical construction actlvmes
that may occur on Hoctor Rd.

Line-of-sight microwave Relocate individual turbines to avoid signal paths.

transmissions

! dBA = A-weighted decibels.
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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 the EIS include:

)

2

3)

4)

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 on the Project site. This community exists across a narrow,
natural range in Washington 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. Efforts to restore this community have not
been documented and therefore may not be successful. Increased erosion and
potential for establishment of invasive weeds could result if restoration efforts prove
unsuccessful. This impact can be reduced to a level of non-significance, however, by
implementation of the Habitat Replacement/Mitigation Plan, as discussed in the
Preferred Alternative in Part 1 of this document, by replacement of similar habitat
through on-site or off-site preservation and enhancement.

Avian Impacts. Year-long 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 a major migratory flyway. .
The Project proposal includes installation of raptor protection measures on powerlines
and power poles and the use of tubular rather than lattice towers to minimize avian
impacts. However, some incidental raptor mortality may be unavoidable. 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 even if collisions do occur, although the local population may be reduced.

Aesthetics. With mitigation, the Project would continue to be visible to viewers
along Hoctor Road, portions of US-97, near Maryhill, and from locations along I-84
and SR-14. Although mitigation can reduce aesthetic impacts by ensuring that the
site is free from clutter and removal of inoperative turbines, research suggests that
some viewers would find the Project visually displeasing while others would view it
favorably. ' ‘

Traditional Cultural Properties. Review of oral history interviews with certain
Yakama elders and comments from the Yakama Indian Nation (YIN) on the Draft EIS
indicate that Juniper Point, located on the Project Site, is eligible for listing in the
National Register of Historic Places as a traditional cultural property (TCP). Juniper
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Point is a Yakama legendary place; it was used as a vision quest site and a place to
gather roots and medicinal plants. The Project proposes development of turbine
strings in proximity to Juniper Point, and thus Project turbines would be visible to the
west, north and east of the Juniper Point TCP and sound from their operation would
be heard from the Juniper Point TCP. 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 YIN's perspective. The Yakama believe that the
spirituality of the place would be also significantly affected. They also believe that
both the CARES and the KENETECH projects would alter the traditional cultural .
value of the Columbia Hills in general.

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 numerous communications transmission facilities have altered the

~ landscape of the Juniper Point TCP and its suitability as a vision questing area. In

- addition, the Yakama currently do not have access to Juniper Point, which is privately
owned land and therefore not within the definition of "open and unclaimed land"
protected by the Treaty of 1855. The Project has a finite lifetime and mitigation
identified in the Preferred Alternative would require that the Project be totally
decommissioned at the end of its useful life. Although the Yakama do not currently
practice spiritual activities at the Juniper Point TCP, consultation and review of oral
history tapes indicate the Yakama will view the Project as having a sxgmficant
adverse effect on its tradltlonal cultural value to them

Mitigation considered in this EIS would reduce Pl‘O_]eCt impacts and address these
uncertainties to varying degrees.

The Preferred Alternative would reduce impacts to Priority Habitats, cultural resources,
birds, wildlife, and noise by requiring a number of mitigation plans and measures to
further reduce Project impacts. Impacts to Douglas' buckwheat/Sandberg's bluegrass
communities would be reduced by the Habitat Replacement/Mitigation Plan. Impacts to
birds would be reduced by marking guy wires and powerlines and applying the best
practices contained in APLIC reference materials. Impacts to aesthetics would be
reduced by the Decommissioning Plan. Impacts to cultural resources would be reduced
by additional cultural resource surveys, the Decommissioning Plan and the Construction
Environmental Protection and Monitoring Plan.

The No Action Alternative would avoid impacts associated with the development of the -

Project. However, impacts caused by ongoing grazing activities and communication
facilities would continue. In addition, the No Action Alternative could result in increased

use of fossil fuels for energy productlon resulting in increased localized impacts to air
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quality as well as wider-scale cumulative impacts, including ozone depletion, acid rain,
and the greenhouse effect (global warming).

S.6. Timing of PosSibl_e 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 CFR
§1502.19). :

The Project would negligibly reduce the amount of land available for grazing, but would
provide a source of additional income to the site owner, Columbia Aluminum, Inc. 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 if the Project were
decommissioned. ~

Implementing the Proposed Action will not foreclose future consideration of other
potential BPA energy resource actions by this or other resource demonstration
mechanisms. '

Deferring approval would provide time for additional studies of avian use, but could
result in cancellation of Project consideration due to the changing competitive utility
market which may affect BPA’s operations. If deferred, BPA and CARES would not
have the opportunity to test the ability of wind energy to provide a reliable, economical, .
and environmentally acceptable energy resource in the region. If BPA misses this
opportunity to develop experience with wind energy, future energy resource acquisitions
may favor fossil fuel generating resources as discussed in S.4.5 (No Action Alternative)
with comparatively greater environmental impacts on a per-MW basis. The CARES’

- member utilities would also miss the opportunity to gain experience with windasa

generating resource. Given the relatively low level of expected impacts that may result
from construction and operation of the Project with the mitigation measures identified in

* Part 1 of this document, deferring Project approval until additional avian studies are

conducted does not seem warranted.
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Table S-1 Summary of Impacts and Mitigation

ELEMENT

EARTHAND GEOLOGY:

Proposed Action

Preferred Alternative

No Action .
Alternative

Affected Environment

e Site extends along a portion of Columbia Hills ridge. -

.o Elevation ranges from about 670 meters (2,200 feet) to about 950
meters (3,120 feet).  Juniper Point, located in the center of the
Project site is the highest elevation in the immediate vicinity of the
site.

e Steep slopes along south edge.

o Silt loam soils

Same as Proposed Actlon

Same as
Proposed
Action

Environmental Consequences

o Clearing and grading on silt loam soils susceptlble to wind and -
water erosion.

¢ Roads constructed on silt loam soils susceptible to mttmg and
sloughing,.

¢ Unstable slopes; potential for localized slides.

Less than Proposed Action

Less than -
Proposed
Action

Mitigation Measures

e Use and upgrade existing roads where feasible.
o Where practical and feasible, route powerline and roads in common
corridors to reduce the overall amount of site disturbance.
¢ Design roads with dltches and culverts sized to accommodate a 100
year storm.
o-Locate roads to reduce the amount of cut and fill (gradmg)
required.
e Revegetate any disturbed areas that are not permanently occupled
e Develop and implement an Erosion and Sediment Control Plan that
"-specifies the stabilization and structural BMPs that would be used
‘to reduce soil loss from areas disturbed during construction.
e Limit clearing and grading activities during the wet season.
® Design road and turbine foundations and cut slopes in consultation
with a professional geotechnical engineer
e Avoid construction in unstable areas that can not be stabilized.
e Design structural foundations and buildings in accordance with
UBC requirements for seismic zone 2B.
e Design drainage ditches and culverts for periods of snowmelt.

o Include channel protection in steeper drainage ditches and channels.

~ Additional Measures.

e Constructroads with 4 to 6 inch
gravel surfacing where
appropriate. :

None
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ELEMENT

Proposed Action

la_rg_e rainfall or snowmelt event and take corrective action if
needed.

e Regularly monitor for erosion after construction, especially after a

Preferred Alternative

No Action
Alternative

Significant Unavoidable
Adverse Impacts

'BOTANICAL RESOURCES:

None expected

. ngh-quallty native bunchgrass communities dommate the Pro;ect

None expected

Same as Proposed Actlon

None expected

e Temporary disturbance of 32 hectares (80 acres) of hlgh-quahty
native, natural plant communities.
e Permanent loss of 2 hectares (4 acres) of rangeland pasture.

Affected Environment Same as
site. Proposed
'] » Relatively undisturbed by development or grazmg activities. Action
e No special status plants identified on site. '
| » Relatively undisturbed cryptogram crust on the soil surface. :
Environmental Consequences |  Intrusion of non-native vegetation. Less than Proposed Action Less than
¢ Fragmentation of high-quality native bunchgrass communities. . Proposed
o Temporary dlsturbance of 6 hectares (15 acres) of rangeland Action; on-
pasture. going grazing

and cultivation
could result in
loss of native

e Permanent loss of 18 hectares (44 acres) of high-quality natlve plant
natural plant communities. communities.
e Disturbance of cryptogram crust on soil surface. , v
Mitigation Measures e Use and upgrade existing roads where feasible. Additional measures: None
® Route powerline and roads in common corridors where practical e Consolidate turbine and
. and feasible. equipment foundations where
e Locate construction staging areas to- minimize disturbance to native | feasible.
bunchgrass communities. e Flag environmentally sensmve
e Require preparation and use of a site access plan that limits traﬂ’ c areas and conduct ongoing
to pre-identified locations. monitoring during construction.
e Limit the level of livestock use until dlsturbed areas have been e To the maximum extent
revegetated and reestablished. feasible and in consultation
o Prepare and implement a revegetation plan for temporarlly with the WDFW, adjust Project
disturbed areas. Implement immediately after i lmpacts have design and powerline route to
occurred. reduce fragmentation and avoid
e Limit clearing and grading activities during the wet season. disturbance of high quality,
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ELEMENT Proposed Action ' . Preferred Alternative No Action
. — , _ o , - Alternative
. : - T e Restore onsite r;ngeland areas with native, natural bunchgrass in native natural plant '
coordination with appropriate agencies and restoration ecologists. communities.
¢ Implement a weed monitoring plan after completion of ' e Implement on-site or off-site
construction. ' , ' preservation of native plan
: ' ' communities. :
e Revegetate disturbed soils with
native plants, especially
dominant species.
e Revegetate with seed mixes free |
of noxious weeds and annually
monitor until vegetation is
reasonably established.
® Avoid use of herbicides, except
as reasonably necessary for
. _ : ] weed control.
Significant Unavoidable * No evidence of successful restoration of native bunchgrass Less than Proposed Action - None
Adverse Impacts . communities results in uncertainty regarding the effectiveness of '

restoration efforts. However, onsite or off-site preservation would
mitigate the impacts. ' :

—— —— ——
——— p— ——

Affected Environment I e Moderately dry climate. : I Same as Proposed Action Same as
e 5 seasonally flowing streams. - Proposed
e 6 stock watering ponds. ’ Action
e 14 swales draining into streams. ’
.| » Some erosion along steep banks and where vegetation trampled by
, cattle. : , : ,
Environmental Consequences | e Minor and temporary erosion and sedimentation to streams and Less than Proposed Action None -
' ponds. , i
e Increased stormwater runoff. ,
e Potential contamination from leaks of lubricating and hydraulic
~ fluids. .
Mitigation Measures e Provide roads with ditches and culverts sized to accommodate a Additional Measures: None
100-year storm. , | » Design slab foundations with
e Use and upgrade existing roads where feasible. berms to reduce the potential
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ELEMENT Proposed Action h Preferred Alternative No Action
‘ _ __ T ___ __ Alternative
e Locate roads to reduce the amount of cut and fill required. I for leakage of fluids and fuels I ) _
, e Revegetate all disturbed soils with native plants after construction. to enter soil and water ‘
e Limit movement of equipment across stream channels and swales. resources.
e Implement and maintain erosion and sedimentation techniques e Regularly inspect fluid bearing
throughout the construction period. equipment to detect and correct
e Revegetate all disturbed soils with native plants upon completlon of | any leakage.
construction. ® Restore temporary roads and
® Relocate substation outside of swale 9 or engineer erosion and -staging areas to preconstruction
sedimentation control methods to prevent erosnon from impacting grades within 1 month of their
the downslope stream. discontinuance of use.
e Locate construction staging areas, operatnons and maintenance
building, and substation away from streams or swales.
| » Provide for lubrication and maintenance of construction equipment
in contained areas with liquid-absorbing materials.
« Provide liquid-absorbing pads under turbines.
e Regularly inspect turbines for leakage and contain or cleanup any
spills as necessary.
e Prior to construction, develop an Erosnon and Sediment Control
- Plan to comply with the requirements of the Dept. of Ecology’s
Baseline General Permit for Stormwater Discharge Associated with
Construction. ~ S
Significant Unavoidable None expected. ’ " None expected. None expected
Adverse Impacts ' : ' ‘
Affected Environment ¢ Columbia Hills cultural resources include sites from pre-historic = Same as Proposed Action I None expected [
’ Indian tribes to the early settlers of the 19th century. '
¢ Juniper Point qualifies for listing as a Traditional Cultural Property
e Ethnobotanical plant resources exist on site.
e Survey discovered 75 isolated artifacts and 9 cultural or hlstoncal
sites. , v
Environmental Consequences | Temporary and permanent disturbance to ethnobotamcal plants. - Less than Proposed Action None
e Reduced suitability of Juniper Point as a vision-questing site.
: e Potential disturbance of historical and cultural artifacts. A
Mitigation Measures e Monitor construction activities to ensure that flagged cultural Additional Measures: . None
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ELEMENT Proposed Action - Preferred Alternative No Action
L _ o ) L v Alternative
—— e . — — |
I properties and other sensitive environmental resources are avoided. | e Provide for tribal appointed '
o Cease construction activities in the immediate vicinity of a site if monitor during construction.
any previously unidentified cultural resource propemes are e Locate construction staging
. encountered during construction. areas to avoid archaeological
¢ Ensure potentially eligible archaeological sites and isolates are sites potentially eligible for
identified, flagged, and avoided to the extent possible. NRHP.
e Determine eligibility for listing in NRHP of unavoidable sites. e Provide cultural resource
¢ Design and implement scientific datarecovery when testing training to constructlon
confinns an unavoidable site’s NRHP eligibility. workers.
‘o Required on-site or off-site
preservation of native plant
communities.
o Revegetate all disturbed soils
with native plants after
construction. ;
e Negotiate agreement with
) property owner to provide
access to Yakama.
¢ Develop Memorandum of
Agreement with BPA, Yakama,
SHPO, and ACHP.
e Conduct additional cultural
resources surveys of the off-site
Project 115-kv powerline, and
B | adjust location where feasible to
avoid cultural sites potentially
eligible for the NRHP.
Significant Unavoidable * None expected on archaeological resources if all mitigation is ‘Same as Proposed Action None
Adverse Impacts implemented. ‘
' ¢ Yakama likely to consider sngmﬁcant the unavoidable impacts to
| Jumper Point as a traditional cultural property
Affected Environment - ° Potential for 22 special-status species thal could use or fly over the Same as Proposed Action Same as
: Project site. Proposed
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ELEMENT |

Proposed Action Preferred Alternative No Action
. - 5 | Alternative
[e Bald Eagle (ESA and state threatened) — Action
o Peregrine Falcon (ESA and state endangered)
o State endangered species (sandhill crane)
e State candidate species (golden eagle, swainson’s hawk, western
bluebird, Lewis’ woodpecker)
e State monitor species (prairie falcon, turkey vulture)
e Other raptors, waterfowl, and passerines. . ‘
| Environmental Consequences | ® Potential for collision with wind turbines and overhead lines Less than Proposed Action None
| « Potential for electrocution.
| e Habitat loss. »
"o Disturbance to foraging and breeding behavior.
e Potential to alter avian use and behavior.
Mitigation Measures e Use tubular towers to reduce raptor perching opportunities. Additional Measures: None
: | ® Reduce the potential for electrocution by designing the 24-kv and | » Prior to commercial operation,
115-kv transmission lines with raptor protection measures. develop and implementan
o Conduct post-construction monitoring of avian lmpacts in Avian Injury and Mortality Plan
consultation with the USFWS. : with WDFW, USFWS; BPA,
o Implement accepted industry measures to reduce raptor and Klickitat County.
- electrocution and collision potential. e Discontinue livestock grazing
o Increase wire VISlblllty by using a minimum conductor wire size of | on site in consultation with
4/0. property owner.
* Do not site above-ground powerlme wires near wetlands or other = | e Mark guy wires with blrd flight
waterfowl feeding or resting habntat diverters.
: e Consolidate foundations for
equipment and components of
turbines.
» Include design measures that
E would prevent small mammals
from burrowing under
foundations that are less than 2’
deep.
e Seal all conduits to prevent
rodents from entering any
equipment or facilities. >
1 _ . ____| o Implement a 1/2-mile no activity _
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ELEMENT Proposed Action Preferred Alternative No Action
_ - | Alternative |
— — — o = e
I buffer around documented ’
golden eagle nests, and no
construction within one mile of
active golden eagle nests from
March 15 to July 15.
Significant Unavoidable e Some mc1dental avian mortality unavoidable. Same as'Proposed Action " None
Adverse Impacts e Project would not jeopardize the continued existence of local avian ,
' | populatlons _ _ 1
|WlLDLlFE(NON-‘-AVIAN): | : Rt S ' | Co |
Affected Environment . Transmonal area suppomng habitat and wnldllfe species from Same as Proposed Action Samie as
several regions. ~ : Proposed
e WDFW designated Priority Habitats on site. Action
o Site provides a diverse array of habitats and associated species.
’ " | # Federal candidate species (bats, northern sagebrush lizard).
‘ ¢ 9 state listed species assumed to be located on the site based on
habitat associations, including the western gray squirrel.
e Recreational species (upland game birds, Columbian blacktailed
. deer, other). '
Environmental Consequences |e Temporary disturbance during construction. Less than Proposed Action None
: e Permanent loss of nominal amount of habitat (approximately 5 '
percent of site).
e Reduction in wildlife abundance.
e Potential impacts to wildlife behavior during construction and
operation.
Mitigation Measures . e Use and upgrade exnstmg roads where feasible. Additional Measures: None
e Locate roads to reduce the amount of cut and fill (grading) e Retain mixed oak/conifer stands
required. : .with mast producing trees and
e Revegetate any disturbed areas that are not permanently occupied shrubs.
by Project features. - e To the extent possible, avoid
¢ Route powerline and roads in common corridors where practlcal new road construction within
and feasible. , 244 meters (800 feet) of
e Mitigations identified in Botanical Resources also apply. occupied western gray squirrel
e Where feasible, adjust road and powerline routes to avoid Oregon nests:;
white oak habitat. ‘ e Avoid general construction
. Final Environmental Impact Statement Summary
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ELEMENT - Proposed Action Preferred Alternative No Action

, _ - e . i | Alternative
. - T —————ra |
3 Retain all vegetation and restrict entry within a 23-meter (75-foot) activity within 122 meters (400
radius of any western gray squirrel nests. feet) of any occupied westemn
e Retain at least 50 percent canopy cover in oak woodlands within a gray squirrel nest between May
120-meter (400 foot) radius of known western gray squirrel nests. 15 and September 30.
@ To the extent feasible, retain conifers for 25 percent of the e Avoid blasting or activities with
remaining canopy cover. _ | similar noise levels within 396
e Avoid construction activity within 90 meters (300 feet) of any meters (1,300 feet) between
known western gray squirrel nest between May 15 and September May 15 and September 30. -
30. e Include design measures that
' would prevent small mammals
from burrowing under
foundations that are less than 2’
deep.

e Seal all conduits to prevent
rodents from entering any
equipment or facilities.

e Prohibit the use of rodenticides

‘ : . ; and pesticides. ,
Significant Unavoidable g None expected. : None expected. , None

Adverse Impacts
VISUAL QUALITY & AESTHETICS:

Affected Environment e Highly scenic, rural, and natural landscape. : Same as Proposed Action Same as
e Rugged and rolling terrain with views of distinctive mountains. Proposed
e Columbia River Gorge, Columbia Aluminum smelter, John Day ) Action

dam and bridge, railway facilities within viewshed.
e Juniper Point is higher than most surrounding hills.
e Communication facilities (microwaves, transmitters, etc.) on site. ; ) )
Environmental Consequences | e Travelers can view site from SR-14, I-84, US-97. Less than Proposed Action None-
' ' e Site visible from Stonehenge, Maryhill Museum, Maryhill State '
Park, Giles French Park.
o Site visible from small communities in Oregon, Hoctor Rd., eastern
end of Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. '
e Introduction of a distinct visual landmark to the region.
e Visual resources of Project area would be industrial rather than
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ELEMENT

Proposed Action

Preferred Alternative

No Action
Alternative

g

—
—

——

natural. :
e Visual impacts from wind facilities, buildings, and roads, pnmanly
from closer ranges.

]

LAND USE, RECREATION, SOCIOECONOMICS.

o Project site zoned Extensnve Agriculture with IIIummatlon Control

Mitigation Measures . e Revegetate disturbed areas not permanently occupied by PrOJect | Additional Measures: None
4 ' features. o Coordinate turbine paint colors
e Use and upgrade existing roads where feasnble _ “to be compatible with those
e Locate roads to reduce the amount of cut and fill (grading) proposed for the Washington
required. ~ Windplant #1. Turbine blade
e Use similar types, sizes, and shapes of wind turbines. colors should be neutral unless
: e Use moderately sized turbines. otherwise required through
e Continue researching the use of non-reflective gel coats and use consultation with the USFWS.
best efforts to install blades that are non-reflective. e Consolidate foundations for
o Place wind turbines in orderly rows respective of land contours. equipment and components of
e Evenly space turbines. turbines.
e Use a consistent and neutral turbine color. e Locate construction staging
e Return temporarily disturbed areas to preconstructlon grades and areas to avoid areas that would
reestablish native vegetation. be clearly visible from US-97,
o Store equipment and supplies in designated areas. SR-14, and I-84.
e Fence and landscape around storage area. e Use non-reflective paints to
e Immediately repair, replace, or remove inoperative turbines. reduce glare.
o Install underground transmission lines to and from the turbines.
e Prepare and implement a Decommissioning Plan.
Significant Unavoidable e Some viewers would find the Project visually displeasing. Same as Proposed Action None
Adverse Impacts

h——————————

Affected Environment Same as Proposed Action Same as
" Overlay. ‘ ‘ Proposed
e Project site owned by Columbia Aluminum. Action
e Current uses include limited grazing, microwave and radio
communication facilities, and a natural gas pipeline.
¢ Some recreation sites and resources in general vicinity of Project
, site.
Environmental Consequences | Addition of wind facilities to existing land use. ~ Same as Proposed Action None
® 5% reduction in agricultural lands during the life of the Project.
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ELEMENT ’ Proposed Action : Preferred Alternative No Action ‘
: | Alternative
I I e Confilicts with existing limited agricultural activities during
construction; potential reduction in site’s availability for grazing if
restrictions are imposed to reduce likelihood of avian impacts (see
Avian Resources)
e Minor increase in local employment and purchase of goods and
services during construction.
e Minor increase in local personal income, payment of real estate and
sales taxes, and payments to Columbia Aluminum.
e Potential tourist attraction
Mitigation Measures e Mitigation measures for Botanical, Aesthetic, Noise, and Public Additional Measures: - . None
o Services also apply. e Coordinate with appropriate
e Flag guy wires to prevent conflicts with livestock grazing and agencies and facilities to
agricultural activities. ' provide signs directing
e Screen the Project substation. sightseers along I-84, SR-14,
: o Design and install turbine structures to fall below the 61-ineter (200 | and US-97 to existing public
\ foot) requirement for lighting established by the FAA. _ facilities that provide safe
~ viewing areas of the Project
- site. .
® Design any limited site lighting
to conform with requirements
of the Klickitat County
‘Ilumination Control Overlay
. : Zone.
Significant Unavoidable None expected : None expected None
Adverse Impacts . '
IAﬁ”ected Environment o Distant traffic noise from US-97, SR-14, -84, "~ Same as Proposed Action Same as
‘ , e Intermittent man-made noise from trains, off road vehicles, farm Proposed
equipment, & Hoctor Rd. traffic. , Action_
‘e Wind is the dominant noise source and drowns out most -
background noises.
Environmental Consequences | e Construction noise. Same as Proposed Action None
' o e Operational noise may exceed allowable nighttime levels at k
potential residential receptor adjacent to Project site.
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ELEMENT

Proposed Action

Mitigation Measures

* Insulate nacelle and design gearbox to minimize noise. ' Same as Proposed Action . None

e Maintain sound levels at sensitive receptors that are less than the
property’s environmental designation for noise abatement.

o If noise complaint received by the County, provide appropriate

~ sound level measurements on the complainants property.

o Reduce construction noise levels by turning off idling equipment,

- selecting the quietest effective setting for back-up alarms, confining

construction activities to daytime hours in proximity to residences.

Preferred Alternative

No Action
Alternative

o Significant Unavoidable

TRANSPORTATION:

None expected. None expected
Adverse Impacts ' .
AIRQUALITY ':Propbsed. Ac_'gion. ' 7 Preferred Alternative NoAction -
R o i o] Alternative
Affected Environment . Most significant air contaminants in the area are partlculate (dust) Same as Proposed Action Same as
: emissions. : : Proposed
Action
Environmental Consequences | e Fugitive dust during construction and operation. Same as Proposed Action Same as
e No air quality permits required. Proposed
' Action
Mitigation Measures e Use and upgrade existing roads where feasible. Same as Proposed Action None
o Revegetate any disturbed areas that are not permanently occupled
by Project features.
e Cover unpaved roads with gravel or slag.
e Vegetate low volume roads and disturbed areas.
o Apply dust suppressants to unpaved road surfaces and disturbed
areas.
o Construct temporary wind fences around construction sites.
Significant Unavoidable None expected None expected None
Adverse Impacts , ,

Same as Proposed Actlon

Same as

Affected Environment e Regional transportation network is US-97, SR-14, and 1-84.
e Site access from Hoctor Road. Proposed
o Existing network of paved and gravel roads serve site. . : Action
Environmental Consequences | ® Temporary construction traffic volume increases: Less than Proposed Action None
Final Environmental Impact Statement Summary
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ELEMENT

Pi'opOsed Action

st————
S —————

- Preferred Alternative

No Action
Alternative

US-9-7,- south of Hoctor Rd. - 2%
Hoctor Rd., east of US-97 -39%
~ Hoctor Rd., west of Willis Rd. - 64%
e Potential roadway damage to Hoctor Rd.
 Potential conflict with scheduled Hoctor Rd. repair.

| Potential traffic safety conflicts.

Mitigation Measures

e Conduct a detailed assessment of the Hoctor Rd. roadway condition
prior to commencement of construction. Following completion of
construction, conduct a similar assessment to determine the amount
of road damage caused by the construction vehicles and allocate
costs as appropriate. ‘

| ® Schedule Project construction to av01d use of Hoctor Rd. during

freeze/thaw cycles.

e Coordinate routing of construction traffic and times with the
Klickitat County Dept. of Public Services to reduce conflict with
scheduled Hoctor Rd. repair.

« Employ traffic safety precautions to warn of construction actlvny
and merging traffic. -

Same as Proposed Action

None

Significant Unavoidable
Adverse Impacts

PUBLIC SERVICES & UTILITIES:

Affected Environment

None expected

o Fire and medical aid, pohce service, communication services are

available to site.
® No existing utility corridors to the site.

None expected

Same as Proposed Action

Same as
Proposed
Action

Environmental Consequences

e Increased fire risk due to welding activities, equipment fallure
smokers, etc.

e High risk nature of heavy construction may increase the medlcal
services required at the Project site.

s Project security measures may delay emergency access to site.

e Project may attract unauthorized visitors and create increased
demand for police services to the site.

o Potential interference with communication systems

Same as Proposed Action

None

Mitigation Measures

e Provide locked gates onto the Project site and warning signs of high

o

voltage equipment and buried cable..

Same as Proposed Action

None

———— —
po—

e—
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ELEMENT

Proposed Action

Preferred Alternative

Alternative

No Action

° Enclos?g-ears and moving parts to contain sparks. .

* Monitor operation of communications facilities and take correctlve
action as necessary. .

. Requnre water truck and chemical fire suppressnon materials on site
during Project construction and welding operations.

e Minimize or restrict high fire-risk activities during periods of high
fire danger. )

e Provide Project staff with cellular phones to enable timely
communication with emergency services.

¢ Limit smoking to designated area. .

* Equip emergency service departments and vehicles with access to
gates. :

e Provide fire extmgulshers and shovels on construction vehicles and
equipment.

¢ Locate and flag the natural gas pipeline and limit construction in
the immediate vicinity.

e Locate turbines outside the line of site used by existing
cominunications transmitters and receivers.

¢ Remove all turbine structures and associated equlpment that are
permanently out of operation.

e Restore lands in accordance with the County Decommnssnomng
Plan. ’ :

© Monitor the Project site for unauthorized use and provide additional
security as appropriate. -

—

Significant Unavoidable
Adverse Impacts

Affected Environment

[HEALTH & saFETVRISKS:

None expected. -

e Underground natural gas pipeline.

SN

None expected.

3

Same as Proposed Action

None

Same as
Proposed
Action

Environmental Consequences

e Potential for worker injury during construction and operation.
e Potential for electrical shock and fires.
o Potential effects from electric and magnetic fields.

Less than Proposed Action

None

Mitigation Measures

e Install turbines designed with a fail-safe redundant braking system

Additional Measures:

None
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ELEMENT

Proposed Action

m/s at 9 meters (123 -mph at 30 feet) above the ground surface.

* Design and install all electrical equipment in compliance with
national electrical safety codes and standards.

o Equip the main access gates with locks and provnde fencing and
locks around the substation.

o Post warning signs near high voltage equipment.

e Locate the 115-kv overhead powerlme at least 61 meters (200 feet)
from the turbines.

e Develop a Hazardous Materials Response Plan:

« Maintain existing fencing and access gates around the Project site.

¢ Develop and maintain an on-site health and safety plan. ’

 Offer safety training to employees.

e Assign safety officers to each shift to monitor construction
activities and methods.

o Ensure workers on each shift are first aid certified.

¢ Provide an accessible onsite well stocked first aid kit and inform
each worker of its location.

1  Conduct periodic safety meetings for construction and maintenance

~ staff. .
o Follow specified fire hazard precautions.

e Design turbine towers and foundatlons to survive wmd speeds of 55

. Preferred Alternative

e Provide locks and high voltage
warning labels on all control
cabinets and transformer
cabinets.

No Action
Alternative

Significant Unavoidable
Adverse Impacts

None expected.

None e)‘(pected.

None
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Part 1 _Preferred Alternative

1.1 Introduction

The Draft EIS evaluated the Proposed Action, the No Action Alternative, Alternative Energy
Resources, and Altemative Sites/Proposals Submitted in Response to the BPA RFP. Klickitat
County and BPA did not have a Preferred Alternative at the Draft EIS stage and therefore did not
identify one in the statement. Based on comments received regarding impacts and mitigation
measures, Klickitat County and BPA have now identified the Preferred Alternative as the
Proposed Action along with incorporation of certain mitigation measures identified in the Draft
‘EIS and Part 1 of this document.. The following discussion describes the Preferred Alternative
and significant unavoidable adverse impacts that could result from its implementation.

1.2 Deséription

1.2.1 Location of Project Features

To the maximum extent feasible given site topography, Project boundaries, the status of
easements, Project economics, and safety considerations make adjustments to Project design and
to the proposed powerline route after consultation in the field with the Washington Department
of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) that are designed to meet the following objectives:

Reduce fragmentation and disturbance of shrub-steppe habitat -
Avoid disturbance to Oregon white oak habitat '
Avoid disturbance of Juniper Savannah habitat
Where practical and feasible, route powerline and roads in common corridors to
‘ reduce the overall amount of site disturbance.
e Minimize or avoid, to the maximum extent feasible, disturbance to areas of high-
*quality Douglas' buckwheat/Sandberg's bluegrass plant community.

1.2.2 Additional Cultural Resources Surveys
Conduct additional Cultural Resources Surveys prior to construction, including:

e Precisely locate cultural sites and isolates on the Project site using property surveys or
other means so that the final design of roads and the placement of the turbines and
construction staging areas can avoid the identified sites and isolates where feasible.
The cultural sites and isolates occupy a limited area and avoidance during
‘construction appears to be feasible.

-~ e Conduct additional cultural resources surveys of the off-site Project 115-kv powerline
once the route is more precisely identified, and adjust locations to avoid any cultural
sites potentially eligible for the National Register of Historic Places where feasible.

" Final Environmental Impact Statement . Preferred Alternative
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e Complete further testing of any sites potentially eligible for the National Register of

Historic Places that prove to be unavoidable during final design, by a qualified

_ archaeologist in consultation with the State Office of Archaeology and Historic
Preservation (SHPO), to determine their eligibility for listing in the National Register
of Historic Places and, if eligible, to identify appropriate mitigation measures such as
avoidance or scientific data recovery consistent with the National Historic
Preservation Act. : ’

1.2.3 Hoctor Road Survey
.Provide for a détall'ed assessment of the Hoctor Road roadway condition prior to construction.
Determine the amount of road damage, if any, caused by construction vehicles and allocate the
appropnate costs to the Applicant. :

1.2.4\ Environmental Protection Plans

1.2.4.1 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 and the Klickitat County Noxious Weed Control
Board that shall become a condition of building permits and that, at a minimum, addresses the
following:

Stockpiling topsoils separately from other soils.
Specifications for reseeding any areas disturbed during construction with seed mixes
that are certified free of noxious weeds.

e 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 be incorporated into the Erosion and Sediment

- Control Plan discussed in Section 2.1.2 of the Draft EIS.
Timing and application rates for seed mixes.

e Specifications for reseedmg disturbed Bluebunch wheatgrass-ldaho fescue
communities with seed mixes that include species native to those commumtles
especially dominant species.

¢ Coordination with KENETECH’s Washington Wmdplant #1 prOJect to enhance long-

term efforts to control invasive weeds where the two project sites adjoin.

e Annual monitoring of restored and/or reseeded shrub-Steppe habitat and communities
for noxious weeds and ongoing activities to control nox1ous weeds, until restoration
vegetation is reasonably established.

e Measures for addressing requests of the Kllckltat County Weed Control Board
Coordinator.

e Adequate facilities for cleaning of construction vehicles and equipment entermg the
PrOJect site to control the entry of noxious weeds.

Preferred Alternative ~ Final Environmental Impact Statement
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1.24.2 Construction Environmental Protection and Monitoring Plan

Prior to construction, develop a Construction Environmental Protection and Monltormg Plan in
consultatlon with the 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 where feasible and appropriate, consistent with the
provisions of Parts 1.2.1 and 1.2.2 of this document Envuonmentally sensitive areas
include: :

— High-quality native plant communities and prlorlty habitats as descrlbed in
Part 1.2.1 of this document.

— Areas within 122 meters (400 feet) of any occupied western gray squirrel nest
between May 15 and September 30 for general construction and within 400
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 westemn gray squirrel nests. -

— Areas within 400 meters (1,300 feet) of bald eagle roosts during October
through March. " |

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

— Cultural sites and isolates potentially eligible for the National Register of
Historic Places if final Project design confirms that they can be avoided.

—  Other cultural resources identified during the studies outlined in Part 1.2.2 of
this document.

Provisions for independent environmental monitoring during construction using
Agency-approved environmental monitors, including a tribal monitor appointed by
the Yakama Indian Nation, to ensure that 1dent1ﬁed environmentally and culturally-
sensitive areas are avoided.

Provisions for training construction workers on the importance of cultural propertles
to Native Americans, how to identify cultural properties, 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 requlrements of

the Department of Ecology’s Baseline General Permit for Stormwater Discharge
Associated with Construction, and measures for protection of sensitive shrub-steppe
habitats from encroachment from sidecast materials.

Livestock exclusion, as necessary, from reseeded native grasslands in shrub-steppe
habitat.
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1 24 .3 Operations Monitoring Plan

Prior to comtnerc1ai operation, develop an Operations Monitoring Plan in consultation with
WDFW, with results reported as part of the annual Conditional Use Permit rev1ew for the
Project, that includes the following:

e Ongoing erosion monitoring of Project facilities, including roads, on a weekly basis
and after substantial rainfall or snowmelt events.

e Visual inspection of all fluid-bearing eqmpment on at least a weekly basis to detect .
and correct any leakage.

e Monitoring the Project site for evidence of unauthorlzed use and access and provide
additional security as appropriate.

1.2.4.4 Habitat Replacement/Mitigation Plan

Prior to commencement of commercial operations, develop a Habitat Replacement/Mitigation
Plan in consultation with the WDFW addressing replacement through on-site or off-site
preservation/enhancement of oak/oak-pine woodland and Douglas® buckwheat/Sandberg’s
_bluegrass communities, with the goal of preserving 51m11ar quahty and quantity (1:1) of those
habitats lost through Project development -

1.2.4.5 Avian Injury and Mortality Momtormg Plan

Prior to commercial operation, develop an Avian Injufy and Mortality Monitoring Plan in ,
consultation with the USFWS, BPA, Klickitat County Planning Department, and WDFW. The
goals of the Avian Injury and Mortality Monitoring Plan would include:

~e standardized protocols for assessing avian mortality and promptly responding to the
discoveryof injured birds in order to improve their chances for survival;
e procedures for training personnel in reporting and providing timely incident reports to
the USFWS, WDFW, BPA, and Klickitat County Planning Department; and
e procedures for evaluating incident report data on a periodic basis and reporting
findings to the USFWS, WDFW, BPA, and Klickitat County Planning Department.

1.2.4.6 Decommissioning Plan

Prior to start of construction, provide a Decommissioning Plan for.approval by the Klickitat
County Planning Department detailing the circumstances and schedules under which individual
turbines and associated equipment will be removed from the site, methods used to restore areas
previously containing turbines, and a detailed budget for decommlssmmng the Project and
restoring the overall Project site to a natural condition. : :

1.2.5 Additional Mitigation Measures
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The following additional mitigation measures would further reduce envuonmental impacts and
are included as part of the Preferred Alternative:

1.2.5.1 Design

Upgrade and use existing roads where feasible rather than building new roads.
Design roads with ditches and culverts sized to accommodate a 100-year storm.
Locate roads along ridgelines, where feasible, to reduce the amount of cut and fill
(grading) required. ) .
Provide a minimum 10 to 15-cm (4 to 6 inch) gravel surface on PI‘OjeCt roads to
reduce erosion.

Provide design measures, to be approved by the Klickitat County Department of
Public Services and WDFW, to prevent small mammals from burrowing under
foundations wherever foundations are less than 2 feet deep. All conduits would be
sealed to prevent rodents from entering any equipment or facilities.

Where feasible, consolidated foundations for equipment and components of
individual turbines to minimize aesthetic impacts and the amount of area potentially
requiring decommissioning.

Design road and turbine foundations and cut slopes in consultation w1th a
professional geotechnical engineer. Avoid construction in areas determined by
geotechnical studies and final design to contain unstable slopes that could not be
adequately stabilized durmg construction or within one year of completion of the
Project.

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.

Design and install turbine structures to fall below the 61-meter (200 foot) reqmrement '
for lighting established by the Federal Aviation Administration. Design other limited
site lighting, if any, to conform with requlrements of the Klickitat County '
I[llumination Control overlay zone. :

Locate turbines in strings to provide a more uniform looking development and to
minimize aesthetic impacts. .

Precisely determine the location and frequency of potentially impacted
communications transmitters and receivers when siting individual turbines to
minimize potential signal interference. Required clearances between turbines and .
signals should be determined using methods generally accepted by the
communications industry. '

Coordinate turbine paint colors to be compatible with those proposed for Kenetech’s
Washington Windplant #1 Project. Turbine blade colors should be black or neutral
except to the extent that colors and pattems may be required through consultation
with the USFWS or WDFW.

Final Environmental Impact Statement ; » ‘ PreferredkAlternative. .
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o Use non-reflective paints to reduce glare. -»

e Design all overhead powerlines with raptor protection measures in accordance with
the best practices contained in “Suggested Practices for Raptor Protection on
Powerlines” (APLIC, draft 1995), and “Mitigating Blrd Collisions with Powerlines:
The State of the Art, 1994” (APLIC, 1994).

e Design turbine towers and foundations to survive the highest expected wind speeds

- on the site, plus an adequate safety margin.

e Design slab foundations with berms to reduce the potential for leakage of hydraulic

fluids and fuels to enter soil and water resources. '

-1.2.5.2 Construction

o Limit clearing and grading activities to the late spring through early fall period,
subject to review and approval of the Klickitat County Building Official, to minimize
erosion during construction. During all other periods, open soil areas must be
stabilized through best management practices defined in the Erosion and Sediment
Control Plan. ~

e Minimize grading disturbance to the maximum extent feasible considering the need to
minimize disturbance to Priority Habitats and to avoid archaeological resources.

o 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 western gray
squirrel nest trees. To the extent they are available, retain conifers (pine) for
25 percent of the remaining canopy cover.

"~ e 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 I-84.
— Cultural sites potentially eligible for the National Register of Hlstorlc Places

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

o 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.

e Provide for lubrication and maintenance of corstruction 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.

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

— Tum off 1dlmg equipment.
— Select the quietest effective setting for back-up alarms.
"~ Confine construction activities to daytime hours in proximity to residences.

/
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o Coordinate routing of Project construction traffic and travel times with the Klickitat
County Public Services Department and with KENETECH’s Washington Windplant
#1 Project to reduce conflicts with construction work on Hoctor Road. '
- o To the extent economically feasible, schedule Project construction activities to avoid
use of Hoctor Road during likely periods of freeze/thaw cycles.
e Employ traffic safety precautions such as traffic control flaggers and signs warning of
construction activity and merging traffic. '
e Provide a readily accessible water truck and chemical fire suppression materials 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 District 7 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.
e Provide all County emergency departments and vehicles with gate keys or controls to
electronic gates. -
e Provide fire extmgulshers and approved fire tools on vehicles and equipment used
during construction.
e Restore temporary roads and staging areas to preconstruction grades within one".
month of their discontinuance of use. '
- Restore all disturbed areas consistent with the Reseeding/Restoration/and Weed
~ Management Plan developed for the Project.
e Prohibit use of pesticides and rodenticides. Avoid the use of herbicides except as
reasonably necessary for weed control.
o Construct storage buildings containing petroleum-based lubncants above-ground with
double walled containers and spill containment basins.[kpf1]

{

1.2.5.3 Operation

e Consult with Washington, Oregon, and federal recreational facilities and areas, as

~ well as Washington and Oregon State Highway Departments, to provide signs
directing sightseers along I-84, SR-14, and US-97 to existing public facilities that
provide safe viewing areas of the Project site. Provide interpretive signs at these
facilities as allowed by the facilities' management.

e Provide liquid-absorbing pads under turbines, associated equipment and ﬂuld vessels

to contain or collect fluid spills during turbine servicing. F lulds that are spilled shall
be cleaned immediately. :
e Provide a clean looking facility free of debris and unused or broken down equipment

by:
— 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 PI‘Q] ect
Decommissioning Plan.
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e Monitor operations consistent with the Operations Environmental Monitoring -
program developed for the Project. :

e Monitor bird injuries and mortality and comply with response and reportmg
procedures consistent with the Avian Injury and Mortality Monitoring Plan. -

e 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.

e Inthe event of a complaint to the County that noise standards are being exceeded due

to Project equipment, Applicant shall, as requested by the County, be required to

- provide appropriate sound level measurements on the complainant's property, at
Applicant's expense. In the event that Applicant does not respond within 48 hours of
County request; County costs incurred in responding to complaints and
monitoring/measuring sound levels shall be reimbursed by Applicant.

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

e Develop and implement a fire fighting plan in consultation with Fire District 7 that
includes consideration of an annual fire drill, storage of fire fighting material on-site,
and evacuation plans.

e Provide Project staff with cellular phones to enable timely communication with the

- Fire Department and other emergency services.

e Provide appropriate sanitation facilities and potable water on site as approved by the
SW Washington Health District. -

Provide for designated smoking areas on the Project area.

Develop a safety plan for construction workers and employees, that 1ncludes
procedures for responding to natural and medical emergencies and the handlmg,
storage, or transportation of hazardous materials.

e Mark guy wires on turbine towers with bird flight diverters.

Prepare a Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasures Plan ("SPCCP") pursuant to
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency regulations at 40 C.F.R. Part 112 within six
months of commercial operation and implement the SPCCP w1th1n 12 months of
‘commercial operation.

e Provide all County emergency departments and vehlcles with gate keys or controls to
electronic gates. - :

1.2.6 Mitigation Proposed By the Applicant

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

e Reduce perching opportunities for raptors by using tubular rather than lattice towers.
‘e Minimize the potential for avian electrocution and collisions by designing all
overhead powerlines with raptor protection measures in accordance with the best
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practices contained in Suggested Practices for Raptor Protection on Powerlines
(APLIC, draft 1995), and Mitigating Bird Collisions with Powerlines: The State of
the Art, 1994 (APLIC, 1994).

o Installing turbines designed with a fail-safe redundant braking system to protect
against loss of control due to excessive speed.

e Designing turbine towers and foundations to survive wind speeds of 55m/sat9 .
meters (123 mph at 30 feet) above the ground surface.

Enclosing gears and moving parts to contain sparks. :
Designing and installing all electrical equipment 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).

e Providing locks and high voltage warning labels on all control cabinets and
transformer cabinets. _

o Fencing and locking the Project substation and providing warning signs about the
presence of high voltage equipment. A sign at the substation entranoe shall indicate
emergency contact information.

e Provide locked gates onto the Project site. Sign to wamn of high voltage equipment
and buried cable. Signs shall be placed at locked gates indicating emergency contact
information.

e Locating the 115-kv overhead powerline at least 61 meters (200 feet) from the

- turbines so that cranes working on the turbines will be a safe distance from the
powerlines. ' '

e Installing underground communication and transmission lmes ‘where economical and
feasible. ' :

Revegetating dlsturbed areas not permanently occupied by Project features.

Locating turbines in strings to provide a more umform-lookmg development.
Continue researching the use of non-reflective gel coats and use best eﬁ'orts to install
turbine blades that are non-reflective.

e - Use neutral colored paint to blend with the landscape background.

Reduce the amount of road construction by using existing roads where feasible.
Locate roads to reduce the amount of cut and fill (grading) required.
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Part2 Corrections and Modifications to the Draft EIS

2.1 Introduction

This part of the Final EIS corrects and modifies the text of the Draft EIS based on comments
received. Deletions are shown in "strikeout" while additions are indicated by a double underline.

2.2 Corrections and Modiﬁcgtions :

2.2.1 Changes to Summary

Re pface the Draft EIS Suﬁrmary with the Summary included in this document.
2.2.2 Changes to Chapter1 _ Alternatives Including the Proposed Action

Add the ﬁ)IIowmg item to Section 1.2.6, Mitigation Included in the Project Proposal - Bzrd
Protection:

Modify Section 1.2.6.2, Mmgatzon Included in the Project Proposal Safety Measures ﬁnaI
bulleted item as follows:

o Locating the 115-kv overhead powerline at least 61 meters (200 feet) from the furbines
so that cranes working on the turbines will be at a safe distance from the powerlines.

Replace Section 1.2.6.3, Mitigation Included in the Project Proposal Aesthetics, first bulleted item
with the following: , ;

e Continue researching the use of non-reflective gel coats and use best efforts to install
_turbine blades that are non-reflective.

Insert the following section aﬁer Section 1.6 at the end of Chapter 1-- AIternattves Including the

Proposed Action: -

1.7 Timing of Possible Approval (Short-term Uses vs. Long-term |
Productivity/Irreversible/Irretrievable Commitments of Resources)
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2.2.3 Changes to Chapter 2  Affected Environment, Envnronmental Consequences, and
Mitigation Measures

2.1 Earthand Geology

Insert the following dlscusszan ﬁ)IIowmg the second paragraph of Section 2.1.4.1, Enwronmental
Consequences -Earthwork and Eroszon

Make the Jfollowing modiﬁcatiqns to Section 2.1.4.2, No Action, third and fourth sentences:

However impacts on eanh resources assoc1ated thh ongomg gramng and farrmng act1v1t1es

Corrections and Modifications to the Draft EIS Final Environmental Impact Statement
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2.2 Botanical

Add the following mmgatzon measures at Section 2.2.4., Proposed Action - Mmgatzon Measures,
Jollowing the seventh bulleted item: :

2.3 Hydrological Resources

Make the following modifications to Section 2.3.3.1, Proposed Action - Environmental
Consequences, last paragraph: '

The proposed Project would not result in significant depletion or changes to recharge of the
groundwater supply. No significant environmental impacts are anticipated to groundwater due
to operation of the Project. However, there is some chance that lubricating and hydraulic fluids
could leak from the turbme nacelle dunng certain types of equipment failure. Any spills of

Make the following modiﬁcations to Section 2.3.3 2 No Actibn, last sentence:

Impacts to water resources associated with ongoing farming and graaing activities, including
sediment discharge associated with erosion caused by agricultural activities and any non-point
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source pollutlon resultmg from hvestock would contmuew

24 Cultural and Historical Resources

Make the following modification to Section 2.4.1, Cultural Resources - St_udies and
Coordination, fifth 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 eultural grchaeological sites, traditional cultural properties,
habitat, and native plants that have traditionallyprovided 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 Jrjbagl Council Culture Committee to discuss these concerns. In
addition, the Yakama Cultural Resources Program has been conducting oral history
interviews of tribal elders regarding traditional cultural use in the Columbia Hills area.

.Information gained-te-date from reviewing tapes of these oral hlstory interviews is
summarized in this EIS. S

* Mabke the followmg modlﬁcatzon to Section 2.4.3, Aﬁ"ected Environment - Ethnography first
- paragraph, first and third sentences:

Ethnographic bands that utilized the Columbia Hills speke-the-Sahaptin language may have
included individuat Skiin, 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, pear where a
longhouse group is located today ,

Modify the discussion of Traditional Cultural Properties in Section 2.4.3 with the Jollowing:

Traditional Cultural Propertles :
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 provided notification of the proposed Project to potentially affected Tribes
and requested scoping comments. No scoping comments were received. However, BPA and
the County provided an extended comment period to accommodate the needs of the YIN.
The County and BPA have sought oral history information from the YIN to determine if any
National Register-eligible traditional cultural properties might be present in the Columbia
Hills area. (Such information includes site loc'ation,’type of use, and its cultural importance.)-
As-ofJanuary-11:1995- YIN staff had conducted and taped oral history interviews with
eight pipe tribal elders who have ties to and knowledge of the Columbia Hills area. These
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interviews were conducted partially in En'glish and partially in native language. Although
translated transcriptions are not yet available, a portion of the tapes were reviewed as part of

the studies conducted for thls PrOJect _XIN.WMWLQM

Information on the Columbia Hills area available from consultation with the YIN te-date and
from review of oral history tapes indicates the area’s ethnographic use included plant
gathering-end; hunting, travel,-and camping, and vision guesting. Because of this use, YIN
staff have indicated that burial sites may be located in the Columbia Hills area. Landforms in
the Columbia Hills form part of the tribal landscape with importance to Yakama Indians.

The Columbla Hills area mcludes habitat for eagles which are part of the native religion.

mw YIN staff have mdlcated that Jumper Pomt is assocxated w1th legend
and vision quest use in the past. They have also indicated that Skinpum Point, located west
of the Project site.and US-97, is a legend-associated area with traditional cultural value for
ceremonial activities. The Yakama say that when a mythical flood killed almost all of the

~ animals and people, Sklnpum Pomt formed a small island where some animals and people

o oali-Eoe 1 o i orbof i Coluns Hll P v sed ot ey

believe spirits stlll reside in the Columbia Hills area. In addition, the Rock Creek Canyon,
located east of the Columbia Hills, has religious value forthe YIN. The original Rock Creek
Village site is considered sacred by the YIN because it was associated with an Indian
prophet. The long house at Rock Creek is currently used for religious practices.

to date, Juniper Point might would qualify for listing in the National Register of Hlstorle
Places as a traditional cultural property for its value as a legend site and a place where the

Yakama Mcollected Jumper for medlclnal USGSWLMM _
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to-be-Jinked-byYakamalegend: Thus; The information gathered [eviewed to date does not
suggest a distinct cultural landscape that would include the Project site and that would be
eligible for listing-in the National Register. The YIN, however, likely consider all of the
aboriginal territory as a cultural landscape.

Make the following modification to Section 2.4.3, Affected Env:ronment Views of Yakama Elders
about the Project Area, first paragraph, last two sentences:

They feel that the Project weuld-not-help-this-situatien Min
the area. The elders do nof like the way the area is being used today, believing livestock

grazing and other uses destroy the natural environment.

Make the following mod ﬁcatzon to Sectzon 243, Aﬁ'ected Environment - Ethnobotany, last
sentence of the ﬁrst paragraph

The property owner has indicated that they do not have arrangements or agreements with -
‘Native American individuals or groups to allow access to private lands for the gathering of

plants,_and have not observed root digging on their lands in recent vears,

Add the following paragraph to Section 2.4.3, Aﬂected Environment - Archaeologzcal and
' sttorzcal Resources, foIIowzng the second paragraph: :

~ Replace the last paragraph of Section 2. 4 4.1, Proposed Actzon Envlronmental Consequences -
Proposed Action with: - '

Tradltlonal Cultural Propertles
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Add the following discussion as Sectzon 2.4.6, Cultural Resources Szgmﬁcant Unavozdable
Adverse Impacts:

2.5 Avian Resources

Add the following to Section 2.5.2, Regulatlons Standards, and Guidelines, ﬁ)llowmg the second
paragraph: '

.HSFAMS_lssnpd anA

Make the following modification to Section 2.5.3, Ajfected Envzronment General third
paragraph, first sentence:

Osprey, long-billed curlew loggerhead shrike, sandhill crane, northem goshawk, ferruginous
hawk, and ash-throated ﬂycatcher- and-Lewis-wooedpeeker were observed mfrequently in the
- Project area.

Add the Jollowing paragraph into Section 2.5.3, Affected Environment, before Western Bluebirds:
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v Lewns' Woodpecker (State Candndate)

Add the following paragraph to Section 2.5.4.1, Envrronmemal Consequences Propased Action -
Other Special Status Species, following the third paragraph:

Lewis woodpeokers were observed 1o be fairly common within and near oak and oak/pine
d 1S je ite ‘ IS d CLVE i i [d = b\ d 1= -

2.6 Wildlife (Non-Avian)

" Add the following into Section 2.6.4.1, Environmental Consequences - Proposed Action - Habitat

Loss, following the third paragraph:

Add the following discussion to Section 2.6.4.1, Proposed Action - Environmental Consequences -
Common Non-Avian Wildlife Species, following the last paragraph:
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Make the following modifications to Section 2.6. 4 1, Environmental Consequences - Proposed
Action - Special Status Speczes first paragraph, first sentence

The projected loss of less than 0.2 hectares (0;4 acres) of oak an'd'oa'k/pine woodlands would
cause a minor reduction in Jocgl on-site habitat for western gray squirrels, which is a state
threatened species.

 Add the following miiig&tion rﬁeasures to Section 2.6.5, Mitigation Measures:

2.7 Visual Quality and Aesthetics

Make the following to modification to Section 2.7.4. 1, Environmental Consequences, Proposed
Action - Impacts to Visual Resources of the Project Area, third paragraph.

The overall visual character of the Project site would change dramatically due to the
intermingling of manmade elements into the natural vegetation on the site. Onsite views
become mlxed in character as wind turbmes are placed into the rural rangeland settmg h

Add the following to Section 2.7.4.2, No Action, last sentence:

Aesthetic impacts' associated with ongoing farming and ranching activities and with existing
commumcatlon and utlhty facilities in the Columbla Hllls would contmue under the No
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2.8 Land Use, Recreation, and Socideconomics

Add the following afier the last paragraph of Section 2.8.4.1, Environmental Consequences -
Socioeconomics: "

Make the following modification to the next to the last sentence of Section 2.8.5, Mitigation

- .Measures, as follows:
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2.12 ’Pilblic Services and Utilities

TABLE 2.24

Replace Table 2.24, Cbmmunicqtio,n Systems On Juniper Point with the foll owingl Table:

Communication Systems on or near Juniper Point
Owner/Operator Type Location Description/
‘ Direction )
Klickitat County Rural Fire Microwave Repeater Juniper Point UHF, 2.3 GHz to Goldendale
District # 7 . omnidirectional
I Klickitat Valley Hospital 2 Radio Repeaters Juniper Point URF repeater, VHF transmission,
omnidirectional )
Mid Columbia Medical Center | Radio Repeater Juniper Point VHF, 75 Mhz,
, v omnidirectiondl
Klickitat County Sheriff's 2 Radio Repeaters Juniper Point Vl-ﬁ, omnidirectional and UHF, link
Department : ) -Jto Goldendale -
Klickitat County Roads Division | Radio Repeater Juniper Point VHF, omnidirectional
Klickitat County Public Utility Microwave Repeater and Radio | Juniper Point VHA and microwave to Goldendale,
District . Repeater ‘ omnidirectional
Intertribe Fisheries Department Radio Repeater Juniper Point VH'Il", omnidirectional
Wheeler Communication 2 Radio Repeaters Juniper Point UHF. omnidirectional
Immigration Department 2 Radio Repeater possibly Juniper Point VHF, omnidirectional
Department of Natural Resources | 2 Radio Repeaters, possibly Juniper Point VHF, omnidirectional
Army Corps of l-':‘ngineers Radio Repeaters Juniper Point ’ VHF, omnidirectional
Columbia Afuminum Radio Repeater Juniper Point UHF, omnidirectional
Not Known Ham Repeater Juniper Point 140 MHz
BATS Towing 2 Radio Repeaters Juniper Point 'VHF link to Biggs and UHF base to
' ' Pasco '
Don Coats Radio Repeater Juniper Point UHF, omnidirectional
Columbia Basin Cable Microwave Repeater Observatory Hill - To Goldendale
Cellular One 2 Microwave Repeaters LunaPoint and Haystack Butte | To Roosevelt and to Goldendale and
‘ between Luna Point and Haystack
) Butte
Valley Communication Radio Repeater Haystack Butte To Goldendale
KLCK Radio Microwave Repeater Haystack Butte To Goldendale
KMCQ Radio 2 Microwave Repeaters Haystack Butte and Stacker To Goldendale
Butte )
IKYYT Radio Microwave Repeater Haystack Butte To Goldendale

A
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Make the following modification to Table 2.25:

TABLE 2.25
Potentially Affected Communication Systems
(-)wner!?)perator Location
. Klickitat County Rural Fire District #7 Juniper Point
Klickitat County Sheriff's Department Juniper Point
Klickitat County Public Utility District Juniper Point
BATTowing ’ Juniper Point
Cellular One Luna Point and Haystack Butic

Add the following paragraph to Section 2.12.3.1, Environmental Consequences - Communication
System, following Table 2.25:

Make the following modiﬁcatibns to Section 2.12.4, Mitigation Measures, fifth bulleted item:

‘e Equip all emergency service departments and vehicles with access to elee&eme gates.
Make the following modifications to Section 2.12.4, Mitigation Measures, eighth bulleted item:
e Precisely determine the location and frequency of potentially impacted communications

transmitter and receivers when siting individual turbmes in turbine strmgs to guard agamst
potential signal lme-of-s1ght mterference :

2.2.4 Changes to Chapter 3 - Cumulative Impacts

Modify Section 3.2.1, Summary PrOJect Descriptions - Washmgton Wmdplant #1,
third paragraph, second buIIeted item as follows:

o 246229 kilometers (+5-3 14.2 miles) of overhead 34.5-kv powerline.

Modify Section 3.2.1, Summary Project Descriptions - Washington Windplant #1,
Jfourth paragraph, last two sentences as follows: .
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Up to $55-hectares(382-aeres) or about three percent of the site
would be disturbed during construction. Project features would permanently occupy about 79

heetares-(193-aeres) M’ or about 1.5 percent of the site.

Replace Table 3.1 wzth the following:

TABLE 3.1 ,
Summary of Kenetech Project Features
Features Area Temporarily Disturbed Area Permanently Occupied
Hectares Acres Hectares Acres I

'-rurbine String and New Secondary Access Road’ 98 243 33 82 i
Powerline #13 236 H“# U 3428 |
New Primary Access Road* i 27 66 .24 58
Substation o _ RS 1 <1 1
Upgraded Access Road. 8 20 7 18
Construction Staging Area _ 4 10 0 0

[ TOTAL (rounded to closesthectare/acre) W5 382376 BI6 31 |

: 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 requlred for an approximately 5-meter(l6-foot) primary road and associated drainage ditches.

Replace Figure 3.1 with Figure F.1 to show the modified Kenetech substation Iocatzon and
associated powerIzne changes.

Modify Section 3.3. 1, Earth, fourth paragraph second to last sentence as follows:

Together, these Projects would disturb approx1mately +84—heemes-@-66-ams) 1_8,5_h§gtams
deaures) of soil.
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. . .

Re‘place’ Table 3.3 with the following:

[ EN) (S RN S S

TABLE 3.3
Cumulative Soil Dlsturbances
Soil Type : KENETECH j CARES ) Cumulative'

I Hectares Acres Hectares Acres Hectares Acres

I Silt Loam (siope >15%) o 37 92 2 6 39 98

J Silt Loam (slope <15%)’ FTy] 6566 13 34 3837 9491
Cobbly Silt Loam, Loam y Sand 3635 [T¥T 15 39 - 5639 | 12
Rock Outcrop 3 g 6 15 9 23
Non-Classified, Unmapped' 430 426 124 04 1 51 426 125
 TOTAL . 155133 | %236 38 95 BT IES I |

' The existing access road at the Hoctor Road and Miller Road intersection will be upgraded for access to the
CARES site and would be upgraded to access KENETECH turbine strmg M. Therefore, the cumulative impact
is not strictly additive.

Modify Section 3.3.3, Plants, fourth paragraph, second sentence as foIIows
Direct impacts from construction of both pro Jects would include disturbance of about six
percent of overall existing vegetation in this complex, mcludmg 3 hectares (5 acres) of

oak/oak pine, and 40 acres of shrub-steppe

Replace Table 3.4 with the following:

TABLE 34
Direct Impacts to Western Habitat Complex

' KENETECH CARES Total v i
I Hectares Acres Hectares Acres Hectares Acres |
fBuckwheat 32 ) 17 3] 2L T4l |
[ Bunchgrass” 5 BR 15 37 20 5049 I
[ CakiGak Pine 2 54 <1 <i 3 | 65 |
[ Totals ' 109 2620 33 81 8|82 Ty |

' Shrub-steppe habitats.

Replace Figure 3.2 with Figure F.5. A
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 eultural
resouree- a._rg_agl;ggx__gil properties on the KENETECH and CARES project sites. Twenty-
two of the properties are sites, while the remaining properties are isolates or caims. Nineteen
of the enlturat archacological sites on the KENETECH Project site and eight of the eultural
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mﬂ?k& sites on the CARES Project site are eligible or potentially eligible for the
National Register of Historic Places under Criterion D because they may be likely to yield
information important to history or prehistory. These sites could potentially be adversely
impacted by the proposed projects. Six caims could also be potentially affected.

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

It appears that nine of the 11 cultural resource sites located on the KENETECH Project site
- could be avoided through minor adjustments to features locations w1thm turblne strings.
Cairns could also be avoided. :

“Consultation with the Yakama Indian Nation indicates that Juniper Point, on the CARES site,

m-tght—q;uah-ﬁyhgmhﬁgs for llstmg asa tradltlonal cultural property Wm; |

netech-projeets;-and-measures-to-avoid-orminimize-sueh-impaets: onsultatlontodate
‘has revealed no other potentrally eligible cultural pnopertres on the Project sites. However,
landforms in the Columbia Hills form part of the tribal landscape with importance to Yakama
Indians, and past traditional use by Native Americans indicates that burial sites may be
'located in this area. Cairns could potentlally be burlal markers.

2.2.5 Changes to Chapter S - References
Add the following reference'

Renewable Northwest Project, (draft April 7, 1995), “A Summary of 1991 US Electric Utlllty _
~ Air Emissions from Fossil-Fuel Combustion.”
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Part 3 Comments and Responses

3.1 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) géneral responses; 2) written comments and
specific responses; 3) the testimony transcript and specific responses to that testimony; and

4) meeting notes from a field trip with Yakarna Indian Nation representatives and responses to
comments made during that trip. General responses address issues that were raised by several

‘commentors. In some cases, responses to specific comments cross-reference the general responses.

3.2 General Responses |
3.2.1 General Response No.1- "Fast Trackmg"t

Some commentors asserted or suggested that approvals (Condltlonal Use Permit from Klickitat
County and Power Purchase Agreement from BPA) for the proposed Columbia Wind Farm 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 Proj Ject
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 preliminary environmental review and reconnaissance
and continuing through over a year's worth of detailed site-specific studies of avian use. These
studies were designed to provide sufficient information for the permitting agencies to decide
whether to issue and, if so, how to condition the permits and approvals required for Project
construction. The lead agencies believe that the studies conducted to date provide adequate A
information to (1) evaluate and, (2) where appropriate, mitigate adverse environmental effects. The
Preferred Alternative, described in Part 1 of this document, would require all reasonable and
appropriate mitigation measures be applied to the Project. (See also General Response Nos 2 and

.3 2.2 General Response No.. 2- Need for Regional WmdpowerlAvnan Studies and

Supplemental Envnronmental Review

Several commentors suggested the need for a regional study to evaluate the effects of wind energy
development throughout the lower Columbia River region or the Pacific Northwest and/or to
develop and evaluate siting criteria before permitting the Project to proceed. One agency, the
Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW), suggested that a regional plan for siting
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wind energy facﬂmes or a supplemental Draft EIS should be reqmred prior to further conS1derat10n .

of the Columbia Hills site.

The lead agencies agree that there may be substantial regional benefits to evaluating and adopting
wind energy siting standards on a regional basis. The Project would not preclude the evaluation of
regional effects of wind energy development or the developrnent of regional siting standards by
government agencies or other public or private entities. Experience to be gained from the
development of the Project would likely be beneﬁclal to such regional studies, whenever and by
whomever they are undertaken.

Several commentors expressed the opinion that a regional study of the effects of wind energy
facilities, particularly on birds, was needed as part of the environmental review of the Proposed
Action. Commentors differed in the recommended scope and geographic extent of a regional
‘study, but most were concerned that development of the Project would induce similar wind energy
projects in the Columbia River Gorge or in the Pacific Northwest generally. The concemns
expressed by the commentors generally regarded the potential impacts to birds and other wildlife
from the cumulative impact of wind energy projects in addition to the Columbia Wind Farm No. 1
and the KENETECH Washington Windplant 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. . '

There is no reason given for the belief by several commentors that the CARES Columbia Wind
Farm No. 1 and the KENETECH Washington Windplant 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 wmd energy proposals would benefit directly from
approval of the Project.

The environmental review of the Columbia Wind Farm No. 1 has been site-specific, including
extensive on-site surveys of avian use and migrations, cultural resources, soils and riparian areas,
plants and wildlife habitat, and aesthetics. Off-site studies were included where appropriate. For
example, Project avian studies included off-site evaluations of certain breeding raptors to determine
whether the site is within the home range of nest sites. Evaluation of aesthetics from off-site
locations were also included. Finally, this EIS also considered available environmental information
on Rattlesnake Mountain, another site previously considered for wind energy development. Similar
site-specific studies likely would be required for any other wind energy project with a similar or
greater scope of potential environmental impacts. The NEPA/SEPA EISs for the Columbia Wind
Farm No. 1 and the KENETECH Washington Windplant No. 1 proposals could not substitute for
site-specific environmental review of other wind energy proposals. ‘

In determining the appropriate scope for the study of cumulative impacts of the Columbia Wind .
Farm #1 and the KENETECH Washington Windplant #1, the lead agencies considered that no
- -other applications for land use approvals for wind energy proposals were pending. Another wind
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developer, Zond, does have a permit application for the 7-Mile Hill Wind Energy Project held in -
abeyance by Wasco County, Oregon. Zond has not initiated the avian studies required by Wasco
County, 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 with any utilities that have solicited proposals
in recent years. The lead agencies have determined that the 7-Mile Hill Wind Energy Project is too
speculative to be considered in a cumulative impacts analysis with the Columbia Hills wind energy
proposals. Furthermore, 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, other wind energy development proposals also are considered too speculative to be.

~ included in a cumulative impacts analysis with the Columbia Hills wind energy proposals.

~ The lead agencies believe it is not reasonable or feasible to study the potential impacts of wind

energy proposals that are speculative or outside the influence area of the Project site. Despite the
location of other areas in the region that may have sufficient wind resources to consider siting wind
energy facilities, these areas have not been evaluated in this EIS because the development is
considered too speculative or remote for the meaningful analysis of cumulative impacts.

BPA evaluated the comparative environmental impacts of wind-generated power with the impacts
of alternative forms of power generation, including gas combustion turbines, other fossil fuels, and
nuclear power in its February 1993 Resource Programs EIS (RP EIS). The RP EIS is a
programmatic document that evaluates the environmental tradeoffs among generic energy resource
types and the cumulative effects of adding these resources to the existing Federal system. The
purpose of the RP EIS was to analyze resource acquisition alternatives based on the comparative
and cumulative environmental impacts of various generation types. This document is incorporated
by reference into this final EIS. No additional programmatic review of wind energy is required
because BPA has not altered its resource acquisition strategy to acquire add1t1onal wind-generated

power in the region.

BPA is not promoting a wind energy development program for the region that requires a regional
programmatic study of avian use and migration. Only two demonstration projects are being
considered by BPA -- the CARES Columbia Wind Farm No. 1 and the Wyoming Windplant # in
Carbon County, Wyoming. The Wyoming Windplant #1 is undergoing separate environmental
review by the Bureau of Land Management as lead agency. Due to BPA’s increasingly
noncompetitive market position, BPA is reviewing its generation and acquisition resource portfolio,
including the wind energy demonstration projects, to ensure that they are cost effective and
necessary. It is unlikely at this time that BPA would participate in any additional wind
demonstration pro Jects, and BPA is not actively pursumg the acquisition of any new generating
resources.

The lead agencies agree that a regional avian study could be useful as a management 'tool for siting
of wind energy facilities. A basic understanding of avian use and migration patterns throughout the
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Columbia River basin or throughout the Pacific Northwest would generally benefit the public as
well as provide valuable information to wind developers and siting agencies. The avian studies
conducted for the Columbia Wind Farm #1 and the Kenetech Washington Windplant #1 could
contribute data to a regional avian study if one is undertaken. State and federal wildlife and siting
agencies, energy developers, and/or environmental organizations could work collaboratively to -
initiate and fund the appropriate studies.

3.2.3 General Response No. 3 - Consistency of the Drﬁft EIS with BPA Policies and
Responsibilities ‘ '

.Several commentors asserted that BPA as the responsible federal agency was violating its
responsibility of "restoring and enhancing environmental quality and avoiding or minimizing
possible adverse environmental effects.” This EIS is the means of complying with BPA's quoted
responsibility. NEPA requires that BPA take a hard look at the environmental impacts of a
proposed action and reasonable alternatives and mitigation measures before making a decision to
execute an agreement to purchase electricity from the Project. SEPA places a similar responsibility

~onKlickitat County in its evaluation of the Conditional Use Permit application. The lead agencies

have used the environmental review process to identify appropriate measures to “restore and

- enhance environmental quality and avoid or minimize adverse environmental effects” and will fully
“consider all the information in the Final EIS prior to making decisions.

3.2.4 General Respohse No. 4 - Tradeoffs Between the Impacts and Benefits of Wind
Energy Development

Comments from several environmental organizations, including Greenpeace, Renewable Northwest
Projects, and Northwest Environmental Advocates, support the development of wind energy as an
alternative to other types of power generation, most notably gas combustion turbines. These
commentors stated that the.environmental impacts of gas combustion turbines, including health

- impacts from sulfur dioxide and nitrogen oxide emissions and global warming from carbon dioxide '

emissions, are far greater qualitatively and affect a far greater quantity of the earth's surface and
atmosphere than wind energy facilities. These commentors identified research findings that wind
energy development's impacts on birds would be less than the impacts on birds from fossil fuel
generation, viewed as a whole. They believe that wind energy as a non-polluting renewable
resource fulfills the mandate of the Northwest Power Act and is part of the regional and global
solution to the environmental impacts of power generation. Finally, these commentors note the
economic competitive advantage of gas combustion turbines over wind energy given the low cost
of natural gas, and e 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
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organizations view the Columbia Hills site as an important bird area and advocate a moratorium on
wind energy development until proven techniology is in place that prevents avian, especially raptor,
mortality (see General Response No. 11). Other organizations, such as Central Cascades Alliance,

*advise that wind development at the Columbia Hills area be limited to only a portion of the total

area proposed until further monitoring of avian usage and mortality is undertaken.

On the whole, the comments suggest a strong difference of opinion regarding the ac¢eptability 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 less competitive in the market for power resources. The -
ability of Northwest utilities to purchase wind energy in place of cheaper forms of power that have
greater environmental impacts could be delayed or disabled. '

3.2.5 General Response No. § - Traditional Cultural Properties

The Draft EIS indicated, on the basis of oral history information reviewed to February 1995, that
Juniper Point appeared to qualify for listing in the National Register as a traditional cultural
property. Since then, consultation with the Yakama Indian Nation (YIN) 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. BPA has submitted a draft
Memorandum of Agreement for review and approval by the State Historic Preservation Officer
(SHPO), the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, and the YIN to negotiate Project
stipulations that would take into account the effects of the Project on cultural resources.

The. Columbia Wind Farm No. 1 would place development on Juniper Point itself and Kenetech’s
Washington Windplant No. 1 would develop lands adjacent to Juniper Point. From Juniper Point,
turbine strings would be visible to the north, northeast, and southwest. Because vision questing
involved views in the four cardinal directions, both proposed wind projects would adversely affect
Juniper Point as a suitable site for vision quests from the YIN's perspective. The Yakama believe

. that the spiritual quality of the place would be degraded and that the wind energy projects would

alter the traditional cultural value of Juniper Point. Thus, this document concludes that the
Columbia Wind Farm No. 1 would have a significant unavmdable impact on Juniper Point as a
tradmonal cultural property.

It should be \noted, however, that development currently exists on Juniper Point and that views
toward the Columbia River now include development features such as the John Day Dam and the
Columbia Aluminum plant. Further, the Yakama currently do not have access to Juniper Point.
The Project has a finite lifetime and mitigation identified in the EIS calls for the wind farm 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.
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Consultation with the 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.

3.2.6 General Response No. 6 - Opportunities for Yakama Indian Nation Input

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

Table 3.1 Native American Contacts and Consultation

Date of Contact Type of Contact Participants Subject
February 10, 1994 Letter From Francine Havercroft, Klickitat County, | Offer to schedule a scparate EIS scoping
" | to Fred Ike, Sr., YIN . meeting with YIN. )
April 20, 1994 .| Letter From Curt Dreyer, Klickitat County, to . Confirm April 22 meeting; request YIN
Johnson Meninick, YIN concems; introduce Project consultants.
April 20, 1994 Meeting YIN Culture Committee Members; Kali Describe CARES and KENETECH Projects;
Robson, YIN Botanist; Rose Leach, YIN discuss environmental review processes;
Wildlife Biologist; Curt Dreyer, Klickitat govemment-to-govemnment relations; YIN
County; Kathy Fisher, BPA concems.
April 26, 1994 Letter From Kathy Fisher, BPA, to Jerry Meninick, | Request YIN's active participation in the
‘ | YIN ’ environmental review process.
June 13, 1994 Letter From Kathy Fisher, BPA, and Curt Dreyer, | Request YIN participation in Project EIS
Klickitat County, to Jerry Meninick, YIN scoping; offer to schedule scoping meeting;
B ) ) extend deadline to July 22, 1994.
June 16, 1994 Telephone call Gail Thompson, HRA; Johnson Meninick Discuss HRA request to conduct oral history
. and Fred Ike, Sr., YIN intesviews; YIN concems about Projects; YIN
, : review of archaeological research design.
July 8, 1994 Letter From Gail Thompson, HRA, to Johnson Request YIN information on cultural
Meninick and Fred Ike, Sr., YIN resources and a meeting/field visit to discuss
. YIN concems. . ‘
July 21, 1994 Telephone call Gail Thompson, HRA, and Johnson Arrange meeting/ field visit for August 8,
: Meninick, YIN 1994.
August8, 1994 Meeting/field visit | Johnson Meninick, Fred Ike, Sr., Russell Describe Projects; discuss govemment-to-
.| Billy, Jo Anna Meninick, Gordon Lothson, | govemment relations; YIN concems.
YIN; Dana Peck, KENETECH; Ben Wolff,
CARES; Kathy Fisher, BPA; Paul Spies,
Columbia Aluminum; Scott King, Gail
; Thompson, HRA
August 15, 1994 Letter From Scott King, HRA, to Johnson Request review of cultural resources survey
’ Meninick, YIN | study plan.
August 16, 1994 Letter From ScottKing, HRA, to Guy Moura, Request review of cultural resources survey
) CTUIR study plan.
August 23, 1994 Letter FromKathy Fisher, BPA, to Jo Anna Request YIN proposal for participating in oral
* Meninick, YIN history interviews.
August 25, 1994 Letter

From ScottKing, HRA, to Jeff Van Pelt,

Enclose additional copy. of cultural resources -
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FredIke, Sr., Sandy Kiona, Gordon

Date of Contact Type of Contact Participants Subject
) CTUIR survey study plan and request review.
August 26, 1994 Telephone call Scott King, HRA, and Tom Baylor, CTUIR | Discuss CTUIR ‘comments on cultural
' ' resources survey study plan; availability of
CTUIR technicians for field crew.
September 1, 1994 Telephone call ScottKing, HRA, and Greg Cleveland, YIN | Discuss archaeological survey and availability
of YIN technicians for field crew.
September 1994 Archaeological field | Julia James, YIN Member of archasological field crew.
. survey
November 3, 1994 Meeting CARES Staff and YIN Tribal Council Presentation on CARES Project to YIN Tribal
) Council.
November 7, 1994 Letter Johnson Meninick, YIN, and Kathy Fisher, | YIN proposal for oral history interview.
BPA
November 17, 1994 Letter From Kathy Fisher, BPA, and Curt Dreyer, | Clarifying expectations for oral history
' Klickitat County, to Johnson Meninick, YIN [ interviews by YIN and HRA.
November 29, 1994 “f Letter { From Jerry Meninick, YIN, to Kathy Fisher, | Requesting extension of deadline for oral
’ BPA, and Curt Dreyer, Klickitat County histories to January 15, 1995.
December 15, 1994 Letter From Curt Dreyer, Klickitat County, and Extending deadline for oral histories to
Kathy Fisher, BPA, to Jerry Meninick, YIN | January 15, 1995.
January 3, 1995 Letter From Jerry Meninick, YIN, toKathy Fisher, | Enclosing a Tribal Council Culturé
BPA, and Curt Dreyer, Klickitat Co unty Committee Action changing the deadline for
. oral histories from January 15, 1995, to June
. 30, 1995.
January 11, 1995 Meeting Johnson Meninick, Fred Ike, Sr., Russell Meeting at YIN Cultuml Resources Program
Billy, Walter Speedis, William Yallup, Sr., | Office to discuss cultural resource and other
Amclia Sohappy, Bill Bradley, Gordon Project concemns.
Lothson, YIN; Ben Wolff, CARES; Dana )
Peck, Steve Steinhour, KENETECH; Gall
Thompson, HRA . _
January 17, 1995 Letter From Sverre Bakke, Klickitat County, to Discussing the County‘s SEPA review process
: Jerry Meninick, YIN and offering to enter into an
intergovernmental Memorandum of
_ Understanding with YIN.
January 24, 1995 Meeting Johnson Meninick, Fred Ike, Sr., Reverend { Discussing YIN concerns regarding
: Russell Billy, Shirley Spencer, Rory Flint consultation process, Project schedules, and
Knife, Sharon Goudy, Bill Bradley, Gordon | potential Project impacts on natural and
Lothson, YIN; Kathy Fisher, BPA; Knute cultural resources.
Rife, Tom Pors, Klickitat County (Foster ’
Pepper & Shefelman); Pat Tangora,
R. W. Beck; Greg Poremba, Mark Matthies, |
Jones & Stokes; Craig Holstine, Ean:m
Washington University -
February 15, 1995 Letter From Curt Dreyer, Klickitat County, and Discussing schedule for SEPA review I
) : Kathy Fisher, BPA, to Lonnie Selam, process, request for YIN comments on
William Yallup, and Sharon Goudy, YIN environmental impacts, and National Historic
Culture Committee , Preservation Act Section 106 consultation
. process.
April 11, 1995 Letter From Jerry Meninick, YIN, to Kathy Fisher, | Commenting on Draft Environmental Impact
’ BPA Swatements for the Projects.
April 13, 1995 Letter From Kathy Fisher, BPA, to Johnson Discussing comment period for Draft -
Meninick, YIN Environmental Impact Statements, site visit
planned for April 26, and BPA'sdesireto
discuss potential National Register eligibility
of Juniper Point as a traditional cultural
. _ . property.
April 26, 1995 Field visivmeeting . { Florence Aguilar, Russell Billy, Sharon Hill, | Discussing YIN traditional cultural uses of the

Columbia Hills area and YIN concems about

Final Environmental Impact Statement
Columbia Wind Farm #1

September 1995

Comments and Responses

3



Date of Contact Type of Contact Participants ' Subject

Lothson, Johnson Meninick, Amelia potential Pro ject impacts on natural and
Sohappy, Walter Speedis, Bill Yallup, Sr., cultural resources.

YIN; Curt Dreyer, Tom Pors, Klickitat .

County (Foster Pepper & Shefelman); Kathy

Fisher, BPA; Dana Peck, KENETECH s
Windpower; Ben Wolff, CARES; Gail
Thompson, HRA

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

‘3.2.7 Genefal Response No. 7 - Indian Treaty Reserved Rights

- The YIN 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 YIN’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 YIN also claims sovereignty over plant and animal resources,
water, minerals, and other things necessary to preserve and maintain a traditional way of life.
The lead agencies recognize that the Proposed Action would involve uses of the Project site
which are incompatible with some traditional uses of the Project area and that YIN elders regard
this as a significant impact. Under the No Action Alternative, current graaing 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 Preferred Alternative and the No Action
Alternative, denial of access to Native Americans could continue as a privilege of property
ownership by non-Indians. :

3.2.8 General Res'ponse No. 8 - Priority Habitats and Species

Several commentors to the Draft EIS expressed concemns regarding Priority Habitats and Species.
Priority Habitats and Species is a WDFW program that provides advisory designation and
management recommendations of habitat types and w1ld11fe specws that are declining or
otherw1se sensitive to disturbance. \

BPA, Klickitat County, and the Applicant considered Priority Habitats and Species in the
environmental review process and field studies were conducted to identify the type and
distribution of Priority Habitats and Species on the Project site. Mitigation measures to reduce .
impacts to Priority Habitats were developed and identified in Section 2.2.4 of thé Draft EIS and
amended in Part 2 of this document. Of the 345 hectare (852 acre) area being considered for
development, approximately 82 percent (225 hectares, 556 acres) of the existing 275 hectares

- (680 acres) of Priority Habitats would be preserved. The Preferred Alternative, discussed in Part
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1 of this document, includes measures to reduce impacts to and compensate for remaining A
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.”
Recommendations calling for complete protection are difficult to follow within the realities of -
project planning because some impacts are unavoidable. Losses of Priority Habitats, which are

~_ advisory and not protected by law, may be unavoidable but can often be minimized or reduced
. .through the application of appropriate mitigation measures. )

Oak woodlands are a relatively minor component of the area being considered for development.
Of the 2.4 hectares (6 acres) present on the Project site (less than 1 percent of the site), 0.8 acres
(13 percent) would be the maximum amount disturbed. Opportunities for avoiding more oak

~ woodlands could be pursued in cooperation with the WDFW during the final siting stage of the

Project.

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 juniper is-present on portions of the Project site and some juniper woodlands were
mapped east of the Project site as part of the KENETECH Washington Windplant # 1 EIS. No
areas containing juniper woodland would be affected by the proposed Project. '

Shrub-steppe habitats were identified and could be avoided to the extent practical through the
application of appropriate mitigation measures. Of the 203 hectares (502 acres) of shrub-steppe
present on the Project site, 153 hectares (379 acres) would not be altered by the Project

- (75 percent). Precisely locating the proposed powerline to avoid Priority Habitats would reduce

the amount of shrub-steppe habitat disturbed by the Project.

No riparian habitat would be altered by the Project. Mitigation measures outlined under Section
2.1 (Earth and Geology) and Section 2.2 (Botanical Resources) of the Draft EIS and amended in
Part 2 of this document would serve to further protect riparian areas.

Priority Species were identiﬁed in Tables 2.8 (page 2-44) and 2.13 (page 2-60) of the Draft EIS.
Twelve non-avian wildlife species were found to be on the site, including western gray squirrel, a
state-threatened species. The mitigation measures outlined in Section 2.6.5 of the Draft EIS and
amended in Part 2 of this document describe the measures recommended by the WDFW during
the consultations for this Project for protecting western gray squirrel. :

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 and mitigation measures for these species are described in the Draft EIS, Sections 2.5.4
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and 2.5.5, beginning on page 2-47 The Draft EIS concluded that the Project would not
jeopardize the continued existence of the local bald eagle and peregrine falcon populatlons The
USFWS Blologlcal Opmlon is expected to concur with thlS conclusion.

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, bark swallow, black tern, and sage sparrow) were not observed in the
primary study area (which includes both the CARES and KENETECH Project sites) 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 2 of this document, certain modifications and
additions to these mitigation measures have been made in response to WDFW comments on the
Draft EIS.

3.2.9 General Response No. 9 Migratory Bird Treaty Act and Bald and Golden Eagle
' Protection Act and Their Relationship to the Proposed Action :

The Migratory Bird Treaty Act, and the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act contain
provisions, enforceable by federal agencies including the USFWS prohibiting the taking or
killing of individuals of protected species of birds, including eagles, peregrine falcons, and other
migrating birds. Potential violations.of one or more of these laws could be reported to the
USFWS and could lead to an investigation and response from USFWS.

The Migratory Bird Treaty Act and Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act prohibit the taking of
individuals of certain species and were enacted primarily 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. The USFWS issued an April 28, 1994 memorandum that '
focuses the inquiry in these circumstances on the wind energy developer’s efforts to reduce the
impacts on wildlife and to develop safer wind energy technology, rather than viewing individual
collisions as violations of the law. The USFWS has not yet determmed whether partlcular avian
mortality perm1ts will be requlred for wind energy facilities.

 Whether or not a permit for Ilmlted taking of pro‘tected species is_issued, the USFWS may

recommend that the wind farm be constructed and operated to meet certain stipulatidns 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, locating facilities away from known
avian concentration areas, and scheduling wmd farm operations to avoid disturbing avian

~ wildlife during critical periods. :
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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.

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

Several comments indicated that data regarding avian use of the Project site were not sufficient

to determine project-related impacts to birds.

While field studies were conducted over a one-year period, information presented in the Draft

.EIS included existing wildlife data that has been collected over several years, including (1)

WDFW periodic breeding surveys in this area for peregrine falcon, golden eagle, and other raptor
species (several nest sites in the area had been located over the past S years) and (2) over S years
of data from WDFW and ODFW winter bald eagle surveys conducted along the shoreline of the
Columbla River.

In addition, the field studies conducted within the study area defined for this Projecf 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:

e What species are present’and' during what seasons?

e How do the birds use the site (e.g., where do they occur, what habltats do they use,
and at what altitude do they ﬂy)‘7 :

e To what degree is the site used for migration and are there predictable patterns of
" migration atthe site?

o 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-mile radius from the
Project boundary was surveyed twice (using helicopters and on foot) for nestmg golden eagles
and peregrme 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 corclusions 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 llmlted 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.

3.2.11 General Response No.11 Isthe Colulﬁbia Hills An Important Bird Area?

A frequent comment received on the Draft EIS was that the Project site is an “important bird
area”. The avian studies found many avian resources present on the Project site and in nearby
areas. Bald eagles, a threatened species, roost (three day roosts are 6.4 km [4 miles] east and
three night roosts are 11.3 km [7 miles] east of the project site) and hunt in the area during
winter. Peregrine falcons, an endangered species, were also observed on the primary study area
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(though not on the Project site and on only two occasions). The site is within a transitional area
containing many habitat types, and studies found a correspondingly diverse population of blrds,
with 14 raptor species and 47 non-raptor spec1es present.

However, based on comparlson w1th other studies, the site is not within 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 vicinity, 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 and vicinity 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 and vicinity 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 vicinity was a migratory
funnel then the level of observations in the area would be expected to be at leasta "good." '
However, the level of raptors observed in the primary study area was in the low end of the "poor"
rating.

Another concern raised early in the planning process was that large flocks of wihtering 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 primary study area and were

not observed flying over the Project 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 md1cates that the Project site is not an 1mportant waterfowl
flyway. :
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.With regard to the threatened and endangered species found in the area, the Project site and
vicinity 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.

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).

The peregrine falcon, a federally endangered species, was observed only twice during the 850
hours of surveys conducted at the primary study area. No nest sites were found. Until this study
was conducted, almost all other records of peregrine falcons were west of the Project s1te, where
the core of the Columbia River Gorge population res1des :

Other raptors at the Project site were found to be common, but the actual density of nesting was
not observed at such a level to be considered unusual. During the breeding/nesting survey
conducted within the 32 sections of the primary study area, 11 raptor nest sites were found over
the 32-square-mile area that contains both the CARES and KENETECH Project sites (0.34 nests
per square mile). This represents a good resident population, but nothing particularly unusual.
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. l4 nests per square mile, which
is greater than that found at the Project site. ~

- The relative populatlon 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 primary study area (32-
square miles) should have contained up to 28 red-tailed hawk nests. However, only 7 nests were
found in this study, suggesting that the Project vicinity does not have a particularly high nesting
density. On the Project site, no red-tailed hawk nests were found and only three were found
within one-half to one mile of the site.

Of the diversity of species found in the vicinity of the Project site, many of the species were

~ determined to be 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
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site indicate that these birds were not present in significant abundance to be major elements of
the affected environment.

In summary, the Project site and vicinity are used by a diversity of raptors and other bird
species. However, the area is not part of major migratory flyway, based on the level of

. observations collected over the one-year avian survey.

3.2.12 General Response No. 12 Do Tower Guy Wires Represent a potential significant
impact to birds? ’ ;

Several comments on the Draft EIS suggested that turbine towers using guy wires (cables in

tension used to support the wind turbine tower) represented a particular threat of collision to '
birds in the Project area. -

The Draft EIS‘s conclusions regarding avian impacts took the risk of such collisions into account

by relying on the Project Avian Study, which analyzed the potential impact of guy wires (page S-

29to 5-30). Because the Draft EIS concluded that guy wires would not significantly increase
avian mortality, it did not provide detailed information on guy wires. This response adds such
information to address general concerns about guy wires that were raised by commentors.

Based on the best available evidence, guy wires do not significantly increase avian mortality at
wind resource areas. Evidence from studies conducted in 1993 and 1994 at Altamont Pass
(Struzik, 1995) suggests that collisions with guy wires account for less than 2% of onsite
mortality of all avian species. Another study (Orloff, 1992) notes no avian collisions associated
with 45 meteorological towers (most employing guy wires) in the Altamont Pass Wind Resource
Area. Data from the Orloff studies at Altamont Pass (1992, 1995) showed that of the five basic
turbine types studied, the two with guy wires had the lowest avian mortality rates (Zbis
Environmental Services Aug. 1995).

Although the impacts of guy wires appear insignificant, mitigation measures designed to increase
visibility of guy wires can further diminish the likelihood of impacts. Avian collisions with
wires have been studied extensively by the electric power industry (see Mitigating Bird
Collisions with Power Lines: The State of the Art in 1994). These studies indicate that marking
wires with forms of various colors, shapes and spacing have reduced collisions by 57-90%.
Accordingly, although guy wires are not expected to pose a significant threat to birds, the
applicant has proposed an additional mitigation measure to mark guy wires to-further reduce
potential collisions. This measure is described in more detail in Part 1 of this document. These
markers would further reduce the likelihood of avian collision with guy wires. (/bis
Environmental Services Aug. 1995).

Commentors may have been concerned that birds might try to perch on guy wires, and in so
doing risk collision by flying through the area swept by turbine blades. The guy wires on the

. AWT-26, however, attach to the tower below the area swept by turbine blades. Any bird seeking

to perch on the angled guy wires would not have to fly through the swept area to do so.
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‘According to IblS Env1ronmental Services, Aug. 1995, (see Appendix C) the likelihood of birds
colliding with blades on the AWT-26 in this manner is consequently very low.

‘Because the Project Avian Study dld not identify guy wires as a significant concern, the draft EIS
did not explain the factors affecting use of guy wires in project de51gn This general response
1dent1ﬁes some of those considerations.

When originally selecting the tower design, the Applicant decided to avoid using lattice towers
because of the higher raptor mortality associated with perching sites on lattice towers. The
Applicant instead chose a tubular tower. Another decision involved the type of tubular tower to
. be used. The narrower-profile guyed towers were selected in part because the downwind
configuration of the AWT-26 turbine requires that the size of the tower be minimized to meet
~ engineering (e.g., nacelle/generator horizontal "teetering" requirements and blade des1gn) power
production (e.g., air flow), and economic-viability (e.g., cost of towers) parameters.

Other design advantages of guy wires play important roles in the project's overall success. The

guy wires also help determine the height of the turbine within the overall Project design. It has

- long been known that wind speeds increase with height (e.g., “Wind Power,” Mark’s Standard

Handbook for Mechanical Engineers, 8th edition, pg. 9-168). By placing the turbine higher

where the wind is stronger, taller towers enable a smaller turbine to generate the same amount of
electricity as a larger turbine operating closer to the ground. Guy wires help take advantage of
this principle by enabling the use of taller towers. To illustrate, if the proposal were to use a
shorter 80-foot unguyed tower, approximately 13 additional AWT-26 turbines would be needed

“to produce the energy output equivalent to that of the 140-foot towers in the Proposed Action.
These additional turbines would increase the area swept by the turbine blades by approximately -
6,900 square meters. In addition, significantly larger foundations are needed for non-guyed
towers than guyed towers of a similar height. Larger foundations disturb more plants and ground
surface. The larger unguyed towers are-also more visible, and may cause greater aesthetic .
impacts. Finally, because the cost of the Project's equipment is fixed, the cost of the energy
generated is a function of the amount of wind energy available to be converted to electricity.
Increasing tower height increases the amount of wind energy available, and therefore lowers the
cost of the energy generated. Since guyed towers are significantly less expensive to build than
non-guyed towers, turbines placed on the relatively tall, guyed tubular towers are expected to
produce energy at a lower cost than those on shorter towers. Guy wires were included in the
Project design to take advantage of these benefits.

Removing guy wires from the Project design at this point would cause significant delays and

~ costs, in addition to the loss of the design benefits described above. This is because all
components of a wind energy system are designed to operate as an integrated whole. Any
change in part of the system would require changes to all the interdependent parts. Guy wires are

an example. Unless the proposed guyed tubular tower is replaced with a lattice tower, extensive .

re-engineering and testing would be necessary to place the proposed turbine on top of a non- _
guyed tower. This would involve approximately one year's delay to redesign the turbine and test
it through one wind season, as well as approximately two million dollars to account for the

Comments and Responses ' ' Final Environmental Impact Statement
3 _ _ ‘ "Columbia Wind Farm #1
3-16 ' September 1995




combined cost of using larger towers (to compensate for loss of guy wire support) and
redesigning the tower and turbine unit.

Such measures could perhaps be justified if the avian impacts attributable to guy wires were
significant. As discussed above, however, studies based on the use of guy wires at other wind
resource areas show that the impacts are quite low-and can be further reduced through use of the
markers. The applicant has now incorporated use of markers into the proposal.

3.2.13 General Response No. 13 _ Factors Affecting Location of the Project

.Several commenters suggested that another location for the project might have fewer

environmental impacts than the selected site. This comment is similar to, but more specific than
the suggestion that regional studies be undertaken for wind energy development (see General
Response No. 2). This response provides additional information about selection of wind energy
sites in general, as well as mfoxmatlon affecting the selection of the location for the proposed
Project.

The Project is small compared to most wind projects. The Project would include 91 turbines-
which would generate up to 25 mw of electricity. By comparison, there are over 7,000 turbines
at California's Altamont Pass, over 4,000 at San Gorgonio Pass, over 600 at the Montezuma Hills
area, and over 5,500 at the Tehachapi area. \

The Project's small size is consistent with its purpose.. The purpose is not to generate a large
amount of power for a particular user, or to directly displace significant existing resources, or to
produce profit. The purpose is instead to help determine the future viability of wind as a
renewable resource for the region and to provide CARES' member utility districts and BPA
experience in working with it. Due to current relatively low market price for the power, funding
subsidies are necessary to supplement project revenues so that the Project can be built and its
demonstration value realized. Because funding for such subsidies are increasingly scarce, there
is strong economic pressure for project revenues to be maximized and for costs to be contained.

Economic factors weigh heavily in the selection of sites for wind resource development. Given
the economics of competing fossil fuels, (combustion turbines powered by natural gas are being
quoted as providing energy for 20-23 mills per kilowatt hour) an excellent wind resource is a
prerequisite for an economically viable wind project. The Project site was selected in part due to
its exceptionally good wind characteristics. According to the Wind Energy Resource Atlas of the
United States, Pacific Northwest Laboratory, March 1987 and Pacific Northwest Wind Regional -
Energy Assessment Program; Bonneville Power Administration, October 1985, (incorporated by
reference), of 100 reporting wind stations in Washington, only one (Augsberger Mountain, in the -
Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area) had a greater wind resource. At 90 of the 100’
reporting wind stations, the resource was less than 50% of that available at the proposed Project
site.
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~ Another important factor in site selection is site availability and control. Site control usually
involves either ownership of or a leasehold interest in the land to be used for wind energy
development. Although Public Utility Districts (such as the CARES member utilities) have the
power of condemnation, that method of securing adequate land areas for wind energy
development would be so expensive as to preclude its use in the context of a demonstration wind
energy project. CARES therefore relied on obtaining control of the Project property through
voluntary negotiations with the owner, and reached an arrangement without incurring the
expenses associated with the condemnation process. , ’
Additional considerations in-wind energy site selection include appropriate local land use
designation, proximity to electrical transmission, and available infrastructure such as
transportation, communication, labor and materials. Just as these features must be present, viable
wind energy sites must not involve any conflicting land uses or severe environmental impacts
that are apparent from the outset, further restricting the potential number of feasible candidate
sites. - ‘

At the time the Project site was identified for potential development, it was known to combine
the necessary high quality wind resource, land availability and the infrastructure prerequisites for

wind resource development. Although the site is not large, it is sufficient for the demonstration

purpose of the Project. In addition, there were no apparent environmental features which
suggested that environmental impacts would be serious. The lead agencies initially decided to
focus environmental study on the site, to determine the potential for any adverse impacts that
were not initially apparent. Comments from the public and agencies during the scoping process
were consistent with that approach. This approach was also followed for the Wyoming
Windplant No. 1 project in Carbon County, Wyoming. No other sites for this Project which met
the criteria of high quality wind resources, land availability and infrastructure were identified by
the lead agencies, consulted agencies or the public in the scoping process or comments on the
Draft EIS. : v o )

'Accordingly, this EIS contains the results of the in-depth analysis of the site's environmental
characteristics and the likelihood of impacts from project development. In gauging the level of
the anticipated environmental impacts, the reader may find it useful to compare and contrast the
environmental analysis of the proposed Project with information on other wind energy sites. The
EIS therefore includes information on the Rattlesnake Hills site, which was rejected for

" development prior to detailed study, and incorporates by reference the Draft EIS for the
Kenetech/PacifiCorp Windpower Project, Bureau of Land Management, Rawlins District
(January 1995). ~
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3.3 Written Comments and Responses

This section includes written comments to the draft EIS and responses by the lead agencies to
those comments. Some of the written comments were provided, but not addressed, to the lead
agencies. However, the lead agencies decided to respond accordingly to those comments in this

document. Table 4.2 is an index of the written comments received.

Table 3.2 Index to Written Comments on Columbia Wind Farm No. 1 Dfaft EIS

Date

_State Agencles
State of Washington Department of Community, Trade and Economic Development

State of Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife-Olympia
State of Washington Parks and Recreation Commission

Tribes

Confederated Tnbes and Bands of the Yakama Indian Nation (including attachments)’

| General Public

Central Cascade Alliance

Columbia Gorge Audubon Society

Columbia Gorge Audubon Society Letter to Jan Beyeal
Columbia Gorge Audubon Society Letter to Bill Weiler'
James C. Gleason

Joe Heineck

Portland Audubon Society

William J. Weiler

| Northwest Environmental Advocates (including attachments)

Northwest Environmental Advocates
Porteous-Mines

Ray Thayer

Terry Walker

Terry Walker

William Link

Dennis P. Vroman

Fara Currim/Glen Holmberg

Mark S. Hughes :
Renewable Northwest Project (mcludmg attachment)

March 30, 1995
May 22, 1995
April 14, 1995

April 11,1995

May 1, 1995
April 17, 1995
March 20, 1995
March 30, 1995
April 10, 1995
April 15, 1995

Aprill 7, 1995 .

April 5, 1995
April 28, 1995
May 1, 1995
March 22, 1995
April 15, 1995
Before Hearing
April 15, 1995
April 12,.1995
April 15, 1995
April 22, 1995
April 19, 1995
May 1, 1995

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

DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY, TRADE AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

OFFICE OF ARCHAEOLOGY AND HISTORIC PRESERVATION
T#1 21st Avenue S.W. ¢ P.O. Box 48343 * Olympia, Washington 98503-8343 ¢ (360) 753-4011

March 30, 1995

Ms Kathy Flsher

ECN3 Bonneville Power Admmlstratlon

905 Northeast Eleventh Avenue

Portland, Oregon 972332 .

Log: 031095-01-BPA |
Re:  Columbia Wind Farm No. 1, Draft EIS.

Dear Ms. Flsher

Thank you for the opportunity to review the draft joint NEPA/SEPA Envuonmental Impact
Statement for the Columbia Wind Farm #1.

In reviewing this document we would request that you comply with Section 106 of the -
'National Historic Preservation Act. From our review of this document and the accompanying !
reports we would note that there .is at this time no Determinations of Ehglblhty for any of the
discovered properties.

We also recommend that you address the issue of Traditional Cultural Properties and cultural
landscapes in relation to National Register criteria. The documentation of both types of

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

properties within the area of potentlal effect.

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

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

Sincerely,‘

Robert G. Whitlam. Ph.D.

State Archaeologist
RGW:Ims

cc. - Johnson Meninick



Responses to March 30, 1995 Comment Letter From the

Department of Trade and Economic Development, OAHP

1.

" The Bonneville Power Administration has iriitiated Section 106 consultation by letter dated May 30,

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 potentially eligible archaeological properties can be avoided by flagging the
sites during construction and by minor shifting of turbines and turbine strings. For the potentially

eligible sites that cannot be avoided, the Draft EIS and the Preferred Alternative described in Part 1 of |

this document identifies mitigation including further testing to determine eligibility and artifact

recovery if the sites prove eligible.

Review of orai hlstory 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 2 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 2 of this document).

Members of the Yakama Indian Nation have stated that they will decline to participate in the MOA

* because of their opposition to the Project. BPA, under the Section 106 consultation process, has

submitted a draft MOA for review and approval to the YIN, the Advisory Council on Historic
Preservatlon, and the SHPO.
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State of Washington

 DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE
mbhthvm 600 Capitol Wey N, Olympia, Weshington §8501-1091 _ aos)m-zs:u

May 22, 1995 '
|
" Bonneville Power Administration | Klickitat County Planning
ATTN: Kathy Figsher, ECN3 = ATTN: Curt Dreyer
905 NE 11th Avenue 228 West Main; Room 150

Portiand, OR 97232 N | Goldendale, WA 98620
Dear Ms. Ftsher &Mr Dreyer |

SUBJECT: Jolnt NEPA/SEPA Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) .
Columbia Wind Farm #1. Lead Agencies: Bonneville Power Administration and
Klickitat County. Columbia Hills - Township 03 North, Range 18-17 East, WM.

" The Washlngtan Department of Fish and Wildlife has reviewed the above-referenced
- DEIS, (CARES Project) as well as the overall ramifications of the introduction and
expansion of wmd-powered eloctrml generation facilities in Washington state.

Although chckatat County, when oonsldenng the proposal, has only to decide on the
environmental impact to the Columbia Hills site, the state of Washington and the federal
agencies have a greater responsibility to assess the cumulative impacts of additional
wind-generated energy facilities within the state and the region. Innovation of

-~ alternative energy generation should not be at the expense of limited natural resources.
Loss of local' or 'regional’ populations of raptors may seem acceptable within the
context of the proposed project. But if each additional site proposed is to be evaluated
and permitted solely on its impacts to local or reguonal populatlons the cumulative
|mpacts could be devastatmg

An area wide approach, enoompasslng territories of local and regional raptor :
populations should be adopted. Within the area, wind resource areas, raptor and other 2
species and habitats could be identified, and population goals established for vulnerable
species. Based on these goals and raptor use of given wind resource areas, wind-
generated energy facilities may be feasible. WDFW proposes that this approach be
pursued through joint agency (local, tribal, states, federal) review and in conjunction
with industry and environmental associations pnor to estabhshing wind generated
energy fac:litues in the region. ,

- We object to the 'CARES Project as proposed and request that it be deni’ed ar 2
significantly redeslgned Specifically, we feel that the turbines proposed pose too great
of a treat to the avian resources of the area due to the use of guy wires and downwind
turbines. It is evident from other proposals within the same area that the technology for
less lmpactmg structures exlsts
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Additionally, the proposed location for the turbine strings is an area of high quality
shrub-steppe habitat comprised of Douglas buckwheat-Sandberg's bluegrass
- communities. .- These areas are utilized by a wide variety of mammals, birds, reptiles
and invertebrates dependent upon shrub-steppe to meet the majority of their life
“requisites. If the project is redesigned, the areas of high quality shrub-steppe
communities should be fully delineated on the site, and preserved. No construction, | -
staging or other impacts should be allowed within thegse areas. Before undertaking Ll’
construction peripheral to shrub-steppe habitat an erosion control pian should be
developed to protect the area from encroachment from sidecast material, as well as
prompt and aggressive native revegetation of disturbed argas to eliminate
encroachment of noxious weeds. Fragmentation of any existing steppe or shrub-steppe
- should be avoided. Re-establishment or replacement of the components of steppe and
shrub-steppe communities, patticularly the cryptobiotic layer and Douglas' buckwheat
dominated communities, are not feasible. Mitigation for loss of such communities would
require protection of other gimilar habitat. Construction near delineated high quality

shrub-steppe communities should include protectlon measures to avoid impacts from
side-cast material. ’

Several of the avian studies conducted were insufficient to provide adequate information
to evaluate potential impacts to species which utilize the area associated with the
proposed project. Winter raptor populations vary considerably from year to year based ‘
upon prey availability and species diversity, as well as wintering conditions further to the 5
north. Although additional days were added to the winter survey period, limited data
was collected overall. No information was gathered for November, and information
gathered for December, January and February represents only about 100 minutes of
observation of raptor uge within 247 acres of an approximately 12-14,000 acre study
area. This is not sufficient information on which to base the conclusions that were

drawn in the DEIS. Additional studtes should be conducted to more accurately depict
winter use of the site. .

Spring and fall migration study design did not allow for a comparison of raptor use within
time periods. Random plot surveys were conducted to evaluate migration. Individual
plots were sampled for a twenty minute interval during three time periods of the day.
Surveys conducted between 6 AM and 9 AM and 4 PM and 6 PM are considered

_outside the prime periods of the day for migration. There is also considerable variability
within the morning and evening survey periods based on how close to midday they
occur. Based on the study design, few of the actual observations may even represent
migration depending on what actual time raptors were observed. Random survey plots
do not allow concentration of time at given locations and do not allow for comparison of
migratory information. Additionally, the implication that times of day were not important

- for raptors (Avian Study, page 4-11) does not relate to migration. The data is also 6
insufficient for determining placement of turbines based on location and movement
pattemns. As mentioned before, spring and fall surveys should be conducted from
March through mid-May and from the end of August through early November. Survey

- efforts should be concentrated based on the best weather conditions, time of day, and

location within the study area. Random plots are difficult to use to determine if hawks
are migrating through an area.
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No surveys were conducted to determine the nocturnal use of the project areas by avian
or chiropteran species. Information from the National Avian-Wind Power Planning ,
Meeting indicates that these studies area important in determining the significance for
potential impacts. As specified in the Standardized Assessment and Monitoring
Protocols presented by Sidney Gauthreaux at the National Avian Wind 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.

The 'avianfreport and the DEIS indicate that the study area does not receive abundant

" waterfowt use and is not considered an important migratory waterfow! corridor. We feel
_ that this information is under represented as the month of November was not included
in the study. November is considered the peak month for waterfowl migration. Large
flocks of waterfowl move into the area in and around Columbia Hills in November,
particularly Canada geese which are known to move between the Columbia River and

agricultural fields to the north. In addition, the Columbia River is known as a large east-

9

‘west magratory corridor for waterfowl. Certain weather conditions (low clouds and fog
often seen in the Columbia Hills) cause migratory waterfowl to fly lower, closer to the
ground, increasing their susceptibility to collisions. Using comparative information on
waterfow! use of the area from mid-winter surveys conducted in cooperation with
USFWS and WDFW, a more detailed analysis of waterfowi use BhOuld be developed

Additional surveys may be necessary to tdentufy. chiropteran use of the area. Bat
mortality associated with wind plants, has been noted in other areas of the country.
Bats associated with the site Myot:s thysanodes and M. ciliolabum are both federal
candudate species. :

Due to the many unknowns associated with siting of the first windplant in Washington,
and the potential for impacts to threatened, endangered, and priofity species, we
strongly recommend that the permit for the Columbia Hills site be restricted to 50
megawatts or less and a concomitant portion of the site. This would apply to the gite,
not the permittee. Any further development, above the initial 50 MW, or authorization
for continuous operation, should not be permmed until the applicant performs studies,
~ approved by WOFW, designed to document avian mortallty at the gite. The permit
should be further restricted to allow the permitting agencies to supplement permit
conditions as warranted by the studies of the windplant in operation. Supplementary
conditions would include the ability to take certain turbines, or turbine strings, out of
operation, if they proved to be of specific concern related to avian mortallty

Results of ongaing industry research and experimentation on avian interactions should
be juried by the scientific community, published, and where appropriate applied to the

~ project design. Permits need to be conditioned to require retr,oﬁtting the turbines with
paint or other materials as identified by these studies.

Until research results are publicly available, the mosf current research results should be.

applied. As an example, the California Energy Commission Studies indicated that of the
potential factors contributing to avian mortaiity, end-row turbines, turbines within 500m

q
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of a canyon, turbine elevation, and [attice-type towers were the most important, These |2
conclugions should be considered.and incorporated into the project design.

Studies of windplants in other locations have determined avian mortality can be affected

by the siting of individual turbines. For example, turbines located in close proximityto |3
_ cliff faces seemed to have a higher mortality rate. Siting of turbines should be - '

discussed in greater detail in the document, with specific emphasis on proxlmlty to cliff

faces and similar sites where avian use and mortality may be expected.

It is unclear why the powerline alon _'%:he turbine is underground but the powerline - ,
_between Btrings is above ground. rationale for that decision needs to be presented.

. if above ground powerlines are justified, planning and design of the project should 14
include electrocution protection measuras which meet the 1995 standards set '
by the Avian Powerline Interaction Committee. These protection measures should

apply to all newly constructed powerlines, riser poles, etc as well as any upgrades of
existing powerllnes that would involve a voltage increase.

Although there is no mention of lights atop the turbines, their use has been noted on :
turbines in other areas. Lights have been identified as an additional contributor to avian 1S

~ and chiropteran mortality. If Ilghts are proposed, we recommend altematlves be
determlned and implemented.

Methods used for slab constructuqn should incorporate design features to prevent A

rodents or other small miammais from burrowing under the siab. Use of rodenticides will ' I
not be acceptable in the Columbia Hills. area where rodents and small mammals al a o
major portion of the prey base for other species. I

The Depanme_nt of Fish and Wildlife has identified numerous habitat types and species

as priorities for management and preservation. Project design and planning should
incorporate the management recommendations these for Priority Habitats and Species |7-
(PHS) into the development of the least impacting alternatives for project size, turbine,

road and powerline locations and construction timing and methods. The information

provided in the DEIS rdentzﬁes many priority habitats and species on or near the propct
site.

The DEIS identifies proposed construction within existing, documented oak habitat.
Oregon white oak is the only native oak of Washington. Oak woodlands provide rare 7

. and variable habitat comprising a distinct ecosystem which contributes significantiyto ’
the diversity of wildlife found in Washington. WODFW priority habitat management
recommendations state that: "Oregon white oak woodlands, regardiess of stand size,
should not be clearcut, removed, replacsd or patch-cut uniess these activities are
inherent to the functional maintenance of oak habitat. Remaining oak stands should be
maintained or enhanced and no activity. should result in a net decline of oak habitat."
(Priority Habitat Management Recommendations: Oregon White Oak Woodlands,

WDW 1/84). Turbine strings and roads, proposed for areas identified as oak or oak-
plne woodlands should be relocated to avoid or minimize impacts.

Limiting factors for western grey: squ!ml are Ioss of oak/conifer habitat, habitat - I7b
fragmentation, disease, disturbance, competition, automobiles, and hunting. '
Management recommendations: lnclude Retain mxxed oaklconlfer stands with mast
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producing trees and shrubs; limit habitat fragmentation; limit noise disturbance above
ambient background levels around nesting habitat during the. critical breeding period
(May 15 - September 30); avoid construction of new roads wuthm 800 feet of occupied
western grey squirrel habitat.

Golden eagles_ are found both nesting and foraging in and near the project area. They
- require large, open areas for feeding and are sensitive to erratic disturbance. Limiting | 7¢.
. factors for golden eagles are the availability of secluded nest sites; adequate prey .
populatnons (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 rangéland near golden eagle teritories;
. 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-specific management
plans should be developed in cooperation with local wildlife authorities; ‘avoid any
disturbing activities from February 15 to July 15; buffers of approximately 1600 feet
should be established around any nest sites during breeding season and access within
the buffer restricted until 45 days after the nestlings have fledged or dispersed; heavy
construction within 1 mile of the nest should be avoided during the ponod of nesting
' thrOugh fledgmg (March 15 through July 15).

l
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n of open areas where gophers may occur. plow infrequently fields used by gophers and
b
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avoid using herbicides in areas used by gophers.

Merriam's shrew are dependent on arid, undisturbed shrub-steppe and steppe habitats | Te.
that support adequate numbers of ground dwelling insacts. These habitat types should ’
be conserved and not 'degradnd through conversion or spraying of pesticides.

MITIGATION: -

The DEIS. is lacking in its discussion of measures to be taken to mitigate the impacts of
this proposal, Mitigation is necessary for the replacement of the loss of habitat function—
and value from construction of the project. Up to 95 acres will be directly impacted by
roads, turbine placement, etc. Measures need to be udentlﬁed for replaoement of -
unavoidable impacts to wlldlife habitat.

Results of research presented at the National Avian-Wind Power Planning Meeting |8 .
(Denver, CO 7/94) demonstrated habitat loss/disturbance effects at distances up to
250-500 m from the Aearest turbines. This should be considered when evaluating the
extent of area to be mitigated. Dependent upon the project design after incorporating
PHS managsment recommendations, as well as consideration of the value of on-gite vs,
off-gite mitigation, acreage required for mitigation could vary. If off-site mitigation is
determined to be the better option, the goal should be in-kind replacement of the |
functnon and value of that which is (ost on the project site.
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We hope that the next step in the process will be the development of a reglonallzed
approach for siting wind-generated energy facilities. Regional planning is vital for
protection of existing natural resourcas If the Columbia Hills site is to be further

considered prior to the development of a regional plan, a supplemental DEIS will need
to be produced and distributed for review.

Thank you for the opportunity to rewew the documents prepared for the Columbia Wind

Farm #1 proposal. If you have any questions regardmg the comments prowded please
call me at (360) 902-2575

-Sincerely,
ot ﬁ;a
Constaﬂoe iten
Habitat Biologist -

cc: David Mudd
David Anderson
Carl Dugger




Responses to May 22, 1995 Comment Letter from the Washington

~State Department of Fish and Wildlife

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

2. Comments noted. See General Response No.’s 2 and 10. BPA and Klickitat Couhty did pursue joint
agency involvement with the WDFW and USFWS in designing the Avian Study Plan. BPA would
consider further joint agency review prior to establishing regionwide wind energy facilities.

.3. See General Response No. 12.

The WDFW objection to the Project is nated. However, the risks assumed by WDFW regarding guy
wires and downwind turbine configuration are not supported by existing studies. Although it is
known that some individuals have speculated that downwind turbines contribute to avian mortality,
current data suggests that turbine-wind orientation does not play a significant role in avian mortality.
According to Orloff (1995), who looked at this issue as part of a study she is conducting on behalf of
the California Energy Commission, recent analyses of data from the Altamont Wind Resource Area
have provided no evidence of a significant difference in avian mortality between downwind and
upwind turbines. Furthermore, we are not aware of any study that has shown that rotor direction has
an affect on avian mortality.

4. Measures to reduce the amount of potentially altered shrub-steppe habitat were identified in the Draft
EIS. In addition, mitigation measures have been added to the final EIS to further avoid potential
impacts to the Oregon White Oak and Douglas’ buckwheat/Sandberg’s bluegrass communities. As
suggested, an erosion control plan has been identified as mitigation to protect sensitive habitats from
sidecast material. Also as suggested, lost habitat values to the priority habitats will be replaced through
on-site or off-site enhancement and preservation of similar habitat (quality and quantity) in consultation

-with the WDFW. The substation and maintenance building will be sited to avoid impacts on the
Douglas' buckwheat - Sandberg's bluegrass and Idaho fescue - bluebunch wheatgrass communities.

5. The winter surveys involved over 150 staff hours by Jones & Stokes Associates inthe 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 travelmg between survey stations. An additional 100 hours of study was conducted by
Dames & Moore prior to the start of the Jones & Stokes Associates study.

‘While winter raptor use varies from year to year, the general species composition, habitat associations,
and flight behaviors remain sufficiently stable to allow for reasonable predictions of future use. For
example, the results show that rough-legged hawks are a major component of the wintering raptor
population. The abundance of rough-legged hawks may vary from year to year, but the basic conclusion
that they are common on the site during winter months would remain the same. For bald eagle use, the
Draft EIS doubled the number estimated to be present to compensate for annual variations, and the
“number assumed to be present (10) in the evaluation of impacts represents more individual eagles than
were actually seen at any one time (five eagles were the most ever confirmed to be present at any one
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time). This doubling was intended to compensate for possible uncertainties inherent to field
observations, including annual variation.

Regarding the overall avian study approach, 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:

e A letter from Carl Dugger (WDFW) to David Every (Dames & Moore), November 29, 1993.

e A letter from David Anderson (WDFW) to Steve Hall (Jones & Stokes Associates), February |
and 11, 1994.

e A meeting with Mr. Anderson, Mr. Dugger, Chris Carey (Oregon Department of Fish and
- Wildlife), Mr. Hall, Jon Ives (Jones & Stokes Associates), Pat Tangora (Beck), and Kathy Fisher
(BPA).

e A telephone conversation with Jody Bush (USFWS) and Mr. Hall, February 15, 1994.
¢ A meeting with Ms. Bush, Jeff Haas (USFWS), Mr. Hall, and Ms. Tangora, March 10, 1994.

e A meeting with nationally recognized experts on study design issues, including Harvey Nelson
(USFWS, Ret.) arid 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).

¢ A meeting with Ms. Bush and Michelle Eames (USFWS), Ms. Flsher, Mr. Ives, and Mr. Wolff on
December 14, 1994.

Many aspects 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 proposed Avian Study Plan was provided to the WDFW for comment. However, the WDFW did
not submit comments to the lead agencies on the Avian Study Plan. :

6. 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 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 selecta 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 essentlally unstudied.

7. Impacts on bats were disclosed in the Draﬁ EIS. Bats, including two federal candidates species
‘ (Townsend's big-eared bat and fringed myotis) were assumed to occur on the PrOJect site (see pages
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10.

1.

12.

2-59 and 2-60 Section 2.6.3.3 of the Draft EIS). Impacts to bats were identified on page 2-63 Sectlon
2.6.4.1 of the Draft EIS.

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

While no data were collected in November 1993 or 1994, data collected in December 1993 and. in
January, February, October, and December 1994 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
Riverduring 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 Columbla
River. / »

Bats are addressed in Tablé 2.13 and Sections 2.6.3 and 2.6.4 6f 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. See response to comment no. 7.

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 the
conclusions of the Avian Study, the anticipated adverse effects do not warrant such restrictions.
Although downsizing or phasing could limit the economic viability of the Project, the lead agencies

- would consider requiring all reasonable mitigation measures that could minimize or avoid adverse

impacts.

Comments fegarding Jurying ongoing industry avian research are noted. Where appropriate, the results
of ongoing industry research and experimentation on avian interactions have been applied to the Project
design. Conditions requiring retrofitting based on future research results can best be dealt with in the

~ context of the County's annual Conditional Use Permit review. .

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 entirely prevent incidental mortality.
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The Project incorporates the two measures that have shown to effectively reduce avian mortality: 1) 4
raptor protection measures on poles and overhead powerlines, and 2) tubular rather than lattice tower
structures (see Section 1.2.6 of the Draft EIS, Mitigation Proposed by the Applicant and the
Summary section of this document). Based on studies at Altamont Pass (BioSystems Analysis

1992), 8 percent of avian mortality resulted from electrocution and a greater proportion of mortality
occurred on lattice type towers when compared to tubular towers. Based on mortality data collected
during 1993 and 1994 at Altamont Pass by the USFWS, electrocution accounted for 12 percent of the
mortality while collisions with wires accounted for 2 percent (Struzik 1995).

See also response to comment no. 3.

—

13. Raptor mortality studies at Altamont Pass have indicated mortality to be higher near canyons than away
from canyons (Biosystems Analysis 1992). Struzik (1995) speculates 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 smooth nacelles would reduce the attractiveness of the towers as perch sites at
all locations, including those near the steep southern portion of the Project site. '

14. The powerlines along turbine strings are proposed to be below ground because of safety issues
associated with the proximity of powerlines and turbines. Section 1.2.6.2 of the Draft EIS has been
modified to clarify this situation (see Part 2 of this document). All Project overhead powerlines would
be constructed in accordance with, the 1995 APLIC electrocution protection standards. 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
powerlmes are proposed.

15. As stated in Section 2.13.4.1 on page 2-111 of the Draft EIS, turbines would not be lighted.

16. A discussion of these impacts has been added to Section 2.6.4.1 of the Draft EIS (see Part 2 of this
document). In'addition, a mitigation measure has been added to the EIS (see Part 2 of this
document) to address this issue. Specifically, the Applicant would submit a design that incorporates
applicable and feasible measures to control burrowing mammals at turbine locations for approval by
Klickitat County Department of Public Services and WDFW. This mitigation measure is also
included in the Preferred Alternative. Chemical controls are not proposed. ‘

17. See General Response No. 8.

17(a)Oak is a relatively minor component of the area being considered for development. Of the 2.4
hectares (6 acres) present on the Project site (less than 1 percent of the site), 0.8 acres (13 percent)
would be disturbed. The Preferred Alternative, described in Part 1 of this document, includes
measures to reduce impacts to Oregon white oak and to mitigate (through enhancement and
preservatlon) any impacts that might occur.

Mitigation of impacts to oak habitat provided in the Preferred Alternative are response to comments
that oak habitat should be avoided.

17(b)In response tb the WDFW fnanagcment recommendations for the western gray squirrel, Part 2 of
this document adds the following mitigation measures to Section 2.6.5 of the Draft EIS: '

Comments and Responses | Final Environmental Impact Statement
' Columbia Wind Farm #1 .

3-24 | - ' ’ - September 1995




. . . N

e Retain mixed oak/conifer stands with mast producing trees and shrubs.
e Limit noise disturbance by avoiding blasting or other activities with similar noise levels
- within 400 meters (1,300 feet) of any known western gray squirrel nest between May 15and
September 30. '
e To the extent possnble avoid new road construction w1thm 244 meters (800 feet) of occupied
western gray squirrel nests. -

17(c)The Proposed Action would not include large conversions of rangeland; only about 7.7 hectares (19

acres) (11 percent) of the 70 hectares (172 acres) of rangeland on the Project site (17 percent of the
Project site) would be.converted for Project use. :

The one-mile construction limit was not identified by WDFW during early consultation, nor does it
appear in the most recently published WDFW management recommendations (1992). Conversations
were held with WDFW to clarify the 1,600-foot buffer and the 1-mile heavy construction buffer
around golden eagle nest sites, both of which were mentioned in this comment. As a result, Parts 1
and 2 of this document incorporate a 1,600-foot buffer for general construction and a 1-mile buffer
for blasting during the nesting through fledgling period. It should be noted that the golden eagle nest
site located south of the primary study area would be shielded from construction noise and activities
by the ridge. As indicated in the Draft EIS and the Avian Technical Report, studies have shown
golden eagles to be particularly vulnerable to collisions with wind turbines. As a worst-case
analysis, the EIS concludes the Preferred Alternative would likely result in golden eagle mortality.

1 7(d)Port|ons of the Project site will remain undlsturbed and available as pocket gopher habitat. Resmctlon

18.

19.

of herbicide use on the site has been defined as a mitigation measure proposed by the Applicant in Part
1 of this document.

The WDFW management recommendations for pocket gophers are noted and, where appropriate,
will be considered by the lead agencies as potential mitigation measures. As stated previously, the
Applicant does not have authority to alter long-term use of the Project site by landowners for
agricultural purposes. However, the Applicant does not propose to use pesticides on the site.

17(e)As indicated previously, the Preferred Alternative would retain about 75 perceﬁt of existing onsite

shrub-steppe habitat. The mitigation measures described in Part 1 of this document would further
protect shrub-steppe habitat.

The Preferred Alternative includes on-site or off-site enhancement and preservation of Oregon White
Oak and Douglas’ buckwheat/Sandberg’s bluegrass plant communities. To the extentthat these
areas can not be avoided, lost habitat values through on-site or off-site enhancement and preservation
of similar habitat (quality and quantity) would be conducted in consultation with the WDFW to
ensure that habitat replacement values are adequate. This measure may be required by decision

“makers as a condition for permits and approvals.

See General Response No. 2. Although the lead agencies agree that a regional approach to siting of
wind energy facilities.could be useful as a management tool, they do not agree that a supplemental

~ DEIS for this Project is necessary in the absence of a such an approach. This environmental review is

focused on the Proposed Action and the Preferred Alternative.
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CLEVE PINNIX
Director

STATE OF WASHINGTON

WASHINGTON STATE PARKS AND RECREATION COMMISSION
7150 Cleanwater Lane KY-11 . P.0. Box 42650 * Olvmpia, Washington 98304-2050 ¢ (200) 753-5755
April 14, 1995

RE: DEIS - Columbia Wind Farm #1
and Washington Windplant #1
projects - Goldendale
Comments

- Ms. Kathy Fisher, Project Leader
Bonneville Power Administration
905 NE 11th Avenue

- Portland, OR 97232

Dear Ms. Fisher:

Thank you for sendmg us a copy of the Draft Env:ronmental Impact Statements (DEIS) for the Columbia I
Wind Farm #1 and the Washington Wmdplant #1projects proposed by CARES and KENETECH,

respectively. Following are some concerns about potential impacts to Goldendale Observatory State

Park by the proposed projects. With over 30,000 visitors per year the observatory sustains many I
recreational, educational, and economic benefits to the area surrounding Goldendale. Our primary

concern with the wind plant projects rests with preserving the quality night sky environment in the _
Klickitat Valley vicinity so that celestial viewing opportunities from Goldendale Observatory are not l

degraded. State Parks statf requests that you respond to our concerns_surrounding this proposal

nghtmg design for the pro;ect area:

Nelther DEIS describes nor evaluates a lighting design for any structures in the analysis of the project l
proposal. Pictures and diagrams of the proposed turbines do not show aircraft warning lights of any
kind. Although section 2.13.4.1 states that lighting for these structures is not required under 14 C.F.R.
77, any diversion from this original Stand may have impacts on the night sky environment. Also, there
is no mention of lighting schemes for any project support buildings. What are the plans for on site

lighting? ‘Wil this lighting, if any, conform to the Klickitat County lllumination Control Ordinance (ICO)
described in section 2.8.2.27

Increased Dust Emissions:

Another possible impact to the night sky environment is the increased emissions of particulate matter

from the Columbia Hills area. Section 2.10.4.1 describes emission control during the construction

phase of the project. However, the DEIS does not discuss the total increase in particulate emissions _

from areas left disturbed after construction. Nor does it discuss the measures to control the emissions 3
- after the project is complete and in the operating phase. After construction what percent of project

acreage would be bare or disturbed soil surface? A significant amount of dust in the air in Klickitat

Valley above the current level would cause problems with operation of telescope equipment and hinder
viewing of some celestial objects.

increased turbuience:

Our third concern deals with air turbulence. Telescopes perform best when the column of air extending
outward from the front of a telescope tube is very calm. The largest impacts to viewing occur within 4'
the first 50 miles. If air movement (turbulence) occurs in the various !ayers of atmosphere in front of a

® - wilice 1




" telescope, the image can be severely distorted. What are the effects of turbulence on the atmosphere

near the turbines? How far reaching are these effects? At what elevatlon above the turbine blades are
these effects negligible? :

Thank you for your attention te these concerns and gwung us the opportumty to comment Please call
me at (360) 902-8633 if you have any questnons

Smcer;lj

_ ChrlsRe n, Environmental Specialist,
. . " Environmental Programs »

cc: Dave Heiser, Environmental Programs Manager .
Ange Taylor, Eastern Region Park Manager
John Scarola, Park Manager, Goldendale Area
Steve Stout, Park Ranger, Goldendale Observatory
Bill Fraser, Parks Planner, Eastern Region.
Dave Thies, President, Columbia Gorge Audubon Society



Responses to April 14,1995 Letter From the Washington State
Parks and Recreation Commission

1. Aircraft wamning 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 llghtmg is proposed
by the Applicant.

2. A substation and operation and support building are proposed on the Project site. The discussion of
mitigation in Section 2.8.5 of the Draft EIS has been modified (see Part 2 of this document) to add a
 statement that, if the Applicant proposes site lighting in the future, that any such lighting must
conform to the requnrements ‘of the Klickitat County Illumination Control overlay zone.

3. Approximately 2.3 metric tons (2.5 short tons) of PM; (dust) would be generated during Project
. construction. No areas are proposed to remain disturbed after Project construction. After construction,

approximately 19 hectares (48 acres) of the site would be permanently occupied with Project features
(e.g., buildings, roads, and tower platforms). Truck and heavy equipment traffic on dirt and gravel
roads located on the site would produce dust during dry weather. To minimize dust generated onsite
during construction, the Applicant would follow soil erosion measures required under the National
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System General Permit (NPDES) discussed in Section 2.1.2 of the
Draft EIS. Specific measures are identified in Section 1.2.6.3 of the Draft EIS. After construction, -
areas disturbed but not occupied with permanent features would be revegetated and roads would be
covered with gravel. 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 dust 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 184 feet, turbulence effects would be negligible
atabout 1,840 feet (about 1/3 mile) from a turbine. Thus turbulence-related lmpacts at the observatory
would not be expected.
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e LT Confederated Tribes and Bands el \'\\ Estabhshed by the

TRIBES AND BANDS
—

<oy of the Yakama lndxan Nation * - Treaty of June 9, 1855

- April 11, 1995
*é*

s. Kathy Fisher, ECNS
Bonneville Power Administration
905 NE 11th Avenue

Portland, OR 97232

RE: Comments on the joint NEPA/SEPA Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) for the Washington Windplant #1 (Kenetech Pro;ect)
and the Columbla Hills Wind Farm #1 (CARES Pro;ect)

‘Dear Ms.'Flsher;

The YAKAMA NATION is a federally recognlzed 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 is
sanctioned by the United States Government.

The YAKAMA INDIAN NATION takes this opportunity to submit the
following general comments on the Draft EIS of both Kenetech and
CARES w1nd power projects.

The opinion of the YAKAMA NATION is that thlS project is on a fast
track -- much too fast. The windpower project under the NEPA ‘
process, as proposed, the BPA as a responsible Federal Agency is
violating one of its major responsibilities, which is:

"Restoring and enhancing environmental :
quality and avoiding or minimizing :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 ]5
eagles, bald eagles, peregrine falcons, and other wildlife. There

is no question that the wind turbines are a threat to migratory
bird populations.

These wildlife are protected by the Mlgratory Bird Treaty Act, 16
USC - 703 - 712, the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act, 16 USC _
668 and the Endangered Species Act of 1973. :

Disturbances of cultural sites that are potentially eligible for
listing in the National Register of Historic Places. Cultural
resources surveys show that the area has a relatively high
potential for archaeological sites. A survey conducted on the-
proposed - wind turbine site identified nine archaeologically Lf
significant sites. Which included six areas with scattered rock
tools, rock clusters, - rock cairns, and other isolated artifacts.
Cairns in the Columbia Hills region could mark places.of importance

to aboriginal peoples, such as -- trails, burials, and traditional
religious sites.. ' : -
Past Office Box 151, Fori Rt Toatnod WA OE04S 16,00) 8660121



Kathy Fisher
April 11, 1995
Page 2

The YAKAMA INDIAN NATION cultural staff have identified 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 1ts potent1al
impacts on treaty reserved rights.

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact: Mr.
Johnson Meninick, Manager, Cultural Resources Program.at (509) 865-
5121 Ext. 737 or Mr. Frederick Ike, Sr., Cultural Protection
Analyst, Cultural Resources Program at (509) 865-5121 Ext. 733.

Sincerely,

YAKAMA INDIAN NATION

//(»—r\ mc.c/{*—/
Jerry Menlnlck chairman
Yakama Tribal Council

JM/fla

Copy: Gail Thompson
- Ben Wolfe
Curt Dreyer
Executive Committee YIN
Cultural Committee
Carroll E. Palmer, Deputy Dlrector, DNR
Wildlife Program: Bill Bradley ’
. Gordon Lothson
In House Counsel ' -
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Legal Overview of Treaty Rights, Trust Responsibilities,

~and Resefved Rights:

While the doctrine of discovery is recognized by the United
States Sﬁpreme Court (US 8 Wheat.] 543 [1823] discovery gave

EurOpeans~ and the United States, as the discovering nations'

"ultimate dominion" over the lands they discovered within

'aboriginal territory, this dominion remained "subject -- to the

Indian right éf occupancy." Under this doctrine, .Indians were
recognized as the "rightful occupants' of the land with légal claim
to possession.

This right to use, 6ccupy,,and enjoy the land and water, came
to be knoyn as "Indian Title" or aboriginal title.

Aboriginal title encompasses aboriginal rights, 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 betweeq the U.S. Government énd Indian tribes
is also bound by treaties. The U.S. Cdnstitution‘proclaims that

"all treaties made, or whlch shall be made, under the authorlty of
the United States shall be the Supreme Law of the Land; and the
judges in every state shall be bound thereby, anything in the
constitution or laws ofvany state to the contrary notwithstanding.
. Treaties. witp Indian tribes are contemplated by this
constitutioﬁal' provision. Tribal rights secured by treaty are

superior to the rights other citizens enjoy. Furthermore, and the

.preservation of treaty rights is the responsibility of the entire

Federal government. The Bonneville Power Administration (BPA) has

an affirmative legal duty to protect treaty rights.




kThe Supreme Court has expressly held that an Indian treaty is
"not a grant of :ights to the Indians, but“a grant of rights from
them." . The purpose of an Indian treaty was not tb give rights to
the Indians, but to remove rights they had. Thus Indianskhave 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 reserQed to the tribé. This fundaﬁental principle if
Indian law is known as the "reserved,fights" doctrine. (Pevar 1992)
| The privilege of taking fish at ail the usual and accustomed

places, and the continuation of off-reservation hunting, fishing,

gathering of roots and berries, and the pasturing of horses'andf

cattle upon open and unclaimed 1lands, were considered as

"privileges secured to Indians" and guaranteed in the Treaty of

1855 "Swindell 1942"
(YAKAMA NATION 1994) |
In addition Ato. respecting aboriginal rights and treaty
reServed rights, 'the ‘United ‘States_ must honor its  trust
responsibilities té Indian tribes. This doctrine arose through the
judicialk'interpretation and analysis, and has since been

supplemented and reinforced by formal federal agency pblicy.

The trust responsibility doctrine can be traced to Cherokee
Nation v. Georgia (30 U.S. [5 pet.] 1 [1831], in which the U.S.

Supreme Court stated that Indian tribes were not fo:eign 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

—_




Affairs, a doctriqe'that continues to govern the relationship
between tribes and the United States‘today.

Numerous court decisions have defined and described the trust
responsibiiity as fequiring the federal government to adhere to
stringent fiduciary standards of conduct.:hx,mattéfs related to

Indian tribes. The trust fesponsibility applies to all federal

. agencies according to the principles of'  federal trust‘

responsibility, gerrnment departments'and agencieé must utilize
their authority to scrupulously safeguard that which,fé the'subjeét
matter of federal treaties with Indian tribes ;- Indian Trusts
assets. Trust assets are property in which Indians ho1d and
maintain legal interests, and which are held in t;ust by the United
StateS for tribes and individﬁals. ‘These assets include, but are
not limited to: land, water, fish,-wildlife, plants, minerals --

essentially everything that is necéssary to presefve and maintain

‘"a way of life.

Treaty

The religiqn of the YAKAMA, Columbia River-Indians,'is not a
maﬁter of certain days and set observations, but it is part of his
every thought and daily life. Heritage is a precious possessién of
the vakamas. It is a heritage so old that no one knows when it was
actuélly born, only the Supreme being knows. It is a heritage of
a religion that recognizéd a creator who gave life to the Earth aﬁd
to its possessions. The Yakama people still practice the religidus'

beliefs, traditions, and customs of their ancestors. Traditions»

'~ that have been passed down through the countless\generations, SO

that the 1Indian way of 1life will continue for our future



generations.

Over' one hundred ‘years ago treéty makers assembled in a
cottonwood grove at Walla Walla, Washington and entered into the
Treaty of 1855, which was ratified<by the Senate,vproclaiméd by the
‘Presideﬂt of the United States and became law in 1859.

'The Yakamas paid a great price for the treaty: 10,828,800

.acres, or 16,920 square miles of lands were ceded to the United

States Government. However; the Yakamas stipulated in the treaty,

reserved and gua:anteed certain aboriginal rights which have been
exercised by the Yakamas since time,immemorial. These legally
protected rights belong~ to ﬁhe Yakamas and are regulated and
enforced by thé inherent sovereign bowers of the YAKAMA INDIAN
NATION.‘-These poﬁers are limited only by the Treaty of 1855 or
. specific acts of cohgréss. This treaty.has now matured 'into a
heritage for the present and the future members of the YAKAMA
INDIAN NATION. | |

The wise o0ld chiefs with the inherent powers of gifted

leaders, realized that the'lives of the YAKAMA Indian people must

- and would change when the unwanted treaty was thrust upon them.
Cultural Resources

The definition of cultural resources is not limited';by
dictionary meaning or by governmental~identification. The richness
of the Américan Indian heritage has no price tag and caﬁndt be put
' on paper,. for it would make little sense without understanding the
culture. The religion is.the real life,of‘the Yakama Indians and
all the resources are identified cleérlY'within their beliefs,

‘traditions, customs, and legends. . The most obvious cultural
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A resources are those identified by the first foods ceremonies: the

water, salmon, venison, roots, and berries.‘_Water is the defining
element of the Indians existence. Unwritten laws are guarded by
the elders, who possess the knowledge for cultural stability and

hand the information of teachings, ceremonies, songs, and stories

.down to the younger generation in their native language;

_This tradition has been ongoing for centuries.

The elders are wihdows to the roots of their own identity,\to_
the visions of earth and life that came before moderd times. The
sharing of knowledge between the elders and tbe young is what makes
survival possible. . |

Mother Earth

Until the age of Enlightenment .in the 1706; and the
"Scientific Revolution" that accompanied it, the prevailing
viewpoing‘among the peoples of the eafth wés'that the planet itéelf

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
earthfwas a beihg with skin, soul, and organs as well as spirit.
Thevskin was the soil; the soul was contained within the rocks and
bones of the dead; the organs included rivers (blooﬁstream) and
wind (the luhgs) the spirit. Earth was alive. We lived upon it as
millions of tiny midro-orgaﬁisms live on human skin.

' Most cultures'believed,that the earth was a female being --

the actual mother of life.

This is different from the "scientific revolution" paradigms

that gave impetus to the idea of Human superiority over animals and



nature implanted by the Judeo-Christian tradition.

The power to alter nature gave the western culture false probf
of their superiority. Thus the patriarchal, hiérarchical, western
technological society that has raped the e&rth."Failing to see
'that planet as alive.they have become 'free of moral aﬁd ethical
constraints and = have benefitted economically fromvexploiting
. Tesources at the earths_expense.

All native groups liﬁerallx speak of the planet as ''mother"

and they truly believe this. All life as we know it i§ nurtured at -

her breast.

- We have germinated.within her -- we are a part of her and we
burst into life f?om 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 iﬁdi#idﬁal owning,
mining, or selling the land. Such ideas were unthinkable to native
' peqple until‘théy met the invadihg westéfn,cultures.

| ReligiOn
One of the most fundamental'precepts in the founding of our
’ country is the Freedom of Re1igion. As citizens, Indians have an
iﬂherent right to the free exerciSe'Qf their religion. That'right
is reaffirmed by the U.S. Cpnstitutioﬂ in the Bill of‘RightS as
well as by many Federal Statutes, by State and T:ibal law. fhe
practice of tradi£ional native Indian religidns outside the Judeo-
Christian mainstream or in combination with it, is further uphéld

in the 1978 Indian Religiots Freedom Act. 'ﬁnfortunately, 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
thé religion is an integral part.

‘If is clear that' these incidénts did not result from a

‘Government policy to abridge the religious freedom of Indians.

Rather, events were allowed to occur because there was a lack of

Government policy. - Lack of knowledge, unawareness, insensitivity,

.and neglect are the keynotes of the Federal Government's

interaction with the traditional Indianfs religion and culture.
Tﬁis state of éffairs is enhancéd by the percéption ‘of mahy non-
Indian officials that kbecauSe "Indijan religious practices are
different that their own -- that they sémehow do not have the same
status as a '"real" religion. Yet the efféct on the individual

whose religious customs are violated or infringed is as intense as

if he had been Protestant, Catholic, or Jewish.

The Cblumbia Rivér Indians developed a unique culture from
wﬁat Nature had in store for them. They were also referred to as
being the éhildren 6f Nature. Their very life-style apd religious
ceremonies ﬁere 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 mysterioﬁs spiritual way, the Great Spirit communicated
with the people. They understood that He made this beautiful and
wonderful creation ‘and He created them to enjoy His handiwork.
Then they realized that ﬁheir very existence depepded \upon
everything in this world.

In trying to express their thankful appreciation fpr life int

his world, they developed religious ceremonies to glorify the



Creator. 1In 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 animale and their parts, various vegetation'and
different kinds of herbs they feund that had healing properties,

different kinds of woed, rocks, and things of the water such es

fish, shells, pelts of otter,’horns of deer and elk as well as

-claws, hooves and teeth. These thlngs are an- 1ntegral part of all
the ceremonies and become an established belief.

My People studies the charaCteristics and traits of things
mentiohed. 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 guidedkby the Natural
Elements of'tﬁe world,. this-iéligibn has maﬁy symbolic aspects
where_He‘feels that there is a Sﬁpreme Being that designed all of
natu;e;for"us to apéreciate and express thanks’through rituals with
spiritual harmony in mind. | |

Through our religion the Creator‘allowed certain truths and
‘revelations of spiritual power to be known by our ancestors.

Certain people were chosen by the Supreme Being by.opening their

hearts to gain knowledge to know certain religious rites and

ceremonial use of’His‘sacred creations.
A few examples are the Dreamer Prophets; Smowhala of Priest

Rapids Band, Xanapu of Kah-milt-pah Bana 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 prac_ticed today. The graves of our anéestors.

- are testimony unto themselves of the religious beliefs, culture,

traditions and the heritage. they left behind for the future

. generations.

IN CONCLUSION: The YAKAMA NATION is not acting or pretending to
develnp an alibi to disCoutagevindustry for peréonal' reason in a
selfish manner.

The YAKAMA NATION wholeheartedly and truthfully is serious in
opposing the planned Wind Farm (s) to be _const‘ructea on so called
Columbia Hills. |

YARKAMA NATION knows beforehand how the wind farm (s) is going . .
to destroy the Cultural and Natural Resources that are
irreplaceable under any nitigation plan without fully understanding
the inportant value of religious and spiritual ks{i‘tes that are
locat;.ed in their original places since time immenoria'l.

YARAMA NATION knows that the wind farm (s) will not be
neneficial to YAKAMA NATION in any way at all. |

YAKAMA NATION knows that the ‘wind farm (s) haé no pronf of
why wind farm (s) should be justified to be located at so called
Columbia Hills and'under whose demand it is mandatory.

YAKAMA NATION,f its members, all the resources is first in

time, first in right, versus any new plénned projects.



- RECEIVED
DATE: 4/3/94 R | | £PRO 51995"

TO: William Bradl .D. — s
illiam pradley, Ph.D. CULTURAL RESOURCE
FROM: Gordon A, Lothson, Ph.D.
Archaeologlst-Geomorpho1oglst
Special Projects Manager

SUBJECT: The Praditional Use and Archaeological Potential
-Extant Within the Boundaries of the Columbia Hllls
Wind Farm PrOJect--Management Protocol.

As per your request, I have pulled together a specific management
protocol that addresses the questions posited in my earlier :
evaluation of the archaeological reports written for the Columbia
Hills wind Farm site by Historical Research Associates Inc. (HRA)
and Eastern Washington University (EWU). It assumes the worst
case scenario that the gro:ect as described will be constructed.
This protocol does take issue with the recommended procedures ~
written for the archaeological properties set forth in the HRA
and EWU documents. We - ‘do not agree with the conclusions reached
in those documents and also feel that both HRA and EWU have
failed in their application of the National Register of Historic
Places (NRHP) cr1ter1a--spec1f1cally 36 CFR 60.4; criteria c. and C}
d. We recommend to you and the tribal counc1l the following:

1. The cogcluglons reached by HRA and EWU should be dis-
carded and reevaluated in terms of both criteria c¢. and
d. (see HRA documentation pp. 4-3, 4-4 for criteria).

2. Traditional use sites and. their significance should be
studied and evaluated by the tribal cultural resource
program and not an outside consulting entity. Only the
tribal cultural resource program have the personnel who Te)
speak the language, understand traditional land use and
the significance of continued land use, and most impor-
tent, the significance of the area as a place of
reglaze and economic importance.

3. All of the archaeological sites found-by HRA and EWU
should be surface collected so as to minimize secondary
impact caused by the construction activities. This
surface collection should be a controlled collection so
that the materials can be replaced on the landscape if ||
the wind farms are abandoned. HRA and EWU should under-
take this surface collection as they know the location
of the archaeological sites. The tribal archaeologist
or designated representative should oversee and monitor
these collection activities. Surface features should be
mapped in some detail and the information recorded in
by special drawings, notes and photographs. TO DATE
THIS HAS NOT BEEN DONE!!! . :

4. Areas impacted by propdSed,construction should be shovel‘]_




tested to make certain that archaeological sites do not
exist buried beneath the surface. Areas of high
potential should be shovel tested at a higher frequency
than areas of low potential--the frequency -of shovel
testing to be determined by the consulting archaeo-
logists in consultation with the tribal archaeologist or
his designated representative.

S. Additional special studies of man land relationships,
particularly spatial relationships of the various
structural and physical features identified by the
consulting archaeologists should be undertaken by HRA ‘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 (NRHP criteria c.) were not
addressed properly in the HRA and EWU documentation.

6. HRA and EWU should have nominated the Columbia Hills
- location to the National Register as an National Lf

Historic District (NHD). IT IS NOT HRA OR EWU PLACE TO
DECIDE WHAT IS or WHAT IS NOT, A NATIONAL HISTORIC SITE.
WHEN IN DOUBT THE SITE OR DISTRICT SHOULD BE NOMINATED
AND THE DECISION PLACED IN THE HANDS OF THE STATE
ARCHAEOLOGIST AND THE ADVISORY COUNCIL OF HISTORIC
PRESERVATION. ' There is ample evidence for such a desig-
ation. Both HRA and EWU were in error on two counts:
1. the Columbia Hills area easily qualifies as a NHD -
given the spatial and site data presented in the HRA and
EWU documents and 2. advise should have been sought from
the state archaeologist as to the qualification of the
area or sites within the area to the NRHP.

7. Lastly, a field monitor from either HRA or EWU should bels
on site during the initial roadway and turbine pad con-
struction. ' The two contracting agents should also fund
a tribal monitor who would be on site to facilitate the
protection of traditional use areas and archaeological
sites. This later person should be from the cultural
program or a deSLgnated 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 certainlylé’
will have others to add. My feeling on the project from purely

an archaeologlcal traditional use perspective, is that the

project is a bad idea. I know full well that there are other
factors that drive final decisions and one has to balance off omne
advantage over another-often one cultural resource against



another. - Thankfully this is not my decision and the above
remarks are to be considered a response to your request for
additional what if data.

If I can help you, Johnson or Fred with any other information
please feel free to ask.

- cc: Johnson Meninick

Fred Ike Sr.

Reverend Russell Billy
Greg C. Cleveland




Responses to April 11 1995 Letter from the Confederated Trlbes

and Bands of the Yakama Indian Nation |
(Including Two Attachments Entitled: 1)Legal Overview of Treaty Rights, Trust
Responsibilities, and Reserved Rights; and 2) Memorandum from Gordon A. Lothson,

Ph.D. to William Bradley, Ph.D.)

1. See General Response No. 1.

2. See General Response No. 3.

3. Comments noted. Section 2.5.4 of the Draft EIS determined that some incidental avian mortality could
- occur and concluded that the Proposed Action would not significantly affect regional population levels.
Section 2.6.4 of the Draft EIS identified impacts to non-avian wildlife from temporary construction
-disturbance, habitat loss, and Project operation. Measures have been identified in the Draft EIS and in
‘Parts 1 and 2 of this document to mitigate potentlal impacts to birds and. other wildlife. See also .
General Response No. 9.

4. The archaeological surveys conducted on the Project site identified 75 isolated finds and nine sites that

were recorded for potential National Register eligibility. Preliminary Project layout diagrams show that
all nine sites could be avoided during construction and operation of the Project. Furthermore, ‘
mitigation measures to ensure avoidance and protection of potentially eligible sites are discussed in the
EIS and would be considered as conditions for permits and approvals by the lead agencies. None of
the isolated artifacts were believed to be eligible for the National Register and will not be avoided by
Project construction.

5. The County and BPA agree that Juniper Point is likely to be eligible for listing in the National Regnster
of Historic Places as a traditional cultural property. 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 BPA have
provided for the YIN and the elders to voice their concerns about the Project and their potential
impacts. Appendix B to this document includes meeting notes from the April 26 , 1995 meeting with
Yakama representatives on the proposed Project site.

8. Comments noted. However, the lead agencies did not respond to the legal overview presented by the
Yakama Indian Nation as it is outside the scope of the environmental review for this proposed Project.
See General Response No. 7.

9. TheCounty and BPA have directed the cultural resources consultant to cons1der whether the
archaeological sites that have been determined National Reglster-ehglble 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 requested Yakama assistance in describing the boundaries, physi¢al nature, and
cultural significance of Juniper Point as part of the consultation process under Section 106 of the

Final Environmental Impact Statement Comments and Responses
Columbia Wind Farm #1 , :
September 1995 o - ' - 327



11.
~activities. Under the environmental monitoring plan for construction (see Part 1 of this document), an

National Historic Preservation Act. BPA, through Klickitat County, contracted with the YIN Cultural
Resource Program to conduct and translate oral histories with tribal elders to determine and document
the cultural significance of the Project area. Refer to Section 2.4.3 of the Draft EIS as modified by Part
2 of this document for further information about YIN involvement with Project cultural resource
studies. See also General Response No. 6.

National Register-eligible archaeological sites will be flagged as areas to be avoided by construction -

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.

13.

14.

15.

As discussed in Section 2.4.5 of the Draft EIS, mitigation measures are available to avoid or minimize
impacts to archaeological sites. Surface collection is a mitigation option if it is determined that a
National Register-eligible site would be unavoidable during construction or operation of the Project.

The County and BPA have directed the cultural resource consultant to prepare a determination of
eligibility form to recognize archaeological sites and the Juniper Point traditional cultural property.
Assembling the context documentation for a Multiple Property determination will entail evaluating the
environmental relationships of these sites. The form will also discuss the four National Register
criteria. See General Response No. 5 and Part 2 of this document. :

The County and BPA pbint out that according to cultural resources regulations and procedures, it is
appropriate for the consultant to make recommendations regarding National Register eligibility. The -

OAHP reviews these recommendations and determines whether or not it concurs with the findings. As

discussed in General Response No. 5 and the responses to other specific comments, consultation with
the Office of Archaeology and Historic Preservation (OAHP) 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 whlch
examples have been inventoried in the Project vicinity.

The EIS identifies monitoring of National Register-eligible cultural resources during Project
construction by a tribal archaeologist or a répresentative as a mitigation measure (see Part 2 of this
document) and as part of the Preferred alternative described in Part 1 of this document..

16. Comments noted. ' ' o -, ; S

Comments and Responses

Final Environmental Impact Statement
' Columbla Wind Farm #1

3-28 g o s September 1995
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CENTRAL CASCADES ALLIANCE
1208 Snowden Road
White Salmon, WA 98672

May 1, 1995

Mr. Curt Dreyer

Klickitat County Planning Director
228 West Main St., Room 150
Goldendale, WA 98620

Via Fax: 509-773-6206

Dear Mr. Dreyér:

Thls 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 Columbia Wind Farm #1 (the proposed CARES facility in the
Columbia Hills).

- In general, regarding wind power development in the Gorge, our group’s .

concern focuses on impacts to wildlife, in particular raptors and other
avian species and the western gray squirrel.

Before getting into specifics, allow me to put our region’s situation
regarding wind power development into some context. CCA believes that
there are workable solutions regarding wind power development in Klick-
itat County IF the county assumes a very active role. The county has an
opportunity to take a leadership position on wind power development in
our region by asserting itself as the responsible official that is
seeing that wind power, if developed, is developed only very slowly and
carefully, with thorough monitoring of wildlife impacts and adequate
mitigation.

CCA doesn’t necessarily want to kill all wind power proposals, we just -

- want to see that any development does not negatively impact wildlife

populatlons in our region. The proposed CARES facility poses some
serious concerns regarding particular species, including: the peregrlne
falcon, the bald eagle, the golden eagle and several other raptor
species, which nest on or near the site, and the western grey squirrel,

'a state-listed species found in the oak/pine habitat on or near the

site.
Following are our specific comments:

1. Only one year (and not even a complete year) of wildlife surveys were
conducted. AS POPULATIONS AND MIGRATION ROUTES/PATTERNS VARY GREATLY
FROM YEAR TO YEAR, THERE IS NO WAY PREDICTIONS OR MANAGEMENT DECISIONS
CAN BE ACCURATELY MADE FROM ONLY ONE YEAR OF DATA. Researchers generally
need three to five years to determine accurate TRENDS. In short, the
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argument can certainly be made that there are inadequate data upon whieh
to make a decision regarding wildife impacts at this time.

2. Perhaps grazing should be discontinued on the site to give prey 5
species more cover and thus possibly discourage raptor activity.

3. We want any roads to be gated to dlscourage vehicular access, which é
has negative impacts on wlldllfe. :

4. We want large buffers between rlparlan areas and roads and turbines. 7 l

5. We want large buffers around talus slopes, cllffs and rock outcrop- g
pings. l

‘ 6. We wish to be assured that contlnued access to the site is guaranteedq
to Native Americans who use it to collect native flora.

7. We urge that as few roads as possible be built and maintained, and 10
that switchbacks be used as little as possible. . :

8. We wish to get a commitment from CARES to conduct ongoing monitoring
of bird kills and other general wildlife research, as determined by “

wildlife officials, after the facility is built. , I
9. We are happy to learn that CARES plans to use tubular towers instead '2_ |
of lattice-style towers, in an effort to discourage avian perching at I
the site. _

. 10. We understand that the CARES turbines will be louder than the o 13 '
Kenetech turbines and that at least one nearby landowner has concerns l

over this. How will this be addressed?

" 11. We had learned from Columbia Gorge Audubon Society members that - l
poisons were considered as an option to keep the prey base down and dis- H’ '
courage raptor activity. This would be a grave mlstake ~and I assume the

idea has been dropped. , . l

12. Most importantly, cumulative data should include the Oregon side as ,
the raptors regularly fly back and forth and wind power proposals are ‘5
being addressed there as well. The National Audubon Soc1ety has called l
for limit of 150 turbines in the near term for any given region (even -

those not with perceived bird problems). Our region now has proposals

for more than 500 turbines in the works. This is far too many without I
any adequate data on what will happen to our raptor populations. ‘
Flnally, ‘the main point I wish to instill in the dec151on-makers' minds

is to assure that this development, if allowed at this time, is allowed ’6'
only in a very slow, well-thought-out manner. The wind is not going to

go away. Making developers go slowly and carefully will not scare then

off to other areas. The wind is here.

In addition, wind is likely to expand. The U.S. Department of Energy

predicts that wind power will expand by 600 percent over the next 15 (7
years. So, again, strict language in the COndltlonal Use Permit, won’t l
scare them away. : .




.

" numbers, migration patterns, nesting and roosting sites, etc., and

‘Time is the critical issue here. As you know, the Wasco County, Oregon,

- hold for a year in order to collect more data on wildlife before having

Followinq are three reasons to make the developers go slowly:

1. To allow time for researchers to develop technological fixes to help
the birds better "see" the blades and/or avoid hitting them. Kenetech is
working on this and has made some progress. An article in the
March/April issue of EPRI Journal states: "EPRI-sponsored researchers '8
have developed a technology to help prevent birds from flying into
structures that can injure or kill them. The device, which emits a pat-
tern of redio-frequentcy 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
point here is that if we proceed slowly, we’re likely to get less harm-
ful turblnes in our county.

2. It would allow the monitoring of bird kills and impacts to wildlife
populations to be tabulated after a limited amount of turbines were in Fq

‘place. There will be bird kills, but if we have only a small-scale fa-

c111ty we can then determine how excessive the kills are and will be
prlor to bulldlng a huge facility that could decimate raptor populations
in our reglon. _

3. It would allow time for wildlife officials to conduct a major compre-
hensive, cumulative impacts study for the whole of the Gorge (an area.
likely to see more and more wind_power proposals -- at least four are in
the works right now) regarding avian species’ (particularly raptors)

pro;ectlons of the likely 1mpacts from increased wind turbines in the
region. :

facility (proposed by Zond across the Columbia River) has been put on

a hearing in which the county would approve or deny that site. Wildlife
officials have said that the Columbia Hills area, in particular the wind
power sites, may be of even greater importance to raptors than the Wasco
County Sevenmile Hill site. Certainly, it is considered a biologically -
lmportant area and an area that prov1des unlque habitat for raptors.

In addltlon, in a Bangor (Maine) Daily News artlcle dated November 21,
1994, Stephen Wright, chairman of the Maine Land Use Regulation Commls-
sion (the body entrusted with making the decision regarding wind power
development in that state), said, "I would personally be more comfort-
able with a small demonstation (of the technology) prior to the start of

a large-scale project." In essence, this how 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
comment on whether or not this site is considered a unique raptor or 2‘
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 facility at this time.
Likewise, if the agencies conclude that data are inadequate to determine




the uniqueness of the 51te, the county should 1nstruct the developer to
gather more data.

Finally, if the facility is approved, CCA urges Klickitat Coﬁnty to in4
clude very strict and specific language in its cOndltlonal-Use Permit,
including the following:

1. That the facilities (cumulative) be kept small-scale in the near term

(that being 150 turbines maximum for at least two years);

2. That money be provided by the developer to adequately monitor bird
kills and impact to populations during this time. That perhaps the local

Audubon chapters be partners in the monitoring. And that independent as-

sessments be made to determine if populations are being harmed;

}

Z

21'

‘3. That publlc hearings be conducted an at least an annual bas:.s to Qq l

reassess the 51tuat10n,

4. That further development will be put on hold indefinitely if it’s
determined that there are bird or other wildlife problems on the site.

Again, this is an opportunity for Klickitat County to assume a leader-
ship role on this issue. Without stringent requlrements of this nature,
CCA will likely oppose the project outrlght and join efforts to defeat
it.

Thank you for the epportunity;to comment.

Sincerely,

Jay Letto

President ‘
Central Cascades Alllance
1208 Snowden Road

White Salmon, WA 98672
509-493-4428 '
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12.
13.

Responses to May 1, 1995 Letter from the Central Cascades Alliance

Comment noted.

See General Response No.’s 1 and 2." The lead agencies have identified a Preferred Alternative in
Part 1 of this document that incorporates several measures to avoid, reduce, and mitigate adverse -
environmental impacts of the Project (see Part | of this document). Many of these measures were
suggested by oral and written comments on the draft EIS.

Comment noted. Sections 2.5 and 2.6 of the Draft EIS identified potential impacts that could occur to
peregrine falcons, bald eagles, golden eagles, other raptor species, and westem gray squirrels.
Mitigation measures were identified in the Draft EIS and have been expanded in Part 2 of this
document to minimize or avoid potential impacts to these species.

See General Response No. 10.
Comment noted and has been added as a mitigation option in Part 2 of this document.

Comment noted. Gating access roads is included as part of the Applicant's proposal as dlscussed in
Section 1.2.6.2 of the Draft EIS.

No riparian habitat is expected to be impacted by the proposed Project. Even though there would not be
any direct impacts to riparian areas, mitigation measures outlined in Section 2.1 (Earth and Geology)
and Section 2.3 (Hydrological Resources - Wetlands and Riparian Areas) of the Draft EIS would be
applied during construction to control erosion and sedimentation and protect riparian areas, water
bodies, and wetlands.

The majority of the talus slopes, cliffs, and rock dutcroppings are located south of the closest area
proposed to be developed. Construction or operat|on of the Proj Ject would not significantly lmpact or
require access to these areas.

Comment noted. Native American access to the Project site may be considered as part of a
Programmatic Memorandum of Agreement if the Yakama'’s agree to negotiate such an agreement with
BPA and the SHPO. See General Response No. 7. :

Comments noted. As discussed in Section 1.2.2 of the Draft EIS, the Project would upgrade 8 km (5
miles) of existing road, construct 6.4 km (4 miles) of new gravel roads along turbine strings, and would
not construct any new primary access roads (roads leading to the turbine strings). Use of switchbacks
would be avoided to the extent possible.

Support for a monitoring program is noted. Monitoring is identified as a potential mitigation strategy in
Section 2.5.5 of the Draft EIS. Also, mitigation measures have beenadded to Section 2 of this

‘document (Preferred Alternative) including additional pre-construction design measures to avoid or

minimize impact to habitat and operations momtormg of avian impacts in consultatlon with USFWS
and WDFW. '

Comment noted.

Klickitat County would be responsible for enforcing noise regulations if noise levels were to exceed the
limitation criteria. Mitigation measures provided in 2.9.4 of the Draft EIS could be implemented to
reduce noise levels associated with this Project. However, the actual noise reduction achieved through
the implementation of suggested mitigation measures would need to be evaluated through additional
analysis.

Final Environmental Impact Statement ' , Comments and Responses
Columbia ‘Wind Farm #1 . ‘ ,
September 1995 ; , 3-29



14.

15.
16.

The Applicant has included avoiding the use of pesticides, herbicides, and rodenticides as part of the
Proposed Action. The Preferred Alternative described in Part 1 of this document includes measures
prohibiting the use of pesticides and rodentlcldes and avoidance of herbicides except as necessary for
noxious weed control.

See General Response No. 2. See also response no. 10 to May'22, 1995 WDFW comment letter.

See General Response No. 1. The almost two year'environmental review for the Project has allowed for
data collection and analysis sufficient to identify the potential environmental consequences of the

- Proposed Action. Klickitat County and BPA will carefully consider the information and analysis to

17
18.

19.

20.
2l.

22,
23.
24.

25.

make well-thought-out decisions.
Comment noted. ;

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 responses no. 12 to the
May 22, 1995 WDFW letter. . '

Comment noted.y This Project is proposed for small scale commercial demonstration and does not
include expansion or phasing as part of the proposal However, post-constmctlon avian monitoring
would provide valuable information about wind energy related av1an lmpacts in the east Columbia
Hills.

See General Response No. 2.

See General Responses No. 10 and no. 11. The comments of the WDFW have been included and
responded to in this document. These comments as well as the requirements of the USFWS final
Biological Opinion will be fully considered by agency decisionmakers. Additional avian studies could
be required if the lead agencies determine they are needed for informed decisionmaking.

The Proposed Action for the CARES PI'OJCCt is to install 91 turbines and is considered a small-scale
demonstration project.

Comment noted. The Preferred Altemative includes avian mortallty momtormg as mltlgatlon Local
Audubon chapters may be included as partners in the monitoring.

If a Conditional Use Permit is issued for the Project, an annual review of compliance with the permit
conditions would be conducted by the Klickitat County Board of Adjustment.

Comment noted. Pre- and post-construction avian monitoring would be crucial to determine if birci
problems occur as a result of the Project. These monitoring results would provide valuable mformatlon
to any authorizing agencies considering wind development proposals in the area.

Comments and Responses | . Final Environmental Impact Statement
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May 4, 1995

‘Kathy Fisher

ECNE
BPA, 905 NE llth Avenue

~ Portland, OR 97232

Re: Comments on the DEIS for Washington Wind Plant #1 and the Columbia Windfarm #1
Dear Ms. Fisher: |

_ Please find, enclosed, the hard copy of our éomments, that I indicated would follow our initial
faxed version. Pl:g:g{x e that a few organizational, factual, and gramatical errors have been

changed. No sub: Yg S ch angu have been made.

Denms White

“Conservation Chair, Washington
367 Oalridge Road

. White Salmon, WA 98672

RN

P.O.‘Box 512, Hood River, Oregon 97031
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‘AUDUBON SOCIETY

TO: Kathy Fisher, ECN3
BPA, 905 NE 11th Avenue
| Portland, OR 97232
| FROM:’ Columbla Gorge Audubon Socnety
DATE: Apnl 17 1995
DELIVERED VIA FAX: (503) 230-5699

RE: Comments on the DEIS for Washington Wind Plant #1
anc{\?‘we Columbia Windfarm #1

- The DEISs are mtsleadlnb and madequate

._k-rA\vnan studies were too ( nf ted (one year) to determine site’s avian

\ésggmﬁcance This lack of pOpulatlon data and population model

adeVelopment makes it nmposs:ble to determine the long-term viability of
-~ some specues Much of the Mnter observation period was obscured by fog.

;’fThe reglonal avian sngnlﬁcaas:e of the project site can only be
etermmed by reglonal comparatlve analys«s This was not done.

R =-Grazing will not be prohlblted Cumulative enwronmental effects of

wb_oth grazing ‘and the wind power proposals were npt considered.

" ?-Cqmulative aesthetic, wildlife, and cultural impacts from both this
~-proposal and the other nearby wind power proposals: Zond and New World

Power (and others unknown at this time) were not considered.

P O. Box 512, Hood Rlver Oregon 97031

-These projects would be built knowing that birds protected hnder
_federal and state laws will be destroyed This is not mcndental taklngs

u\_r_'~’A

——

Printed v Tros Fove Page- =~
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Page 2

--The Department of Energy must do a programmatic impact 7
- statement--one that would assess the cumulative impacts in the
Washington/Oregon/California area of DOE actions in support of wind

power.

--A small mammal study is necessary to adequately determine raptor use g
patterns of this site. Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife requnred
such a study for the Zond proposal. -

--Inadequate assessment of aesthetic |mpacts It is mlsleadlng and ;
certalnly inadequate to say “that some will find it objectional, others q
will not.” Studies show a good majority find turbines unsightly. 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 |-84, east/west State Route 14,
north/south Route 97. :

--Other viable: project site alternatives were not considered. \O

--The DEISs state a total of 241 acres of habitat. will be lost. Actually

this value will be significantly higher, due to secondary losses from = 1
turbine noise emission and-strategies that will be employed to discourage

use of large intra turbine areas by raptors. Assessment of actual habitat

loss needs further study. » ; |
--Environmental impacts ' of potential contamination from greases, oils, ‘2—
etc., required by turbines and maintenance equipment were not considered.

--Plant inventories were not done on areas not predicted to be disturbed. |3
This limits knowledge of occurrence and, thus, cumulative impacts on the
sites plant communities.

--April-June plant inventory period was inadequate. Many species are ,
prominent only before or after this time period. Also, inventories were \ L"
done at the end of a seven-ten year drought, again, prommence was a

problem.

--Every turbine string runs through either a h’igh'-quality plant community \5'
and/or a Washington State Priority Habitat. The cumulative effects of
this were not considered.
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--Soil disruption will lead to an invasion of weeds. This, combined with  [b
- the necessary control by herbicides, was not considered.

--The occurrence of oak and oak/pine woodland on this site, represents

. the eastern most extension of this habitat type. The leading extension of |7
this habitat type is geographically and genetically important for occurring

~ flora/fauna. The significance of this and resulting impacts were not

cohsudered : : :

--Assessment of impacts on the state threatened western gray squirrel _ l
was inadequate. The site’s occurring population is a unique, genetically " |7
isolated population that will figure importantly in any recovery plan. E
Cumulative impacts of additional human intrusion, sound frequencies, etc., l
on this. population, were not considered.

--References sited for possible occurrence of small mammals were for 1 l
coast species and not eastern Cascade species. ‘

--Collective aesthetic, cultural, and biological uniqueness of the site
(Columbia Hills) relative to other areas, was not considered.

--BPA funded the Regional Renewable Energy Project (final report
released in the Fall of 1993). Siting criteria developed for this project ,2\
would preclude the development of windfarms 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 2_2_ '
enhancing. environmental quallty and avoiding or minimizing possible |

adverse environmental effects.” These projects, if developed, will also B
‘violate federal law by killing protected birds. .

--The DEISs presuppose, due to lack of data, that the site is not a-major ' l
bird- flyway. This is an admission that a lack of data exists to adequately - 2—3
determine the site's flyway significance. This area is in the Pacific
Flyway.

--BPA justifies this project on the assumption that, if not developed,
fossil fuel-fired plants will be necessary instead. There is no

information that suggests this is true. Furthermore, the inherent o
~argument here is that conventional generating facilities have larger total I
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adverse environmental effects. The DEISs offer no evidence for this
argument.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
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Response to April 17, 1995 Letter From the Columbia Gorge |
Audubon Society | |

1. See General Response No. 10.
2. See General Responses No. 2 and No. 11.

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 comment no. 5 of the May 22,

~ 1995 WDFW letter) and included the peak time periods when raptors are known to migrate.

4. See General Response Nb. 9.

5. The dlscusswns of the No Action Alternative under each element o f 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 2 of this document).

Part 2 of this document also modifies Section 3 of the Draﬁ EIS (cumulative impacts) to clarify this
situation.

6. Section 3 of the Draft EIS discusses the cumulative effects of the Washington Windplant #1 (proposed
by KENETECH) and the Columbia Wind Farm #1 (proposed by CARES) on visuals, wildlife, and
cultural resources. See General Response No. 2 regarding the lead agencies’ decision not to evaluate
cumulative impacts of other projects.

7. See General Response No. 2.

8. 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 would provide little
assistance in making decisions regarding the site.

9. Section2.7.3 of the Draft EIS describes the types of viewers for whom the wind turbines would be
visible. Although the commentor does not cite any study references, the Draft EIS's conclusion that
some people would find the wind turbines aesthetically displeasing while others would not was based
on a review of the professional literature regarding wind energy facility aesthetics and public perception
(Thayer, 1988; Bosley and Bosley, 1990). Section 2.7.4.1 describes what travelers along major
highways would see.

Final Environmental Impact Statement 'Comments and Responses
Columbia Wind Farm #1 , -
September 1995 ’ : ’ 3-31



10. As stated in the Draft EIS, this EIS is tiered to BPA’s Resource Programs EIS. The Resource Programs
EIS allows BPA to narrow the range of reasonable alternatives to the site specific environmental review
of a proposal. Reasonable alternatives for this EIS are limited to modifications to the Proposed Action
that mitigate adverse environmental impacts. A brief description of the multi-stage evaluation process
that BPA conducted on the proposals received from the wind energy demonstration solicitation is
included in Section 1.3.2 of the Draft EIS. In addition, Section 1.3.2.1 of the Draft EIS discussed an
Off-Site Comparative Alternative to provide decisionmakers with a comparative analysis of the
potential environmental consequences from the Project and the Benton County Washington Windplant
#1. That altemnative used available environmental data and did not include the detailed level of analysis
conducted on the Proposed Action because the site was determined by the lead agencies to be
unavailable and not a reasonable altemnative to the Proposed Action.

11. The Draft EIS identified that about 38 hectares (95 acres) of vegetation would be disturbed during
construction with about 19 hectares (48 acres) permanently occupied by Project features. The
acreage estimate included a 100-foot disturbance corridor along turbine strings. Additional impacts
to raptors, including disturbance to foraging and breeding behavior, were identified in Section 2.5.4
of'the Draft EIS. Secondary losses or impacts were not quantified based on a loss of acreage, but -
rather as additional risk factors that would be present as a result of construction and operation of the
Project. :

No state or federal wildlife agencies have suggested that displacement of raptors from the site is an
appropriate mitigation strategy. No such proposal was considered in this EIS.

12. Section 2.3.3 of'the Draft EIS (last paragraph) addresses this impact. Mitigation measures listed in
Section 2.3.4 of the Draft EIS are intended to mitigate the risk of contamination. These mitigation
measures are also included in the Preferred Altemative.

13. Although detailed floristic surveys of the area on the steep, south facing slopes were not conducted,
field studies did include a walkover of the area 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 KENETECH Washington Windplant #1 project would occur and
include additional loss and fragmentation of habitat.

14. Plant inventories at the Project site were conducted from April through July 1994 using techniques
described in Appendix B (Botanical Resources Technical Report for the Conservation and
Renewable Energy System, Columbia Wind Farm #1 EIS) of the Draft EIS. Survey periods were
determined based on consultation with plant ecologists from the Washmgton Natural Heritage
Program and other vegetation specialists.

Comment is noted regarding plant responses to drought years. The number and kind of plants
growing in a community is a dynamic process and may change from year to year based on many
biotic and abiotic factors. During low rainfall years, perennial plant species generally emerge above
ground, but they may not flower. Annual species may respond to drought years by persisting as
dormant seeds in the soil or germinating and producing smaller plant specimens. Although
conducting surveys in another year may generate a slightly different species list, the vegetation
surveys conducted were considered adequate to determine the vegetation communities on the Project
site, and the occurrence of special-status plant species as reported in Appendix B to the Draft EIS.
Many annuals did germinate and flower during the survey period indicating that the environmental

‘Comments and Responses ~ Final Environmental Impact Statement
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conditions were not generally limiting for annuals. For those perennials which were not flowering
during the survey period, identification was made through vegetative characteristics when flowers.
were not present. '

,

15. See response to comment no. 13.

- 16. The Draft EIS discusses the tendency for soil disruption and habitat fragmentation to lead to a greater
potential for invasive weeds (see Section 2.2.3.1, pages 2-15 and 2-16 and Section 3.3.3, page 3-6).
Measures to control invasive weeds have been added to the Preferred Altemnative described in Part 1
of this document. , - : ’

.17. Impacts to oak woodlands were identified in Section 2.2.3.1 of the Draft EIS. Oak woodlands were a
significant factor considered during the lead agencies' development of the Preferred Alternative. The
Preferred Altemative, as described in Part 1 of this document, includes measures to reduce impacts to
oak habitat and also includes on-site or off-site enhancement/preservation to replace lost habitat value
for oak.

18. As identified in Section 2.6.4.1 of the Draft EIS, the Proposed Action would impact western gray
squirrel habitat.  Up to approximately 0.3 hectare (0.8 acre) of the total of 2.4 hectares (6 acres) of oak,
oak-pine, and scattered oak and oak-pine would be impacted. The mitigation measures for gray squirrel
presented in Section 2.6.5 of the Draft EIS were defined based upon discussions with WDFW. The

" cumulative impacts (including increased human activity) to wildlife resources (including the westemn
gray squirrel) was defined in Section 3.3.4 of the Draft EIS. See also response no. 17(b) to the May 22,
1995 letter from WDFW. -

19. The primary reference used was Ingles (1965), which addresses all mammals of the Pacific Sfates,vnot
Just coastal species. It is a standard and accepted reference. o

20. Section 1.3.2.1 of the Draft EIS describes the Rattlesnake Mountain site. See also General Response
No. 2.

21. The program reférred to was conducted by the Northwest Power Planning Council with BPA funding.
Any siting standards included were developed by public interest groups and are not BPA policy.

/
{
\
'

22. See General Responses No. 3 and 9. BPA has a stated objective, not a policy, to restore and enhance
environmental quality and avoid or minimize possible adverse environmental effects. Mitigation
options have been included to help achieve this objective. Furthermore, the Project is consistent with
BPA's Resource Programs EIS and subsequent Record of Decision that identified development of -
renewable energy resources as a strategy to reduce adverse environmental impacts to air and water.

23. See General Responses no. 10 and no. 11.

24. See General Response No. 4. See Sections S.1 and S.2 of this document for a description of BPA’s
purpose and need for this Proposed Action. Please refer to BPA's Resource Programs EIS,
incorporated by reference into this Draft EIS, for further discussion of the adverse environmental
impacts of other generating resources.
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COLUM.BI‘A_

March 20, 1995 o , e C

Jan Beyea, Chief Scientist
National Audubon Society
700 Broadway

New York, NY 10003

Dear Jan:
The construction of hydropower dams on the Columbia River system without regard to the

consequences to the anadromous fish runs has been a costly but valuable lesson for us in the
Northwest. The minimal expense of building fish ladders was not considered important then, and

~ now the runs are extinct or on the edge of extlnctlon There is no mitigation possible for the

extinction of these salmon runs.

Wind power companies now propose to harvest the wind along the Columbia River with machines
that kill birds. We know of tour proponents that control about 15,000 acres on which about 1,000
wind machines would be placed. Considering the amount of land involved it is likely that the plan
is to add many more machines to those aiready proposed. 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 aﬂ the way to Walla Walla, a distance of approximately 140 miles. if this is

allowed to occur without pause, thorough discussion, and a search for real solutions, inciuding
technncal solutions, to the wind power-avian problem, the birds local to the area and msgratmg
through may go the way of the salmon.

The location of the proposed Kenetech/C A.R.E.S. wind farms along the Columbia Hills
overlooking the Columbia River is an area crucial to birds. The Columbsia 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
Day 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 just a few milesto the east. These lower elevation side

PO Boey 212, [.nnxl River, \\rc::‘nn 97031
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canyons and pass add a nonh-éouth migratory crossfoads to an alréagy. significant avian area. No ,

cumulative impact is beingcorsideredior all the wind farms now being- prbposed here.

Itis distressing - but‘not surprising - to us that the €.1.S. authofs 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‘sité. (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 us of his extensive avian concerns with the -
proposed Kenetech/C.A.R.E.S. wind farms. Mr. Anderson informed us that the project site, ata
minimum, involves a bald eagie communal roost site, a golden eagle nest site, two goiden eaglé
territorial ranges, a peregrine faloon territorial range, a prairie faloon nest site, and probably
- provides r]abitat for 18 raptor species, including owls. v '

Since Kenetech turned down the neardy Seven Mile Hill site in Oregon (now proposed for a wind
farm by Zond) due to avian concems. | asked Mr. Anderson to compare the avian significance of
the Kenetech/C.A.R.E.S. Columbia Hills site withthe Seven Mile Hill site. His response was that
these two sites have equal avian significance. |then asked him if we ought to agree to or oppose
an initial test of 150 wind power machines on each of the Kenetech and C.A.R.E.S. sites to gather
data on avian problems. Mr. Anderson replied that this was a very important avian site and that it
would not be appropriate to construct wind power machines here. Mr. Anderson also told us that
even though the proponents, the agencies and regulators will probably dehy it - these wind farms
have the potential to significantly impact avian species in the region.

Another concern Mr. Anderson expressed to us regarded hidden habitat loss that goes beyond
what will be admitted. He says these wind machines will be moved from place to pface in search of
the best Spec.:iﬁc wind sites, resulting in a lot more roads and concrete foundation pads than are
expected. These concrete pads attract ground squirr els (who burrow under them) to the area,

- which would probably draw even more raptors than now use the'site. It was also pointed out that
wind pbwer companies have poor records for their handling 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

Kenetech/C.A.R.E.S. project: (1) Avian data was collected prior to an agreéd upon research plan. é a

(2) A single year study would not reflect variable bird use of the area from year to year. (Annual
variations of bird popula,tions over several years is demonstrated in our Christmas Bird Count
records for 1986-1994 in nearby Hood River, Oregon.) (3) A gap in the winter data (November-
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~January: during the most common waterfowl use of the Coiumbia Hills). (4) Avian studies occurred

simultaneously with the writing of the E.L.S. (5) The extremely brief time period between the’
completion' of the avian studies and the E.I.S., leaving very tittle or no time to analyze the data and
incorporate it into the E.I.S. (See Anderson's letter of 2/6/94 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
"areal alternative.” 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 n the wind project area.” We suspect that they are considering poison but have
not yetdeveloped a plan. We have requestedthat Mr. Woilff clarity this issue, and commit to no

poisoning, but 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 avian 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 problems. ' ' : _

Unfortunately, an incident has occurred (see enclosed news clipping of 3/2/95) that may be
related to wind farms: a bald eagle has been shot on or very near the Kenetecth.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 these proposed wind farms. They inclUde your
decision to drop National Audubon's request for a moratorium on wind power until the avian
concerns are addressed and resolved. We believe it is wise to allow each chapter to make their
own decision on issues. However, we believe that the wind power-avian issué is of such -
magnitude, and the problem so obvious, that National 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 ydu proposed on wind power sent a clear message. and it brought the prbblem to
center stage where it'needs to be. The public was being 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

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

- 1o a manageable level. Our political representatives had to think twice before allowing tax

deferment incentives to build machines that kil birds. 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. ‘ ‘

bd




 We are left with the test; "Is the site in an important bird area? If itis, oppose the wind farm, but if it
_is not, allow the construction of a maximum of 150 machines.” Of course the wind farm company

~ willclaim it is not an important bird area, and they will produce an £.1.S. that will verity this,

regardless of how significant the site actually is. Even if a'oompany-prooeeds slowly and builds 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. ‘

If we do not focus on a technical solution to the wind power-avian problem we are left with two
faliback optionsf 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 dp, how do we
get the wind companies to locate there? If mitigation is necessary, this suggests to us that the
proper site has not yet been found. Considering the intense raptor use of the proposed

Kenetech/C.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 thatis pseudo-en\}ironmentalists
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 concems, they do support the Kenetech Columbia Hills wind farm proposal that is -

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

even appeared in a Kenetech promotional video. The inconsistency of their position, and the
appérent close relationship existing between them and Kenetech causes us to doubt their
credibility. These people are attempting to undemine the importance of this area for birds and
they are actively seeking the support of northwest evironmental groups for wind power. They -
have gone with Kenetech to Audubon's state office in Olympia. We have asked Washington
State Director Jim Pissot for support and direction on this issue, but he has directed us to you.

We know these individuals have been talking with you. We hope you will listen closest to us, the

local Audubon Chapter involved in this issue.

For all these reasons, CGAS urges you to reconsider your decision to drop National's moratorium
on wind power. Wind powercan 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 <':>ur position has ‘

been and wil continue to be advanced 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 3/2/95). We request that you contact the Director of Washington
Department of Fish and Wildlite and ask him to provide strong support-to his regional non-game
biologist's prelirhinary avian asgsment of the impacts of these proposals.

Due to the magnitude of the wind power proposals we are facing'. and the avian signjficance of the |:3
area, Columbia Gorge Audubon has decided to oppose all wind farms in the area until the wind

power companies design and build wind machines that do notlkill significant numbersof birds or

deny them 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.|.S., Technical Report

- on Avian Use , and Botanical Resources Fiekd Survey for your review. The comment deadline has

been extended to April 17, 1995.

Most Sincerely,

David Thies, President

Columbia Gorge Audubon Society

Enclosures: WDFW letter of 11/29/93, WDFW letter of 2/6/34, CGAS Christmas Bird Count
record, The Enterprise news clipping of 3/2/95, Kenetech Joint NEPA/SEPA Draft EIS,
C.A.R.ES. Joint NEPA/SEPA Draft E.I.S.. Kenetech/C.A.R.E.S. Avian Use Technical Repont,
Botanical Resources Field Survey. ’

cc: Washington 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 Wildiife Service; Yakama Indian Nation; Kurt Dreyer, Klickitat County Pla'nner;
Kathy Fisher, Bonneville Power Administration; Portland Area Office, U.S. Department of interior,
Fish and Wildlife Service; Oregon Depariment of Fish and Wildlife; David P. Anderson,
Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife; Bob Turner, Director, Washington Department of
Fish and Wildife; the news media. o



Response to March 20, 1995 Letter from the Columbia Gorge
Audubon Society to Jan Beyea, National Audubon Society

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 May 22,.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 andsurrounding area and Section 2.5.4
describes environmental consequences. See responses to the May 22, 1995 WDFW comment letter.
See also General Response No. 11.

5. ‘Moving and removing turbines does occur in wind farms. However, techniques used today to measure
wind characteristics are more refined than in the past. The Applicant has conducted extensive wind
surveys on the site and adjusted the proposed turbine locations to increase energy outputand to
minimize the need to relocate operable turbines.. In the event that specific turbines are relocated,
appropriate restoration activities, as specified in the Decommissioning Plan, would be required at the
original installation site within a reasonable time period.

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 May 22, 1995 WDFW comment no. 5). ‘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 variatio’ns 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. Berkhamsted, 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).

- 6¢. A supplemental winter avian survey was conducted during December, 1994 because of WDFW
concerns about poor visibility and the scarcity of data collected durmg the previous year’s winter

survey.
Comments and Responses Fmal Environmental Impact Statement
' A ‘ , ' Columbia Wind Farm #1
3-34 - ‘ ' ; - September 1995
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6d/e.Avian studies and drafting the avian section of the Draft EIS did occur somewhat simultaneously

consistent with WAC 197-11-402 (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. See response no. 14 to the May 1, 1995 letter from Central Cascades Alliance.

8. Concerns regarding the shooting of the bald eagle are noted. Itis unclear whether the assertion is
being made that someone associated with the Project is responsible for the shooting. However, there
is no evidence to suggest that the Project and the shooting are in any way connected.

.9. This comment applies to National Audubon Society's policies regarding wind energy development.
The EIS did not conclude that the potential avian impacts warranted a moratorium on wind power
development until the avian concerns are resolved. '

" 10. See General Response No. 11. For the record, BPA and thkltat County have produced the EIS, not
the wind farm company.

11. Comments noted. Numerous factors are considered to determine proper siting of a wind farm. The
factors usually include an adequate wind resource, site availability, environmental characteristics,
land use designation, proximity to electrical transmission, and available infrastructure. However,
appropriate mitigation always should be considered to reduce or compensate for potential adverse
environmental impacts. Also see General Response No. 11 regardmg 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.

Final Environmental Impact Statement Comments and Responses

Columbia Wind Farm #1 ' '

September 1995 ' - 3-35






- March 30, 1995

Bill Weiler
Habitat Biologist, Region 3
WDFW

Delivered Via FAX: (509) 5752474 .
Re:  Columbia Hills Windpower Development
Dear Bill: |

[t 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 Windfarm Site. This exclusionary meeting raises serious questions about the
intent and casts a long shadow over the integrity of the participants. ’

You indicated that Jay Letto, former president of CGAS, organized this meeting. As you know,
Mr. Letto, 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 Letto’s basic tenants. CGAS
waited for notification of the meeting. -Our Oregon Conservation Chair, Jill Barker, who has been
working on the windpower issue, made numerous calls to Letto, inquiring about the meeting date.
Letto kept moving the meeting date ahead, but assured Barker that %GAS would be notified.

As you may know, CGAS recently invited David Anderson, WDFW non-game biologist, to 3
address our board, regarding his preliminary assessment of the potential impacts of the Columbia —]
Hills proposals on wildlife, particularly avian species. Mr. Anderson inforrned 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 expressed concem over aspects surrounding
the EIS 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 as l
damaging to Letto's heretofore stated position: that the Columbia Hills and its immediate environs ’
~ are not important bird areas. Furthermore, CGAS concludes that 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 eff ort was made by the organizer to exclude other
environmental interests, particularly CGAS (the group that had questioned Letto’s assumptions)
was nothing more than an attempt to head off the potential damage of Anderson’s preliminary
conclusions. In a subsequent conversation between CGAS and Anderson (who alsowasin |
attendance at the on-site meeting). Anderson expressed surprise that other environmental interests
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Bill Weiler
March 30, 1995
Page 2

were not represented, especially the bird group. ,f_\_udubo We all know the inestimable

importance of the wildlife agencies® Findings of Facls and Conclusions for lhe project proponents
and thenr 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
_ be inconsistent with inderson prehmmary conclusion alread) expressed to CGAS, it raises the

question: Is new information about the site’s importance 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 l_etto, dated February 28, 1995,
where you used strong words cntnc;zmg the DEIS, including the proclamation that “this project is
on a fast track--much too fast.’ ') Regrettably, we now must ask, has your a parent change of heart
come about as a result of Kennetech’s project interest through Mr. Letto? Aren’t you amember
of the group, Central Cascades Alliance (CCA). spearhcaded by Letto? Do you not work for
WDFW? At the on-site mecting, were you representing CCA, WDFW, or both? It is interesting

- that your prediction for WDFW's position, your present position, and Letto’s position on this
~ issue have become one and the same.

Y ou qualified. or rather apologlzed for your present position by saying, "It can’t be stopped.” It.
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 professionals and

subsequent data suggests significant problems from the development, the proposals will probably

- self-destruct. Did biologists fail to speak out during the process of siting dams along the Columbia
River. even though thcy knew the dams, and their silence, would probably lead to the cxtmctlon
of one of the world’s great anadromous fisheries?

This position of a “foot in the door” for Kennetech is both noncnedlble and a potential death knell
for the Columbia Hills natural resources. The only meanmgful data that will be collected by
allowing an initial phase will be dead birds. This data is already available in copious quantities
from research at windpower facilities in Califomia and clsewhere. 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 site, quickly and clearly made the
connection between initial investment and project completion. The only credible approach to this
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
significance of the site; and then. determine if wildlife resources and windpower farms, of any

dimension, are companble Migration data is virtually non-existent and can only be collected over
“a significant length of time. ‘

While there is still time for objectivity, | would draw your attention to the documented natural
resources that are draped across the Columbm Hills Iandsmoc At a minimuni the site involves:

2
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--four-five Washington State Priority Habitats, including the most eastern extension 5

of OQak/Pine Woodland.
--siX-ten ' Washington State Priority Species




Bill Weiler
March 30, 1995 .
Page 3

--state threatened western gray squirrel

--state and federal threatened bald eagle ,

--state and federal threatened peregrine falcon

--remnant, rare, hxgh quality, native vegetative communities

The aggregate biological si gmﬁcance of the Columbia Hills is tremendous. Considering the areas
juxtaposition with the Columbia River,it is probably unique in the Northwest. The cumulative and

_synergistic negative effects of such a pervasive human !ootprmt on the landscape could be

devastating.

This is a beautiful and 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 btologlst for WDFW or member of C CAtobea
professional and not succumb to the pressuree of industry and its pawns.

Sincerel

Dennis A. White
367 Oakridge Road

- White Salmon, WA 98672

(509) 493-3891

cc:  USFWS ‘
Bob Tumer, Director, WDFW
Dave Mudd, WDFW
David Anderson, WDFW .
Carl Dugger, WDFW
National Audubon Society
Dave Theis, President, CGAS



Response to March 30, 1995 Letter from the Columbia Gorge
Audubon Society to Blll Weiler

Note: Although this Ietter 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. 11 regarding important bird areas and responses to the

May 22, 1995 WDFW letter.

2. The lead agencies and their consultants are not aware of any such statement being made by WDFW.
Although as an expert agency the WDFW was requested to and did provide input to the avian studies
and study plan, they can not grant a “green light” for either of the Columbia Hills wind energy -
proposals. Klickitat County has the final authority to approve the permit application. Also see the-
WDFW May 22, 1995 comment letter.

3. Comments noted. Klickitat County and BPA are unaware of any such meetings or conversations that

- took place between the identified parties. The meetings and conversations were conducted separate
from and outside of this environmental review process.

4. Comments noted. See General Response Nos. 2, 10, and 11.

This information was collected and presented in Sections 2.2.3,2.5.3, and 2.6.3 of the Draft EIS.
6. Comments noted. Also see General Response No. 11. '
Comments and Responses : Final Environmental Impact Statement
Columbia Wind Farm #1
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April 10, 199%

Kathy Flsher

-~ ECN3, Bonnev1lle Power Admlanrratlon'

905 NE 11lth Avenue,

‘Portland. Or. 97232
: Comments of the. EIS.on the Kennetech and Cares Proposal

. Dear Kathy Flsher

ThlS letter will convey my continuing concerne regarding the

-proposed 'Wind Farms on the Columbia Hills. I will restrict my
- comments to the area from Highway: 97, east to the Oak Flat Kkoad.

That is the area that I am completely familiar with., and it rs the

area in which I live and will have my livability 1mpacted First
and foremost. this communication is notice to the BPA and the two

companies that .if my home and livability is affected by pursuine .
the Wlnd Farms_prOJect I WILL use the legal process for redress

Concerns
#1 N01se

The cumulatlve effect ‘of 481 w1nd mllls will have a- 1mpact at my

- residence. (receiver site #7) I don't . thlnk,the people at -the two

wind. companieS'giVe a damn about what the noise” levels will be.

They can postulate .and dazzle with ‘'all the . projections and
assumptions- they’ want, but ‘the bottom line is that they do not
know. Noise will be determined by air. den51ty, wind direction; and
what is -making the noise. There are studies, that have ‘documented

j’the detrimental effect of steady dronlna noise to human health.

 #2 ' Interference with Publlc and Prlvate Radlo ‘Microwave, ‘and.

Telev151on Transm1551on

The studles all,say‘that the Microwave and other»transmissions'
would be weakened and distorted if the wind towers are in the path .

of the transmissions. Yet neither wind company gives a solution the

"problem. Law Enforcement, Fire, Television, and Radio are broadcast

on a 360 degree radius. Most are located on Juniper Point. That is
exactly where the 91 . Cares Wind turbines are proposed to be

‘installed. THEY WILL EFFECT THE TRANSMISSIONS. If you.  need an
example drlve under a power llne with your local radio statlon on.

#3 Aesthetlcs

The Columbla Hllls have formed the: southern vista of Klickitat .
County for eons. Added to the Simcoe Mountains to the north, the
views.-and livability of the county are its primary asset.. Now comes

_two companies, operating on federal grants to develop alternative

energy sources, whiph by the -way stands to make them a great deal .



of mcney wants to change that for. dood There is no driving 1orce'

Qther than money. to build these w1nd turblnes Tn—the ScCheme 6f

power generataon these wind turbines are minuscule. I have seen -
‘Callfornla with 1ts .wind turbines. It_looks terrible: this county .’
will look terrible. The depicted photos of .the site areas w1th the.

“turbines are laughable, the predomlnant sight ‘will be. just llketﬁ'

’Callfornla Rows of wind turbines w1ll be the onliy v1ew

#4 Av1an'

ThJs 1s the most serious issue on a realonal -and natlonai ~Cele

. First, I want .to point out. what I consider is 'a FLAWED Avian
study. I -had an opportunity during the study _period to,check,and
observe the - people doing the Avian study. These -« people were

contacted and observed parked alona Hoctor Rd. and SR #14 looking.
- .at birds through field glasses. "The observations were sporadic.

WHAT IS IMPORTANT, IS THAT NOT ONCE DID I EVER ‘SEE OR OBSERVE A
MONITOR ON THE RIDGE. I spend a lot of .time on ‘the ridge between
. S8R97.and Oak Flat Road. Not once was a monitor seen. In the study,
a monitor admits that he missed a Bluebird migration in March. Not

only did he miss -the' Bluebird migration flights but also missed the

fall mlgratlon of ‘Cedar Waxw1ngs that stop for short perlods

I take ‘'serious.issue w1th the statement that . only two sights of;
Peregrine Falcons were observed. I can: understand.why The monitors
" were rarely on the ridge. I have had many. 51ght1nas of Peregrines

on the ridge, alonc with both types of eagles, and many other types
of birds. I resent the comments -that the nesting pair of Peregrines

_are'12 miles to ‘the east and pose only a minor problem. The nesting -

“pair or their progeny-have been: in Rock Creek for twenty years..

'Supp051ng that they are: successful in raising youna, where do you.
thihk those Young peregrlnes have  a twenty five percent chance of

f901ng°

The 901nt I m trYlng to make 1s that a Av1an study has to be in the
proposed site, not sitting in a car with binoculars looking at a

ridge line two to. three miles away. The Junlper ‘Point area is a .

_1mportant rest stop for migrating birds. The study failed to
identify 'the Cedar Waxwings fall migration. As' an example, on March
6. 1995, I walked the ridge between Fenton Lane and Miller Road. I

saw the spring Bluebird migration. I saw hundreds, along ‘with l;ke'
amount of robins and varied thrush. I observed a Peregrine Falcon -
due south of the Bigby Road ‘on the rldgellne, several Red tailed-

hawks., Turkev Vultures. and two Bald Eagles, and several Swainsons
hawks, and many other type birds in that 4 - 5 hour walk. Each
season has its different- presence of species. It is my opinion that
the projected mortality on birds will be -much greater in the
Juniper Point area than the wind companies are projectina. I read
a comment in this EIS that the loss of a Peregrlne Falcon to a wind
'turblne would be acceptable. Acceptable to who?

. In conclusion, I would urge the policy makers not to rush to

.
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iudgement in»this matter. There is not a dire nsed to 1molemen t
these wind farms. The. major motivation is money for the compan1eo

and a select few of land owners. I suggest that a ”omprehen51ve'
Avian study be conducted, documenting the observation sites and
time and.dates involved. Extensive testing must be conducted on

electronic communications -interference. Indications by the two"

companies that the  cumulative eftect of noise’ may ¢exceed the’

~allowable limits is passed off with no solution. Finally. vou must

weilgh the benefits for the pountY against the negatives. Tnere'iS'”

'verv little beneflt to the Lountv as a whole.

S

Jdmes C. Gleason ' . .

90—«\»3 @eAm

-Sheriff, WSP, Retired
409 Hoctor Road -

" Goldendale, Wa. 98620



R LNl S . . . N . -

. . . ) . . . . ~—t ’ . . . ~

~

) .
I
. Y : .
. . .
N \
- . R N
.~ - 7’
. \
R . \
.
. .
. .
«
. .
. . - ~ i
. .
R .
.
’ - N ‘
, .
4 : ! .
. . - : :
. .
- - N



Response to.April 10, 1995 Letter From James C. Gleason

1. CARES is proposing to operate 91 AWT-26 wind turbines on the Project site. Noise levels
generated by operation of the proposed Project would be approximately 37 A-weighted decibels
(dBA) at Receptor 7. Cumulative noise levels generated by both the CARES and Washington
Windplant #1 (KENETECH) projects would be approximately 41 dBA at Receptor 7. As discussed.
in Section 2.9.2 of the Draft EIS, existing background noise levels in the surrounding Project area are
estimated to be between 40 and 50 dBA. As was concluded in the Draft EIS, it is unlikely that either
Project would cause a significant noise impact at Receptor 7 because estimated noise levels would
not exceed existing 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 turbines 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). CARES is proposing a downwind turbine
configuration, which as described above, can increase the potential for low-frequency noise.

'However, advances in turbine and tower design have proven effective in minimizing the potential for
this impact to occur. Also, the Applicant has added turbulence generators to the tops of the towers
that would minimize aerodynamic low frequency noise.

2. See Section 2.12.4 of the Draft EIS, as modified by Part 2 of this document; for mitigation measures to
avoid impacts to communication signals. Avoidance of impacts will require careful siting of individual
turbines during final design. »

3. Asdescribed in Part S.2.1 of this document, the primary need for this Proposed Action is for BPA to
accomplish the research and development necessary for the acquisition of energy resources that will
contribute to diversification fo the long term power supply prospects in the region. Also, the two wind
projects proposed for Columbia Hills are significantly smaller than those that exist in California (see
General Response No. 13) and the visual impacts would be much less than those at the California wind
resource areas. ‘ . ‘

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. 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 imphcts 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
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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.

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 not be particularly at risk of collision
with wind turbines if the Project is developed because of their distance from the site. Section 2.5.6 of
the Draft EIS identified that the Project is not expected to significantly affect the viability of the
Columbia Gorge Management Unit peregrine falcon population because the current estimate of seven
breeding pairs exceeds the management goal of three breeding pairs. )

6. See the response to comment no. 4. Section 2.5.3 of the Draﬁ 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.

7. Comments noted. See also General Response No. 1.
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930 Sunnyside Blvd.
Everett, WA 98205
April 15,1995
’Mr. Curt Dreyer, Klickitat ‘County Plenning Department
228 West Main
"'Goldendale, WA 98620
Deer‘Mr. Dreyer:

4

Thisfs leter of condltional snpport for the CARES and Kenetech windfarm
proposals.

I am a former Boeing engineer and farmer, and a member of the Snohomish PUD
CitizensAdvisory Committee on power sources, keenly interested i finding
alternatives to the proﬁleratlon of natural gas-fired power plants. Although solar
and geothermal technologies are rapidly evolving, nefther compares in cost with
present and still developlng windmills.

I attended the draft EIS hearing, and believe that the projects wtll have tmpacts,
some of which must be mitizated as much as possible, Steps should be taken to
mitigate avian impacts upon raptors. Road construction and other impacts upon 1

. solls and plants should be minimized, and attention paid to prevent spread of noxious

weeds. Noise will not be a problem, with the possible exception of limited local
areas. I heard no comments on esthetics of the windfarms or possible interference

" with microwave transmissions. Having driven past and flown over the large

windfari_ns in the Tehachapi and Palm Springs aress, I believe that there will be few
significant problems of any nature.

The windfarm projects shonld therefore be approved, subject to the followlng
conditions: .

1. Avian impacts should be minimized, taking advantsge of the extens!ve

research already under way by Kenetech and others, including the work at the 2a \
University of Pittsburgh referred to by one of the speakers at the hearing on 2n

ultrasound or RF curtain to prevent bird intrusion, and the use of self-supporting , 2b
(non-guyed) towers. Construction should be phased so as to install the windmtlls 2c

"approaching the oak and white pine treelines last. Bird flight habits should be

monitored during project construction. Kenetech has found the avian problem to be 2 d
hlghly slte-specmc, with a no-kili experience at a site in Minnesota




_Construction roads should be pl..nned 50 tar as possible to coincide
‘with the eventnal servlce roads needed, to avold sensitive areas and to minimize
wind erosion and transport of noxions weed seeds. Upon completion of the projects,
the maintenance roads should be closed to the public, although at least one publlc
viewing !ookout and lnterpretauvecenter should be. provided.

: 3.  Asinstsllation of the turblna approaches treelines, impact upon deer,
- squirrels and other wildlife should be monitored. In an extreme (and unexpected)
situation, it mizht be that windmills should not be sited as close to the treeunu as
presently shown in the plans. .

. 4. Noise of operating windmills shoul be monitored in at least three or
four of the stations shown In the CARES Draft EIS; both to establish any
requirement for acoustic treatment of the towers and nacelles of windmills nearest
present or possible future residences, and for use in planning future windfarms.

8. The pro}ecfs should not be scaled back. As‘they are p!anhed, they are

hardiy more than demonstration projects. In the case of the Snohomish PUD, the 1/3

participation in the Kenetech project now being considered amounts to oniy about 1
1/2 per centof our average load demand. :

The projects should be permitted. No better alternative has been proposed.

H
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Responses to April 15, 1995 Letter from Joe Heineck

2a.

2b.

2c.

2d.

Comment noted. Mitigation measures to address noxious weeds are included in Section 3.4 of the
draft EIS. Section 2.2.4 identifies mitigation measures to minimize the impact of road construction.
In addition, Part 2 of this document add a mitigation measure to Section 2.2.4 to more fully address

'the control of noxious weeds.

See the response no. 12 to WDFW May 22, 1995 letter. Some approaches, such as the use of
ultrasound to prevent bird intrusion, have not yet been sufficiently tested for widespread appliCation.

Comment noted. See General Response No. 12.

-~

Comment noted. The Proposed Project would potentially impact only 0.2 hectares (0.4 acres) of oak
woodlands.

Avian monitoring was identified as a potential mitigation strategy in Section 2.5.5 of the Draft EIS and
is also included in the Preferred Alternative described in Part 1 of this document. Section 2.5.4 of the
Draft EIS supports the statement that the avian problem is highly site specific. :

3a. See respbnse No. 1.

3b. The Section 2.7.5 of the Draft EIS identifies a mitigation measure to provide signs directing sightseers
along 1-84, SR-14, and US-97 to existing publlc facilities that provide safe viewing areas of the Project
snte

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 1 of this document,
includes on-site and off-site enhancement/preservatlon to compensate for loss of habitat value for oak
woodland on or near the Project site.

5. The comment regarding monitoring noise emissions from three or four stations (receptors) shown in the
Columbia Wind Farm #1 Draft EIS is noted.
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| TO: . Kathy Fisher, ECN3

i FROﬂS ‘.'Lynn Herring, Conservat1on Commlttee

DATE:. ~  #April 17, 1995 4 o
. Committee, to express our overall concerns about proposed 91ndpouer facility
‘While we wish to address the currenfly proposed Kenetech/CARES wind farm site

After. all, the cumulatlve impacts of- Hasﬁxngton Windplant &1 aﬁd over 400 winc

part of a larger scenario for proposed wind pouer\development in the Gorge.

: roost site, a golden eagle nest site, two golden eagle ‘territorial ranges, a

'signi ficant numbers of birds and/or their habitats, technically the killing of

Bonnevxlle Power Admzhxstratlon
905 i1th Avenue
: Portland, OR 97232

Portland Audubon.Society
5151 NW Cornell Road’
_ Portland, OR 97210

SUFJECTs ‘ Proposed Hlndnouer Facxlxty Sitzngs in the Columbia Gorge
and speci fically the proposed Washington Hlndplant &1
in the Columbxa Hills, leckatat County, Washington

I am urxtxng on behalf of the Portland Audubon Society, Conservation

sitings in the Columbia River Gorge and related impacts upon wildlife. The
Gorge is an important migratory corridor for avian fauna and: home to many
unique wildlife and plant species. The Gorge is most definitely an important
bird area. :

along the Columbia Hills southeast ¢f Goidendale, we call for a full,
cumulative effects analysis to address all proposed wind farms in the Gorge.

tursines on nearly 14,000 acres in just the Kenetech/CARES pro;ect is only

The winc power indusiry has not yet proven that its turbines do not destroy
signi ficant numbers of birds and/or their habitats. Since the Columbia Gorge
is an important bird area, we must oppose all wind farms in the area, until
the industry designs turbines that do not kill birds or take their habitat.

Accordlngly, we ospose the proposed Washington thdplant # ; in the.Columb1a
Hills, Klickitat County, Hashxngton. The site features a bald eagle communal

peregrine falcon territorial range, a prairie falcon nest site and habxtat for
some 18 raptor specxes.

Comgliange with Federal Laws:

Wind farms should not be permitted to violate Federal laws, including the
Endangered Species Act, Migratory Bird Treaty Act, and Bald and Golden Eagle
Protection Act by k1111ng Federally protected bxrds, such as eagles and -
peregr1ne falcons.

While the industry has not yet proven that its turbines do ‘not destroy
even one pratected creature should not be permitted by a wind power

corporation when an individual found guilty of killing a Federally or state
listed species can most certainly be fined and/or otherwise prosecutec.




Need for siting criteria and data §t§ngg ds: ’ 7 '<(: /

We would like to reiterate the position taken by the. Oregon Audubon chapters
in November 1994: “The DOregon Audubon Council recognizes that windpower, a
potentially desirable source of renewable energy, can have detrimental effects

on wildlife. We support development of siting criteria and data standards to ‘,‘5_
- ensure protection of ecological values prior to developnent of u1ndpouer

fac111t1es.

It is 1nperat1ve to fully assess both res1dent and m1gratory avian population 77.

patterns over the:course of several years rather than relying on a one-year

study, uh1ch may not reflect variable bird use.

In closxng, we' call your attention to the concerns expressed by the National
Audubon Society in opposition to this project. The National Audubon Society
supports a moratorium in the development of wind plants in important bird
areas until design 1mprovements can be made to significantly lessen bird
mortality.

-Thahk‘you'for'fhe obporfunity td.comment en this most important issue.

(




Response to Comment Letter Dated Apl‘ll 17, 199S from the
Portland Audubon Society

1. See General Response No. 11.

2. SeeGeneral Response No. 2.

3. Avian mortality is a potential consequence ofthe Proposed Action, as described in Section 2.5.4 of |
the Draft EIS. Mitigation measures have been identified to minimize |mpacts to avian and wildlife

" resources.

4.  The Portland Audubon Society's opposition is expressed regarding another proposal, the KENETECH
Washington Wmdplant #1.

5. See General Response No.9.
6. Comments noted. See General Responses/No. 2and4.

7. See General Response No. 10,
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CRE Y

P.6. Buk 213
Lyie. WA 98635
_ April 5, 1995

Kainy Fisher .

P:ojecl Leader

Department of Energy
Sonneville Power Administration
P.0. Box 3621

Portiand, OR 92208 3621

Dear Ms, Fisher:

, /Subjecl Kenetem & CARES Druft EisS for Proposed Columma Wind Farm

”‘ l

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed windpower
orojects for a site east of Goldendale My name is Bill Weiler, and | tive
n tyle, .!lasmngton, 29 miles west of the project sites. By profession, |
am a wiidlite bioiogist anad | have been on the windpower sites courresy
1 Dana Peck.

You must understand that due o the numerous problems associaled
with both prejects, you've put a number of windpower supporters like -
myself on the defensive. | had hoped to come tonight and embrace the
windpower plans, because nest to solar energy, there is no more
enuironmenteally-compatible energy producer. Unfortunately, mucn
work needs to be done in order to win me back over to your side.

i. The biggest biological argument against the projects is that only
year of wildlife surveys were performed There is absolutely no way
that the Draft EIS author, Kenetech, or CARES can make the
assumptions, predictions or management decisions that you do based
on oniy one year of surveys. Whydid the companies only conduct |
year of surpeys? Why aren‘t these surveys being repeated this year?
heneraliy, researchers are looking for at least 3 _ 5 years before trends
In 3 specie’s popuiation status con be ascertained with any accuracy.



Wilidpdwer Projects
April 5, 1995
- Page Two

2. The mitigation measures ror wildlife impacts are woefully
inadequate, particulariy for the western gray squirrel. More on tms
loter.

3. My opinion is that through the windpower projects, as currentiy

- proposed, BPA is violating one of its major responsibltities: "Restoring
and enhancing environmental quality and avoiding or minimizing
possible adverse environmental effects.” (Page $-2).

4. One gets the distinct feeling that the Draft £1S documents are simply
.an advertisement for the projects rather than an ob jective biological
and economic assessment. The NEPA process is not served bg poorly
written enmronmental impact statements.

9. Meng plcces in the Kenetech EIS document boast that without the
project, the site will continue to deteriorate because of grazing. Yet, -
- grazing will still be allowed to continue and the spread of noxious
weeds will only be enhanced by ground disturbance and new roads.

6. Speakingof roads (Page 1| - 12), [ 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 uemcular traffics impacts to

o pddlife.

7. White oak (Page 2-231 The Kenetech project will remove 22 acres of
Oregon white oak. This is unacceptable. The wind turbines should not
be strung through oak woodlands. Turbine strings N, ¥. and Z shouid be
mouved to avoid white oak stands. At the very minimum, Klickitat
County and BPA should insist on the purchase of additiona! oak
woodfands and donate the acreage to Nature Conservancy, Central
Cascade Alliance or UWashingten Nepartment of Fish & Witdlife. In
aadition, at (east 22 acres of oak woodiand should be plantea on the
sie, :




Windpower Projects
Rpril 5, 1995
Page Three

8. Western gray squirrel mitigation (Page 2 -39). { ask for 2 years of
western gray surveys before the first bulldozer shows up. There are
apparentiy dozens of active western gray squirrel nests on the
Kenetech project site. The western gray squirrel is a state-threatened

species which will soon be petitioned as a federally threatened species.

You may have a dogfight on your hands if the project impacts the
western gray squirrel in any way.

The Kenetech Draft EIS mentions s(aging 400 feet awag for any nest
site from May to September. This is not adequate. Western gray
squirrels nest twice yearly, from late December to September.

Additionally, | recommend retaining at least a 60% canopy in the stand

around each nest site, as Dr. Susan Foster of the Oregon Fish & Wildlife

~ Commission recommends, not just 50% canopy.

One of many unjustified assumptions in the Draft EIS Involves grey
squirrel impacts. Page 2 - 41: “The project would reduce habitat for
western gray squirrel to a relatively minor extent." There is no
stientific basis to this statement. Gray squirrels only havea s - 16
acre home range, and the project is eliminating at leas! 22 acres of oak
woodlands, in addition to noise factors, and other disturbance during
the nesting season. In addition, western gray squirrels are highly
susceptibte to mortality by motorized vehicles. Again, road closures
would serve to mitigate for this species. .

9. Other sensitive habitats: (Page 2 - 40) The Kenetech project proudiy
siates there wili be no development in talus, cliffs, or rock outcrop
areas. This is not adequate. Buffers are needed and BPA/Klickitat
County should require buffers as recommended by the wasmngton :
Bepartment of Fish & llllldlfe

16. Amphibians/Reptiles. | don't recollect readlng angthlng on these
uuld!!fe specnes

1. Long-billed Curiew: fPage 2 - 45) Two curiews were seen on the
sile. There was another poor stalement, "Project sile receives only
occasional use.” .We don't know if this >ighting represented a nesting

10
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Windpower Projects
Rpril 4, 1995
Page Four

pair. | know of at least one hreeding curlew pair utilizing the nearby
£entermlle area.

.'l 2. Western bluebird: This species is nesting in the oaks on the project |
site. 1 think approsimately 115 bluebirds were counted. lllhat happens‘

after 22 acres of oaks are remoued?

13. tmpacts to raptors: Nowhere in the Kennetech EIS was therea
seripus reference to the California Energy Commissions's March 1992

report tilled, "Wind Turbine Effects on Avian Activity, Habitat Use, and

Mortality in Allamont Pass and Solano County Wind Resource Areas,
1989 - 1991.” |

This is one of the few research efforts td document mortalitg'on
raptors. |.quote from the executive summary, “Our estimate of the

number of raptors killed by windfarm-related in juries within the entire

fAltamont Pass WRA varied 403 in the first year of the study to 164
during the second year. Of these raptor deaths, we conservatively
estimated that 39 golden eagles were kllled each year."

Yeton Page 2 - 53 of the Kennetech EIS, itis estimated that only "6 -
20 raptors could die.” Based on the California report, Kenetech's guess
of predicted raptor mortalitg seems much too low.

On Page 2 - 53, the only reference to potentlal golden eagle impacts by
the turbines is, "Golden eagle mortality expected.”

14. One recommended mitigation measure is that no turbines will be
~ploced within 1 mile of any raptor nest. ’

15. fipparentiy a bald eagle roost area has been located on the
¥Kenetech site. | urge that no turbines be placed in-the vicinity of this
rpost areAa, ' :
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Windpower Projects
April S, 1995
Page Five

16. Peregrine falcons: Another queslionable and certainly insensitive
statement from the EI$S reads on (Page 2-54), “ If one of these

peregrines were to strike a turbine, it would be unlikely lo affect the
iability of the population of the Columbia Gorge Management Unit." -

We are talking about a federally listed species with only seven
confirmed pairs of peregrines in the entire Columbia River Gorge area.

1?7. On page 2 - 93 the EIS admits that only one year study has been

~ conducted on wildlife inventory. | cannot overemphasize the need for

continual research.
18'. in conclusion, my recommendations are as follows:

1. Close all roads leading into the project area.

2. Leave intact the 22 acres of Oregon white oak. If so, you might be
able to prevent impacts on western gray squirrels and western
bluebirds. '

3. No road construction or turbine constructlon within 1/4 mile of
known western gray squirrel nests during the January 1 - September
nesting period.

4. Eliminate any turbines within one mile of any raptor nest.

5. Buffer sensitive habitats such as talus slopes, riparian area, cliffs,

etc. In other words, do not allow any roads or turbines in sensitive

‘area buffers.

6. Conunue wildlife inuentories in 1995 before and after placement of
turbines.
7. Protec! bald eagle roost area.

If these recommendations are followed, | could support the
development of a prototype wind farm on the west side of Juniper
Point. Two years of monitoring for avian mortality would be part of the
agreement with consultation with both the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service
and Washington Department of Fish & Wildlife would occur frequently.

The Draft EiS is mistaken in its most basis assumption, wrongly stating
that the Columbia Hills is not a prime areas or rapters and not an
important migration route. It appears.that the Columbia Hills area is as

22
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* rich in wiidlife as the aborted Rattiesnake Hills area in Benton County,

Windpower Projects
April S, 1995
Page Six

Washington, yet until we have more data, the significance of Klickitat
County site won't be fully known. | hope Kenetech and CARES will

immediately begin their 1995 Inventory and will continue to monitor the

sites once wind generation occurs.

Though .bo'th these projects are on a fast track for approval, hopéfullg
Kenetech, CARES, and BPA are aware, that in addition to the federal

Endangered Species Act, that adherence to the Migratory Bird Treaty Act

is also required. Both wind power pro jects may be challenged if the
proponents do not do everything within your “power" to protect '
migratory bird species. =

. Sincerely, |

el Wdpd.

Wiltiam dJ. Weiler .

BN
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Response to April 5, 1995 Comment Letter from Willia’m’Weiler |

1. See General Response No. 10.

2. Becausethe WDFW has not established formal guidelinés for the western gray squirrel, these measures
were based on WDFW recommendations from their designated contact for this project (Carl Dugger-
see the responses no. 5 and 17(b) to May 22, 1995 WDFW letter).

3. See General Response No. 3.

"4, Comment noted. The Draft EIS was prepared by the lead agencies and third party consultants to meet

the environmental review requirements of NEPA and SEPA and are not Project advertisements.
Klickitat County and BPA have produced an ob_|ect1ve analysns of the significant issues that ensures an
informed decisionmaking process.

5. Measures to reduce the potential for noxious weeds created by the Proposed Action are provided in _
Section 2.2.4 of the Draft EIS as modified by Part 2 of this document. Part 2 of this document modifies
the "No Action" discussions in the Draft EIS to state that impacts from continued grazing would also
occur under the Proposed Action and the No Action Alternative.

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 no. 17(a) to the .
May 22, 1995 WDFW letter. Part 1 of this document mcludes mitigation that would reduce impacts to
oak habitat and mitigate losses that do occur.

8. Alloak 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 2.6.4.1 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 respohse to comment no. 2.

10. Comment noted. See the responses no 5 and 17(b) to the May 22, 1995 WDFW letter.

11. Because, under the Proposed Action, less than 0.4 hectare (1 acre) of oak haBitat that would be lost and
because several hundred areas of suitable habitat is present in the Columbia Hills area, the loss is not

considered significant in terms of the existing conditions.

12. See the responses no. S and 17(b) to May 22, 1995 WDFW letter. Also see Part 1 of this document, and
- ‘modifications to mitigation for impacts to western gray squirrel described in Part 2 of this document.

13. Your recommendation to close roads to minimize road kill of western gray squirrel is noted. The
Proposed Action would involve providing locked gates at access roads to the site. The Apphcant has no
authority to restrict landowner access or use.
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14.
15.

16.

17.

18.

- 19.

20.

21.

22.

23.
24.

25.

26.

27.

This comment applies to Kenetech’s Washington Windplant #1, not this Proposéd Action.
Amphibians and reptiles are discussed in Section 2.6 of the Draft EIS.

The two observations of long-billed curlews were made on the overall primary study area at different
times of the year. Based on the amount of time spent in the vicinity of the Project site over the course
of a year (85 person-days), this number of sightings is very low. As identified on page 2-37 of the Draft
EIS, no long-billed curlews were observed on the Project site.

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 2 of this document modifies Section 2.6.4.1 of the Draft
EIS to clanfy this point.

This reference was cited as Orloff and Flannery (1992), rather than California Energy Commission
(1992). The document was a major source of mformatlon for both the Avian Technical Reportand the
Draft EIS.

Discussions of impacts to golden eagle are presented in Sectlons 5.3.2 and 5.4.2 of the Avian Technical
Report. :

The recommendation for 1-mile buﬂ'ers is noted. See response no. 17(c) to May 22,1995 WDFW
letter. .

The Proposed Action is approximately 11 km (7 miles) west of the bald eagle roost area.

The closest observation of Peregrine Falcons was approximately 19.3 km (12 mi.) east of the Project
site.- The EIS found that the Proposed Action is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of the
Peregrine Falcon in the Columbia River Gorge. BPA is still waiting for concurrence from the USFWS
on thls finding. :

See General Response No. 10.

Recommendations regarding mitigation measures are noted and were responded to in earlier comments.

Comment noted. Avian mortality monitoring is included asa mitigation option in Part 1 of this
document. - Additional avian monitoring may be required by the USFWS final Biological Opinion.

See General Respénse No. 11.

See General Response No. 9 and Section 2.5.2 of the Draft EIS.
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- NORTHWEST ENVIRONMENTAL ADVO CATES "
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. Lo e, - .. April 28,1995

~ Kathy Fisher " - A L } : .
———— . Bonneville Power Administration o
C““b"’v""m‘ - PO Béx 3621 ECN3 = T

RiverWaTCH

© 1335W. lndAve.OJOZ: _ Portland OR 97208 3621

Portland, OR mm

: S ‘Dear Ms Fisher: A - :
. The undersigned individuals and organi:zatipns would like to submit the -
R ”-followmg comments regardmg the proposed wind energy projects at Columbla
. ) ,Hllls in thlatat County, Washmgton (Washmgton Wmdplant #1 and the

'Columbra Windfarm #1)

i

i

i

i

l g - These pro_|ects are an rmportant first step toward meetlng the ‘

Northwest’s, and the nat:lon s, energy. needs with clean, renewable sources of , .
l . power We are greatly concemned by the rush in the Northwest toward meetmg
its energy needs by burping natural gas. Of cour;e as envrronmental )

l NN orgamzatrons, we believe burning fossil fuels can only exacérbate the global
T warmmg problems, and will result in srgmficant emissions xnto the atmosphere

1 " . " In faot. a 240 aMW gas-ﬁred combustion turbme will create emissions over its

l . o life equivalent to putting 200 000 new cars on the streeL ) :

i

i

i

i

i

i

i

/
BN

The NorthweSt needs to dxversrfy its sources of energy While gas
pnces are at an all-time low, we do not expect those prices to stay at current 2
' levels. ‘A company developing: natural gas, projects will not srgn a fixed, 30-
year fuel contract at today’s prices, but wind pro_lects will. In addition, wind .
projects are not subJect to dramauc swmgs in fuel pnces, nor do they pollute B

We are aware these prOJects and all human-made projects, may have f ,
o some impacts.. One of those unpacts may be_on birds in the area. KENETECH 3
<~ Windpower has undertaken an unprecedented program to reduce the risk to

302 Haseltine Bldg 133 S W 2nd Ave Portland OR 97204-3526 (503) 295- 0490 FAX 295-663‘4
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We belxevc we camwork w1th KENETECH and CARES to assure these v
. propcts will not have a negauve irapact on bu'ds or other plant and w1ldlxte o
. populations. We also believe that KENETECH and CARES will work with the L -
Yakxma Indian Nauon to address cultural rcsource issues. Wmd pt‘OJects help ’
che enwronmeht: gencrate mhable. 1ow-cost power ‘and provxde s1gmﬁcant
f econormc devclopmcnt to thc local commumty |

—
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We urge BPA and Klickita_lt,County to proceed with these projects.-

J. Rachel .'Shimsh'ak, l{cm@ablg N'or‘thw_est‘ Project - o L

Denis Hayes

T !

. ., \
. [ . .. P
- N . . \ cT X N

- Ralph Cavaﬁagh., Néti;x;LRéso_ux;cés Defénse Council /.
KC Gél&é;; N_dr.th'.\'iv'c‘st1 éanchation Act C(')a-.litiOI{
Jané 'H\otchki’ss; Tl'\:e. '(fqn;;‘c;va;it).n. Law Fo'undat'ion~

- Patti Lox':ve,‘.' .dréchhqﬁsc;Actiidn |

Alan Zgiérika, Thc Solar Ehéfgy Association ‘of ‘Ol;egpn“ .

ps




Responses to April 28, 1995 Comment Letter from Northwest
Environmental Advocates

1. Comment noted. See General Response No. 4.

2. Comment noted. Section S.2.1 of the Draft EIS concurs with the need to diversify energy resources
available in the Northwest.

3. Sections 2.4 (Cultural and Historical Resources) and 2.5 (Avian Resources) identify‘potential impocts
and mitigation measures to those resources. '

4. Comment noted.

Final Envnronmental Impact Statement . Comments and Responses
Columbia Wind Farm #1 . '
September 1995 : 343
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NORTHWEST ENVIRONMENTAL ADVOCA’IES e

May 1, 1995 8 o . s
© Curt Dreyer - ' - S
.Klickitat County Planmng Dopamnent
- 228 West Main St., Room 150 - o ) :
lempiersitencts  Goldendalc, WA 98620 ’ . } - - e
bl SR : L
o oL Kathy Fisher - . :
Bonneville Power Admmlstratwn
PO BOX 12999 :

Portland, OR 97212

Decar Mr. Dreyer & Ms. Fisher: "
‘We are writing this fettet in response to the Draft Environmental lmpact Suwment for
the Washirfgton Windplant # 1 and the Columbia Windplant # 1. K is imperative that
these actlons which will enable the Northwest to address regional barriers to cost o
effective wind development and gain hands on expericnce with the operation and ’
integration of commerclal wind farms proceed in a timely fashion. The ability of
- wind energy o provlde a reliable, economical and envlronmcnlally acceptable »
" resource for the region as well as the imporiance of assuring consistency with BPA's
' ~ statutory recponssbtlmoc under the Notthwest Power Au undcrsoorc thc need for
thcse projects to move forward, : :

The lack of a sultable wmd encrgy demonstration project in the reglon will delay
lmplemenmnon of BPA's and the Coyncll's renewable energy deveIOpmcnt objectives -
and could prompt the inctcased development of othec much less eavjcormentally 2
compatible tesources such es natural gas, which wilt fill the region's airshed with

- sulphur dloxide, nitrogen oxides, volatile organic compounds, greenhouse gases and
particulate matter. o

We gleo believe that the comments below ‘will lmprove the pchcts overal!
cnvl:onmema! pecformance; R

: compate the environmontal impacts of olher energy produclng alternatives such
' . a3 natural gas combustion turbine. Tlie assessment should contain comparisons 3
- ~of gir pollution impacts including CO2 eftects and water quallty and quamlty
Jmpacts, especlally as they cffect fich;

“account for differences in this project with other wind projects whea estlmalmg
cumulative reptor mortality. For instance, the use of wbular tower designand L-\-
diffcring turbine and rotor design. We believe that when credit is taken for.

302 Haselrlnc Bldg w1338, W.2nd Ave Portland OR 97204 3526 (503) 295.- 0490 FAX 295- 6634
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these differences the estimated ﬁnpactdmild be fac below the "1.7 to 5.8 birds per
100 wrbines;” , ' :

" develop ‘ot choQso the ptcfct;ed alternative that min(mlm the impact oa white oak 5
and associated habitat; | S

b_cuef Identify wostern grey squircel habltat in the project area and if necessary outline G
was to minimize those jmpacts; L

develop 8 long term monioring program for raptor and other bird impacts and 71
jdentify possible mliigation programs; and

devclop strategies to discourage unnecessary vehicular use of the project area. L

1n delermining cumulative jmpacts through this 1S, focusing solcly on the KENETECH snd - q
CARES projects Is the proper scope. When future projects ar¢ proposed the time may be -
tipe for much large focus on the cumulative impacts of wind power in Columbia River

Qorge.
Thank you for the oppostunity o comment on this project and we jook forward to reviewing
the Final EIS. - :

 Sincorely,

Napfy Holbrodk, Washington State Director

‘Gfcen Power Project
for

Brad McCarzell ,
Assoclate Director Rivers Councll of Washington

RhysRoth
Dicector Atompstiore Alliance

Pattl Lowe
Greenhouse Action




Responses to May 1, 1995 Comment Letter from Northwest
Environmental Advocates "

1. Comment noted. Section S.6 of the Draft EIS discusses the benefits and dnsadvantages of delaying
implementation of the Project. See also General Response No. 4.

2.’ Comment noted. This comment is consistent with Section 1.4, No Action Altemative, of the Draft EIS.

4

3. .See General Response No. 4 and Figure 1.3 of the Draft EIS.

4. These Project features are part of the design as discussed in Section 1.2 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 pattems 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.

5. Comments noted. Measures to reduce loss of oak habitat and mitigate any losses that do occur are
included in the Preferred Alternative (see Part 1 of this document). - ‘

6. The Draft EIS assumed all oak and oak/pine woodlands to be occupied by wesférn gray squirrels.
Measures to mitigate potential impacts to western gray squirrels are identified in Section 2.6.5 of the
Draft EIS and are included in the Preferred Alternative described in Part 1 of this document.

7. Support for a monitoring program is noted. Monitoring was identified-as a potential mitigation measure '

in Section 2.5.5 of the Draft EIS and is included in the Preferred Alternative described in Part 1 of this
document.

8. The preparatnon of a site access plan is identified as a potential mitigation measure in Section 2 2.4 of
the Draft EIS. The Applicant also proposes to limit public access to.the. Pro_|ect site by installing Iocked
gates :

9. Comment noted. See General Response No. 2.

Comments and Responses : Fmal Environmental Impact Statement
" ' Columbia Wind Farm #1
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Response to Comment Letter Dated March 22,1995 from Porteous
Mines

1. Comments noted. Due to BPA’s increasingly noncompetitive market position, BPA is currently
reviewing all of its generation resource portfolio, including the Columbia Wind Farm #1, to ensure
that these projects are cost effective and necessary. This review does not indicate a lack of
commitment to renewable resources. '

Final Environmental Iinphct Statement Comments and Responses
Columbia Wind Farm #1 : : , |
September 1995 ' . . 345
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‘Response to Comment Letter Dated April 15, 1995 from Ray Thayer

Comment noted.

Conducting a detailed assessment of the Hoctor Road roadway condition prior to and after Project
construction is included as a mitigation measure in Section 2.11.5 of the Draft EIS. Such an
assessment would allow allocation of appropriate maintenance costs to the Applicant. This
mitigation is also included as part of the Preferred Alternative in Part | of this document.

Comment noted. Part | of this document includes such a restriction as a mitigation measure in the

_ Preferred Alternative.

Figure 2.8.1 of the Draft EIS 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.

Section'2.7.5 of the Draft EIS identifies mitigation, in the form of providing signs to direct sightseers
to public areas where the Project could be viewed,. It should be noted that, unlike the MOD-2
turbines, the turbines for this Project would be visible from a number of public viewing areas along
the Columbia River (i.e., the Stonehenge/Maryhill area). In'contrast the MOD-2 turbines could only
be viewed by driving along Hoctor Road. :

" Comments and Responses Final Environmental Impact Statement

3-46

Columbia Wind Farm #1
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COLUMBIA NINDFARM § 1 DEIS

-

.1 feel ‘the follow1ng items need to be addressed before a

conditional use permit is issued.

1. The 91 Turbines Model AWT- 26 are using a high guyed
tubular tower. One of the mitigation measures that the
Kenetech project has is to use free standing towers. H1gh
guyed wires cause collisions and fatalities for birds in
flight. How can CARES/Flowind justify getting around this
mitigation measure (see pgs 3-10 to 3-11).

2. The steel operations/maintenance building (1600ft%)

will be used by up to 3 people at 40 hrs/week each. Uniform:

Building Code requires water closets and sinks (for washing
hands-personal hygiene). This implies flush toilets and
running water. How will a septic/drain field system affect
springs and wells in the area and how will they drill a well
that high up on the r1dge without affecting other

- wells/springs?

3. The land owned by me (Terry Jalker, Receptor 16 pg 2-89
& 90) can possibly experience noise from this wind turbine
project in excess of Noise Abatement ordinances. My land in
section 13 is platted for residential. This, the noise,

- will be brought on by turbine rows A, B, and C (33 turbines)

on the CARES/Flowind Project. The nearest turbines are only
150 ft away. This is unacceptable. Who will be legally

-responsible for noise problems experienced on my land?

KENETECH moved their turbines .5 mile away to minimize noise
problems. . The CARES/Flowind project should be required to
do this also. Cumulative noise impact is only one decibel
less than daytime 1imit for Class A land (which mine is - pg
2-88). It could be exceeded periodically depending on wind
direction and number of turbines in operation. Who will be
liable? Will turbines be removed? (without a court fight?).

4. CARES/Flowind project is to have both an 115 KV

overhead transmission line and a 24 KV overhead transmission
line a]ong the common fence between my property and Columbia
Aluminum's land (pg 2-30 to 2-31). These will be unsightly

~as my trees in that area are only about 35' tall. My land is

surrounded by turines to the west, south, and east and
powerlines to the north (Kenetechs) and south. Noise levels
will be exceeded during construction from heavy equipoment,
and erosion could occur due to new roads during
construction. I want neither the noise or dirt from erosion
coming down on to my land during construction. ' Is i¥
possible to run lines up near existing road on r1dge

top? (see figure 1.1). On erosion, see pg 2-6.

5. Swales 11 and 12 both come down through my property
(see fig 2.3.1). Water runs trough swale 11 (it comes from
near Turbine Row A) on my property from December to June
(depending on amount of precipitation). Some water also

5



comes down a shallow swale on the east side of my property
from near turbine row B (north end). These are not dry
swales as indicated in DEIS. I have pictures to prove it.
How will erosion, oil, fuel leaks, etc. during and after
construction affect th1s water on my property7 (see pg 2-19,
sect 2.3.3.1).

6. I have seen Red Tail Hawks, Horned Owls, Bald Eagles,

and Western Bluebirds flying near or on my land. Will the “3'
noise of the wind turbines cause these birds to leave. Will
fatalities among these birds occur because of the guy wires. '7

. and turbine blades.

7. The Western Gray Squirrel, Juniper Hairstreak

Butterflies, brown bats, Pacific tree frogs, long-toed
Salamanders and horned toads, have been found on or near my
land. How will these be affected by noise and water : 3
pollution on my property. I have personally seen all of

these over the last several years. The tree frogs and
salamanders were near the seasonal creek that runs through

my place. I've seen at least 6 different Western Gray

Squirrels in the trees in the spring.

8. Why do the photographs taken from different viewpoints Ca
not show turbine rows A, B, & C of the CARES/Flowind

project. Only part of the turbines are shown. The pictures

are deceiv1ng in that aspect. More accurate phots are

needed with all turbines shown to give a ture representation

(fig. 3.4, 3.96).

9. KENETECH proposes to run an overhead powerline up the

east side of Columbia Hills Estates,, (in sect 12) and
interesecting with the overhead powerlines connecting the \()
east and western portions . of their project in Sect. 13 just

north of my property. I propose that no new permanent roads

be cut to install this 1ine from the substation near Hoctor

Road up to the East/West connection. Upgrade and use

existing roads to maintain these overhead lines. This would
involve the road up through Young and LaFevers property and

the road up to the lines crossing Columbia Hills Estates.

Another option is to use the public utilities easement up \\
through Columbia Hills Estates (60' wide total along road) j
to the East/West overhead powerline. No new roads need to

be cut. . :

10. Turbine oil and probably cleaning solvents are to be

stored on site (pg 2-73). Will a containment be used to |2.
store the oil and solvents in case a drum or storage tank

leaks? What will prevent it from going into the soil, or

floor drains in maintenance building? Where will

maintenance building floor drains dump to? Not in the

~ground - it s illegal. '

11, Damaged or unusable parts can be stored on site :
(pg2-75). Will this become a junk yard by the maintenance ‘<5
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building. Who will monitor these impacts to the site near
the maintenance building? Easier to monitor if maintenance
building is on Hoctor Road. Gdrbage and trash pickup - who
will collect from the maintenance building if it is up on
the ridge?.

12. On page 2-84 a goal is to preserve the county's clean
air and minimize noise and odors. In the discussion column,
it reads "“the closest turbine string would be within several
hundred feet from the nearest area platted for residential
use". This is not true entirely as the northernmost
turbines in string B as shown on Fig 1.1 will be within 250"
of my property, and noise levels will be exceeded in that
area if certain conditions exist. This is unacceptable.

13. If a fire occurs (possibly cause by welding or.
vehicles) during'construction,and spreads .to adjacent
property owner's lands, who will pay for the lost timber,
habitat, etc? Who will pay to reforest? for Erosion
repair? Can vehicle exhaust systems cause grass/brush fires
during the dry season (July to Oct)?

~14. Will a security bond be required so that the companies

just don't walk away when the turbines wear out and are too
expensive to replace or if the projects don't make it
financially. Who will foot the restoration bill including
removing all concrete pads?

15. Are more turbines going to be allowed than what is
currently planned? = Will it become an eyesore 1ike
Tehachapi and Altamont passes in Califormia?

16. How will the general public be kept from trying to get
closer views of the turbines by driving up private roads in
the area? How many landowners are going to appreciate
people walking through their fields, leaving cattle gates
open and littering their land to get close to the wind
turbines - it happens? How is the county going to help
those landowners right near the turb1nes if we have problems
with the public?

1 strongly recommend the following before approval of a
~conditional use permit for the turbine projects:

1. Use existing roads for access as much as possible,
especially as far as powerline access across Columbia Hills
Estates. Don't cut new r@ads across swales. Upgrades -
such as graded gravel are required.

2. More bird studies may be requ1red 1994 was a very dry

year. How are bird popu]at1ons in wetter years?

3. Pages 2-9 to 2-13 show special status plants on the
CARES/Flowind project site. No studies have been done in
overhead powerline access areas concerning plants - need to
be done.
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4. Do not allow guyed wires on any towers-to avoid bird 23
col11s1ons :

5. Do not approve a condit1ona1 use perm1t until noise '
problems are solved with property owners within 300ft of the 214_
projects boundaries. Mitigation measure - require all

turbines to be kept % mile from residentially platted

property lines. a

6. Do not allow CARES/Flowind to run overhead powerlines :LE:
. through new areas. Require them to be ran along existing
roads. : ‘

closing Commentsv

As the nearest res1dent1a1]y platted property owner to all 3
turbine rows A,B, & C on the CARES/Flowind project, I have
many concerns as you can see. In October, I talked by phone
- with the individual who did the computer model of turbine
noise for the CARES/Flowind project. He. informed me that he
tries to take all things into account when he does the noise
model but. some things may be missed. He said the turbine
noise may be less, and it may be more. Wind direction,
swales, temperature inversions, trees, weather, etc. all
play a part. I asked if he had ever taken actual noise
level readings after a project has been built to see how
~accurate the computer model was and he said “NO" they had
not, but there had bgen no comp1a1nts so far.,  On Nov 10 &
11 and on Dec 29 & 30, 1994 and again on Mar 3, 1995, I was.
in Columbia Hills on my land and walked to the site of A & B
anemometer towers and the wind was blowing from the :
east/southeast. This means the noise from turbine rows B &
C on the CARES/Flowind project will be heard on my
property. This happens more often on that mountain than
most people believe (whenever there's High Pressure east of
the Cascades and low pressure west of the Cascades). It can
happen anytime of the year. Noise levels can be exceeded on
my property as pointed out in both Draft EIS's. Kenetech '
felt that if they kept their turbines % mile away. from my-
land, noise would be minimal. CARES/Flowind had told me
they can't move their turbines % mile away as it will R
eliminate 33 of their turbines or 1/3 of the project). They
had a chance to purchase land on the other side of the vally
for less than $15,000 in Sept 1994; I would have then .traded
my land for it and not been in the way of their project.
Flowind backed out. I enjoy my land and have plans to build
a summer residence there. I've applied for water rights but
there's a two year wait on approval. I've had my access
road graded and plan to have a perk test done soon. I've
bought house plans and have the paperwork in hand to apply
for a residential building permit. Therefore what it says
on page 3-16 in the cumulative impact area on noise is not




true. It still qualifies as a residentially platted
property and must be protected by the noise abatement
ordinances. The CARES/Flowind project has moved their
turbines closer to my property than originally anticipated
and added several more to the turbinerows. On March 24,
1995 my son and I conducted a simple noise test on our
land. I walked up to where the northern most turbine would
be in row B of the CARES/Flowind project - about 175' from
our fence line. I talked in a normal outside voice, and he
heard me each time. I clapped my hands and he clapped

back - we could hear each other plainly. The wind was
about 15mph from the west/northwest. The noise reception .
was great at ground level where some absorption would take
place., How-much louder it will be from a blade ‘turning on a
140ft tower. The wind was also blowing from the
west/southwest down the swales on my property. Noise would
carry quite a ways under these conditions. Legally, my A/
property is platted residential, and has been for many ' 21
years. I already have a building permit approved for a
storage building on it. I bring my boy scout troop up there
several times a year. Improvements have been made. I sleep
there approximately two weeks per year. It should be
considered residential for noise abatement (class A land).

In conclusion, I enjoy going there to watch the hawks,
eagles, and bluebirds. I love watching the western gray
squirrels in .the trees on my place. [ enjoy the quiet -

only the wind through the pines and oaks. My children love

catching the Pacific tree frogs, salamanders, horned toads,
and fence lizards we find there. We've watched brown bats
fly through our firelight at night. One question, how will "
all these be affected by noise and water pollution, and
erosion. I don't want to lose all this in the name of
progress when it's not needed. Please do not issue a
conditional use permit at this time for the CARES/Flowind
project. I really feel additional studies need to be done,
and other mitigation factors need to be considered. T will
do whatever is necessary to keep my property as unaffected
as it is now. It costs about one million dollars per
megawatt to install wind turbines. How much more expensive
it is if they have to be removed and the land restored to
stay under the legal noise levels according to abatement
ordinances. I strongly recommend the disapproval of a
permit for the CARES/F]owind project.

Tetty F-Lalhe

Terr Walker

501 S Zinser .
Kennewick, WA 99336
509-783-0605






Response to Undated Comment Letter from Terry Walker

1. To address concerns regarding guy wires, Part 1 of this document and General Response No. 12 include
a mitigation measure to mark guy wires in order to improve visibility and reduce the risk of collision.

2. The Klickitaf County building code would require the permanent maintenance/operations building to
have water closets and sinks. Since existing ground conditions would not adequately perk to allow for. -
installation of a septic system, a portable toilet would be placed on site. The waste would be removed
by pumper truck as needed. Potable water would be supplied by truck and stored onsite or supplied by
a small well. No significant adverse impacts would occur to the local hydrological resources from these
activities.

3. Noise from operation of the CARES project could exceed the night-time noise limitation criteria
(50 dBA) established under the Washington Administrative Code (Chapter 173-60 WAC) for parcels
in the Columbia Hills Estates, including Receptor 16, which were platted as residential lots and have
been used for residential and recreational purposes. Cumulative projected noise levels from both the
KENETECH and CARES projects could reach 59 dBA, or 1 dBA less than the 60-dBA day-time
standard. Compliance with noise limitation criteria established under Chapter 173-60 WAC is one of
the mitigation measures included in the Preferred Alternative discussed in Part 1 of this document. -
In particular, refer to Section 2.2.5.3 of this document. While Klickitat County does not currently
have in place a procedure for enforcing noise standards or responding to noise complaints, the
County, acting through the Prosecuting Attorney, has the authority to investigate noise complaints,
prosecute violations and/or issue enforcement orders under a conditional use permit and State ,
statutes. One of the mitigation measures described in Section 2.2.5.3 of this document would require
the Applicant to pay the cost of noise level evaluation if a reasonable complaint is filed with the
County.

4. Comment noted. The routing of powerlines and roads in common corridors to reduce the overall
amount of the site disturbance has been added as a mitigation measure to the Preferred Alternative
discussed in Part 1 of this document.

5. Section 2.3.4 of the Draft EIS describes mitigation measures available to minimize impacts to water

from Project construction and operation. The Applicant must also comply with the terms of the
Baseline General Permit for Stormwater Discharges Associated with Construction, described in Section

~2.1.2'of the Draft EIS. In addition, an Operation Monitoring Plan has been added as a mitigation
measure to the Preferred Alternative discussed in Part 1 of this document.

6. The relatlvely constant 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 nonses such
as blasting, and become accustomed to ambient noises.

7. Comment noted. Section 2.5.4 of the Draft EIS identified that the Proposed Action would cause an }
increased collision risk to Avian species present on the site. Mitigation options to reduce the level of
collision risk are discussed in Section 2.5.5 of the Draft EIS and in Part 1 of this document. See
General Response No. 12. '
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- 10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

See the response to comment no. 6. The evaluation in Section 2.3.3 of the Draft EIS concluded that no
significant change in water quality would be expected from the Proposed Action provided identified
mmgatlon is implemented. :

Figures 3.4, 3.5, and 3.6 of the Draft EIS are photo simulations that approximate how the Columbia ..
Wind Farm #1 and Washington Windplant #1 would look from certain viewpoints. Although all
turbine strings from the Proposed Actions were included in the simulations, the reproduction of the
black and white photographs may make it difficult to discern all of the turbmes Also, site topography
shields some turbines from view at the different viewpoints.

This comment applies to Kenetech’s Washington Windplant #1. Kenetech changed the proposed action

to relocate the substation to the west and eliminate the need to run a powerline north along the east side

of Columbia Hllls estates. Therefore no new road in that area would be required.
See response to comment no. 10.

See response to'comment no. 5. Mitigation measures regarding the storage of petroleum products,
preparation of a Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasures Plan and Hazardous Materials Plan have
been added tothe Preferred Alternative described in Part 1 of this document. Section 2.3.4 of the Draft
EIS discusses mitigation, including lubrication and maintenance of construction equipment in contained
areas and using liquid-absorbing booms, socks, pads, or loose absorbent materials in the event of minor-
spills of fuels, oils, lubricants, and other ﬂunds

The Preferred Alternative includes a mitigation measure requiring the Applicant to provide a facility-
free of debris and unused or broken down equipment. An Operations Monitoring Plan and a
Decommissioning Plan are additional measures incorporated into the preferred Alternative to address
these concerns. The Applicant will be responsible for ensuring the proper disposal of garbage and '
trash.

"The turbine nearest the Walker propefty line would be in turbine string A (see Figure 1.1 in Part 1 of

this document), approximately 250 feet south ‘See response no. 3 regardmg potential exceedances of
the noise limitation criteria. :

Generally speaking, the party causing a fire that results in property damage is liable to the property
owners for such damages.

The Preferred Alternative includes a Decemmissioning Plan to be approved prior to commercial
operation which addresses the underlying :ssues related to decommissioning and the potential for

- Project abandonment.

17.

This Project includes installation of approximately 91 wind turbines and does not propose any future
further developments. The KENETECH Washington Windplant #1 proposed an additional 345
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.
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18.

19.

20.
21.

22.

23.

24.
25.

26.

The Draft EIS addresses the potential for increased tourist traffic and the potential for unauthorized
entry onto Project lands in Sections 2.8.4 (p. 2-82). Mitigation, in the form of providing signs to direct
sightseers to public areas where the Project could be viewed, is described in Section 2.7.5. In addition,
the Proposed Action includes providing locked gates at access points onto the Project site. Section
2.12.3.1 (p. 2-107) identifies the potential need for increased police services that could be associated
with increased unauthorized entry. As mitigation, Section 2.12.4 identifies monitoring the site for
evidence of unauthorized use and providing additional security if warranted. .
If landowners have problems with unauthorized entry, vandalism, or other problems with the public,
they should contact the County sheriff. Section 2.12.3 (p. 2-107) of the Draft EIS discusses the
potential the Project may create for increzsed demand for law enforcement services. Also see response
to comment no. 18.

Comment noted. The Applicant proposes to upgrade existing roads, rather than cutting new roads, to
the extent feasible. Some new roads will be necessary to provide access to turbines.

See General Response No. 10. While bird use varies from year to yéar the general speclés composition,
habitat associations, and flight behaviors remain suﬁ' ciently stable to allow for reasonable predictions
of future use. :

Section 2.2.3, pages 2-15 and 2-16, of the Draft EIS discusses impacts to plant communities for the
offsite 115-kV transmission line. Additional surveys would be required once the location of the
transmission line corridor is finalized. See Section 2.2.1 of this document for discussion of measures
which would require that the final powerline route avoid or minimize impacts to sensitive plant
communities. :

Commentnoted. See General Response No. 12.

Specific mitigation measures to reduce noise levels at residential property lines will be determined as
part of the Klickitat County Conditional Use Permit approval process.

To the extent feasible and practicable, overhead powerlines will be located in coordination with the
appropriate wildlife agencies to avoid or minimize adverse environmental impacts.

Comments noted. Klickitat County recognizes that the Walker property has been platted for residential
use and has been used for recreational purposes. See response to comment no. 3.
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Response to Comment Letter from Terry Walker (Undated After
- Draft EIS Hearmg)

. 1. See General Responses No. 1 and 10.

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 Itis 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 in Section 2.6.5 (p. 2-
65) of the Draft EIS. Because the WDFW has not established formal guidelines for western gray
squirrel, these measures were based on WDFW recommendatlons through their designated contact
for this Project.

6. Noise levels associated with the proposed Columbia Wind Farm #1 were estimated using the
NOISECALC computer program. The program was developed by the New York State Department of
Public Service to assist with noise calculations for major power projects; primarily electric power plants
and gas compressor stations. The program is also used tQ calculate noise levels from other stationary
source projects including wind farms. The program calculates noise levels at receptors by reducing the
sound energy from each source over the distance between the source and the receptor. The analysis

“performed for the Draft EIS did not factor barrier effects caused by hills between some sources and
receptors or attenuation resulting from vegetation or other objects. In addition, the analysis of
cumulative impacts from both the CARES and KENETECH projects assumed placement of a
maximum of 481 turbines instead of the 365 turbines that are actually proposed. Thus, with these two
assumptions, the model provides a worst-case, conservatlve estimate (i.e., hlgher than expected) of
potential noise lmpacts -

7. Although no noise monitoring was performed as part of this project, model results do provide an
accurate representation of noise levels that would occur given the modeling scenario described
above. It is assumed that actual noise levels would be less than those described in the Draft EIS;
how much less is unknown. As discussed in the Draft EIS, the primary source of noise during
construction would be from operation of heavy equipment and support vehicles. Noise levels could
reach 93 dBA at 15 meters (50 feet) from individual construction sites. However, construction noise is
considered temporary and is exempt from regulation under Chapter 173-60 WAC. See response nos. 3
and 26 to the previous letter from Mr. Terry Walker.

8. See General Response No. 1.

9. Commentnoted. NEPA and SEPA require that comments be accepted from‘all interested persons and
does not limit comments to local residents. See General Response No. 4.

Comments and Responses ' Final Environmental Impact Statement
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10. Comments noted. The Preferred Alternative discussed in Part 1 of this document calls for completion
of a Decommissioning Plan prior to commercial operation of the Project to deal with the issue of

abandonment.
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" Dear Sirs

o A\\

William H. Link
10300 Hwy. 14
Goldendale, WA. 98620

~ Kathy Fisher - ECN3

Bonneville Power Administration
905 NE 11th Avenue .
Portland, Oregon 97232 ,

I spoke at the public comment hearing but had one additional thought after
thinking about speakers comments about noise. So, I thought I would restate my points I
made and include my concern about the noise. I am addressing both wind power projects.

- Noxious weed control is left kind of vague in the Impact Statement. I tvould 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. If thns pro ject is allowed it
must provide for habitat improvement here or somewhere else to replace those birds or
ideally provide for more replacements 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 I could see their plan, our road is listed but didn’t appear to be used. I expect that there -

will be no other than emergency use of the private loops road.

- I like the proposed idea that there be a 100 turbine limit imposed for a number 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 collection
on bird kills may be a problem as the coyotes do make their rounds every day here.

- - I don’t think the Cares windmill design should be allowed, it is plainly poorer

technology from a bird kill aspect.
- I think the Indians comments would have more credibility if thelr settlements
along the river dndn t have so much garbage heaped around.

Thank you for your time gathering all this together.

Ll Aot

L
N u,{

5



Responses" to Comment Letter (Undated) from William H. Lihk

1. Mitigation measures to address noxious weeds and to minimize the potential impacts from road
__construction are included in Section 2.2.4 of the Draft EIS. Part 2 of this document adds a
Reseeding/Restoration and Weed Management Plan as a mitigation measure to the Preferred
- Alternative in Section 2.2.4 ofthe Draft EIS to more fully address the control of noxious weeds.

2. The Preferred Alternative includes a mitigation measure which would require the replacément of lost
habitat value for oak and certain shrub-steppe habitats through enhancement and/or preservation.

“3. Comment noted.

4. The Appiicant is required to meet state noise standards. See response no. 3 to undated letter from Terry |
Walker. . ‘ -

5. The Applicant will only use roads where permission is granted from appropriate landowners.
6. Comment noted. See also General Response No. 10.
7. Commentnoted. See General Response No. 12.

8. Comment noted.
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: /- 1995 RECEIVED BY BPA .
. A.*MNISTRATORS .
RANDY HARDY | AFC-LOG #: ?‘j .05/2
BPA PRESIDENT ' RECEIPT DATE:
905 NE 11TH .
PORTLAND, OREGON ‘/’07 / i ?j '
. : DEAR SIR: App. ACtion: Katherine Fisher-ECN

cc: A-2, MG .+ E, Cindy Custer-CK
~ PLEASE RECONSIDER IMPLEMENTING THE COLUMBIA HILLS
WIND PROJECT IN WASH. ST. THE COSTS OF WINDPOWER WILL BE DOWN TO
.4 CENTS A KILOWATT BY THE YEAR 2000 MAMENG IT A CLEAN CHEAP
RENEWABLE ENERGY SOURCE. IT'S GREAT THAT WE HAVE CHEAP HYDRO-
-ELECTRIC POWER IN WASH. ST.BUT ITS GOOD TO HAVE OTHER OPTIONS AS
WELL.

| WINDPOWER WILL HELP THIS COUNTRY REDUCE ITS DEPENDENCEON |
FOREIGN OIL AND MAY PREVENT THIS COUNTRY FROM HAVING TO WAGE A
BLOODY WAR TO PROTECT ENERGY SOURCES WE DONT REALLY NEED. THE
COLUMBIA HILLS WINDPOWER PROJECT WILL CREATE JOBS AND HELP IN

THE PREVENTION OF AIR POLLUTION. STUDIES HAVE SHOWN THAT AIR

POLLUTI ON HAS CAUSED CERTAIN TYPES OF CANCER AND THIS NO DOUBT
INCREASES THE COST OF HEALTH CARE.

IT'S IMPORTANT THAT WE HAVE A STRONG DEFENSE BUT FOR ONCE I
WOULD LIKE TO SEE MY TAX DOLLARS INVESTED IN SOMETHING LIKE
WINDPOWER INSTEAD OF SOMETH[NG THAT BLOWS EVERYONE TO HELL.

i

| YOURS TRULY,
Wk 5. 7%/[ /

MARK S. HUGHES

411 N 9OTH ST #110

SEATTLE, WA. 98103-3700
AMERICAN SOLAR ENERGY SOCIETY
MEMBER.
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Responses to April 15, 1995 Comment Letter from Dennis P.

Vroman

1. Comment noted. Section 2.5 of the Draft EIS analyzed the potential impacts that could occur to
resident and migratory birds if the Proposed Action were developed. The lead agencies will consider
this information to make decisions that are based on an understanding of environmental

. consequences, and to take_actions‘that_protect, restore, and enhance the environment.

‘Responses to April 15,1995 Comment Letter from Fara Currim and

Glen Holmberg

1. Comment noted.

2. Potential environmental impacts and appropriate mitigation measures are analyzed in the Draft EIS
as amended by this document. The lead agencies will consider this information to make decisions
that are based on an understanding of environmental consequences, and to take actions that protect,
restore, and enhance the environment.

3. Comment noted. See Sections S.1 and S.2 of ihe Draft EIS for a deséription of BPA’s purpose and
need for the Proposed Action. See also General Response No. 4.

4. Comment noted.

i

Responses to April 19, 1995 Comment Letter from Mark S. Hughes

1. .Comment noted.
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Renewable

Northwest : ’ S . S ' . o May 1,1995

Project TN

ff,f,Kathy Frsher :
_Bonneville Power Admmrstrauon
PO, Box 3621 e
.Poftland OR 97208 3621

,RE. Columbra Hr]ls Wmd ij ects v_

1130 S\W Morrison S Genl el T e ‘ SEREEN .
Suite 330 ankyou'for%dietOppOrtUnity.'tdcornment‘on-ﬂxe' EIS for the CARES wind -

Portlund, OR 97205 fproJect. ‘The following sumimarizes and supplemerits my .verbal comments

made in Goldendale Washmgton at the- pubhc heanng on April 5, 1995. You

503223 4 Sﬁ .accordmgly These comments apply to the KENETECH as well as the CARES
r.pJ_e.ct.s-, SRS , .

' It is unportant, ﬁrst. 10 con81der the context wulun wluch the wxnd pro Jects

.. combustion_turbines, In the 160. miles. from Vancouyer, Washingt n to

Hérmiston, Oregon, thére 4re-at least 750 aMW of gas. turbines slated for:

: development with:a potenual of up to 1;450 aMW. There are enough gas

. -plants proposed around the region to 4dd several- thousand more megawatts

,.'.A'I‘he threat to our regron s a1r quahty is: srgnrﬁcant and real

currding Cosporisors S '

Northwest Conscrvation | -A:r ermssrons from bummg fossﬂ fuels to generate electncrty account for 71% .
PRI . “of all sulfur oxides emitted in the US;:35%, of all caition dioxide, 32% of-all

American Wind B ;mtrogen oxides, 18% of all methane, and almost 9% of all regulated- pamculate .

Energy Assodiation @

ot trotoration - matter (PM-10). . Unhtxes -dre major sources of acid | rain, pollunon-caused
conter tor B .};rllnesses, habitat destrucnon, smdg, and the emrssron of global warrnmg gases
Energy Eftice n()lmd B (See attaChed Summm) N
Renewable Technotogies SN . . . .
;.-‘_J ust the’ three gas plants planned for Vancouver, WA and Henmston and-
VN - Boardman, OR will emit annually over 3 million tons 6f COz, 31,500 toris of

Defense Counci

Citizens Utility Board

Northwest Environmental §

Advocates [ESCRUETTS Columbla River Gorge airshed: There can-be no doubt that this will

Oregon state [REEAYR:] negatrve 1mpact on habrtats and the ecosystem T -

Public interest 3 ) _ . .
Research Group ) - . S L : . o

Portland Energy 8
Conservation Inc. g

Proven Alternatives, inc. B
Sierra Club |8
Solar Energy .
Assodiation of Oreqaon 8 MY — E o ’ ‘ ' ;
KENETECH Windpower 1 Based on averages for Olhef plan(s,pmjectd%cnpuons. andEIA and EPA l'epOﬂS .
Nashington Environmental [ o e T o
Council

oot Wl

_ Renewable Northwest” Pro]ect ' .

“‘must operate. All around the region; utilities are rushing. to build. gas-fired’ et

: ,,methane, 450 tons of NO,, and over 600 tons of carbon monoxide.! All of thls _‘

.

|

. . . P . . ‘ .
. . . . .
- P g = . A : .
.. ) . AR . L s f



| ""?'-.commensurate with the; problem ‘The alternatives:to the wind pro jects all involve . -

e, : An.nually ovcr 290 mrlhon blrds are. kllled inthe US each year About 150 mlllton l~ '

L 'I'he Columbla Hrlls w1nd projects w0uld help av01d new fossﬂ-fuel generatlon. and - -
help mmgate the air- unpacts of purchased power and gas CTs. Based on average . . 3
.. figutes; and"at full prOJect potentral the CARES and KENETECH developments = -
' would displace anriual emission'of -over 330,000 tons. of CO, 2,730 tons of SOz. 1 300
' tons of NO,, and l 400 tons of methane from fossil fuel generatlon

g o The avian lcllls esumatcd in- the Columbl& Hllls BIS must b° vrewed In the per specuve g
 of the benefits of:the projects. ‘Avian mortality mitigation should be appropriate’and - 1 -

: “fossil fuel generation, which will' more than llkely riean much gneater and more .
wxdespread env1ronmental losses .

deaths result from colhsrons with man made ‘structures: (vehicles, tall structures. _
" “windows). - The effects of pollutron and poisons claim almost 4 million birds each year. | . = -

Over 500,000 are killed annually in open-oil:pits across thé US. The Valdez oil spill | = y
_lalled over 300, 000 blrds 2. A total of 350 bxrds were ktlled at the Altarnont wind _ -

L developments

.« This'i is: not to say that wmd generauon is not wrthout its impacts. All generation has B
- some impacts. However, thé EIS did not uncover any unsolvable problems with these - 5

o projécts. “Theé avian issues 1dent1ﬁed can be readily addressed through project design -

or modification. Ongolng monitoring will help inform’ future. projects, and provrde the. ... (

S :sc1ent1ﬁc evndence necessary to c0nfront speculatlon wlth fact.

e The wmd pro_)ects arc consrstent W1th the purpose of the 1980 Northwest Power Act.

It-has been fourteen years since the Act first stated that the Region's priority. -

= .. Tesources: would be energy efficiency and. reneWables. The Power Planning Councrl Q)

* called for the development of wind energy in thelr last Power Plan. These wind -
. projects-are the type of development that matches the Act S intent and fulﬁll the

L ,.__..Councﬂ's dtrecnves

: Movmg forward w1th these pl'O_]eCtS provxdes uuhty-level experience and bullds : :
. regional capabilities.’ These wind projects.are the first steps to fostering viable,- 7
commercial- and clean altemanves to fossil fuel generition. Without these wind - .

ptojects there will be no"current altemative to gas CTs; and once: burlt C’l‘s are hkely -
) ibe producmg for twenty years or mare. .

~Smce renewables use. lndlgenous resources, labor and suppltes much of the -

.investment remaifis in:the regtonal economy. In: ¢ontrast at least 60% of the cosr of a. 8
... gas; turbme flows out of the regron to purchase Canadlan natural gas :
‘Proceedmg with- these prolects w111 beneﬁt the environment. Delay would only hamper
_the development of - wmd energy and lose the wmdow of opportunity, we have now. q

2From Richard Curry of Kenetech Windpower and Don Aitken of The Union of Concemed Scientists.
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iPeter-West, .o
- :‘Senior Policy Analyst . - :
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' -./Thank you, again; for opportunity'to comment... | -

T e L S L. ; . . [

.




. \\\\\ l, ///, )

W

Renewable Northwest Project

'DRAFT

Renewabie , : _ , -
Northwest § . ‘ ' . . _
Project A Summary of 1991 US Electric Utility
A project of tre Northwest : Air EmiSS ionS from FOSS"'FUQ‘ Combustio n
Conservation Act Ceolition ’ .

10

Generating electricity using fossil fuels results in significant air potlution. US electric
.utilities are major sources of the worst air pollutants: carbon dioxide (CO), sulfur
oxides (SOy), nz:rogen oxides (NOy), methane, and particulate marter (PM-10). This
' report summarizes air.emissions produced by the electric utility industry (Utility) in the
US and the Western States. Due to the interconnected nature of electricity generation
and transmission in the western US,.this report includes the states of Arizona.
-California. Idaho, Montana, Nevada. Oregou. Utah, Washmgton and Wyoming.

{. Rachel Shimshak
Project Director |

1130 SW Morrison
Suite 330 1
Portland, OR 97205

Phane AUS ‘Emissions Tabie
503.223.4544 § Udlicy air
el _Table 1. at right, outlines 1991 US ty Us Electnc Utility Industry
ax § emlsswnsl which account for: Air Emissions, 1991
503.223.4554 : e 71.3% of total US sulfur d10x1de. or P‘ . r0°° &f_“e"'c - j‘;’ us
rant ited 1SS
14.3 million metric tons (MMT).2-3 i c:r::: Dioxide ?73’2’?200 = ms;;’;i/.
e 35.7% of total US carbon dioxide or Nitrous Oxide el 3.2%
Q® L7362 MMTof COpgas. Coal - [¥ami™Suen | i3 1%
_was responsible tor 86.0% of this.* Nitrogen': Oxides 5.788 328
32.6%.of the total NO, émissions, or [yoce " 30 0 1%
6 8 MMT.S PM-10 230 8.9%

e 18.0% of all methane emissions, or 4.9 . '

MMT. Coadl caused 76%.of these

\ : ( emissions; natural gas 24%.%
8.9% of particulate matter emitted. or 0.23 MMT.? '

Founding Cosponsors (RN

Northwest Conservation

gl  Western States Emissions?

American Wind
Energy Association

Table 2, below. summarizes the available 1991
‘Utility air emission data tfor 9 Western States

CE Exploration Tible 2 ] o ~
Center for Western Regmn Electric Utility | (WS). These emissions account for:
PLGEAGTCE) | [ncustry Air Ef!sswés'o}f:lr |+ 42.9% of the WS SOx total. ur 346.090
. ons | % ot s
Citizens Utility Board Pollutant Emitted Emissions _ metrnic ons (MT)
Carbon Dloxide | 179.700.000 19.6% : - ,
Natural Resources [ Sarta oxiaes 15090 12.9% * 35.1% of the WS total NOy emitted. or
B Sl [Nitrogen Oxides 529.330 35.1% 529,330 MT.?
i Carbon Monoxide 31.050 0.6%
Northwest Environments! B IvEti 2.944 os%| . Approximately 19.6% of the estimated
FM-10 27560 L8% 915.2 MMT CO- emitted!® in the WS,

QOregon State
Public Interest
Research Group

Portland Energy
Censervation inc.

Proven Alternatives, Inc. &

Sierra Club
Solar Energy

AScociation of Oregon |

KENETECH Windpower

ashington Environmental
Council

Snwen: Sas tAnmnme 4 @ 10 s (T

‘reliance on hydropower in the

or 179.7 MMT CO;“. A greater

Western states is why regxonal utilities, as a group, have relatively lower
emissions of most pollutants.
« Western udilities were comparatively minor sources of PM-10. CO, and VOCa.

.~
Qd i
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Why These Pollutants Matter

Documented human health impacts exist for carbon monoxide, mtrogcn OdeC
sulfur oxide, and-particulate matter. Each has serious respiratory and cardiovascular effects, and
are known or suspected’to be carcinogenic. In sufficient concentrations, any of these pollutants
can be fatal. These pollutants, and volatile organic compounds, are classmed by the US
Environmental Protection Agency. as. ‘Criteria pollutants’ 12

All these pollutants are particularly injurious to people with existing respiratory
and/or cardiovascular problems. Asthmatics, children. the elderly, and people with
chronic lung diseases (bronchits, emphysema) are also extraordinarily susceptible to health
effects from SOx emissions.

-Greenhouse Gases and Ozone Depletors include carbon dlox.xde ‘nitrous oxide,
methane and volatile organic compounds. The buildup of such gasses in the atrnosphere portends
the posmbxhty of a warmer than usual average Earth temperatre. Resulting changes in weather
patterns and cises in ocean levels could have calamitous etfects on all human inhabitants.
Emissions: of some of these gasses also concentrate in the upper atmosphere and deplete the
protective ozone layer, resulting in increasing in skin cancers, among other things. '

Sulfer, nitrogen and carbon in the atmosphere combine with moiSture to torm
various acid rains, which destroy lakes and forests and lower crop yields.

¢

Clean Air Benefits of

' Table 3
Renewable Energy
Vi
ol Aottt e Bsins Lo Benomable ey} evopin et
atric X ) M-1
T aMW| 7.903] 65| 31]1.39E-05 34 K o | would mainly dxsplace fossil-
‘75 aMW| 592,761 §{4.899 | 2.313 | 1.04E-03 2.517 85 72 ' 10 | fueled generadon.. Table3

Qaueve: Qaa ntwee { o

: : shows annual
avoided emission figures tor cach average megawatt (aMW) of renewable energy,
and for a 75 aMW mix of renewable projects.

For additional-infomiationbr more detail, contact Andrew Geller
~at the 'Renewab(e Northwest P_rpject at (503) 223-4544.

Agnl 7, 1998
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Responses to May 1, 1995 Comment Letter from Renewable
Northwest Project

. Comment noted.

Comment noted. This mfonnatlon will be considered in reference to Figure 1.3 and the No Actlon
Alternative in the Draft EIS. ,

Figure 1.3 of the Draft EIS concurs that wind energy contributes much less air pollution than other

‘more conventional energy resources. However, the Proposed Action is not likely to displace any

existing generating resources and would be built as a demonstration project.

Comment noted. Avian |mpacts and appropriate mitigatlon measures are dlscussed in Section 2.5 of
the Draft EIS as amended by this document.

Comment noted. The environmental impacts associated with various energy resources were
identified in the RP EIS, incorporated by reference into this EIS. BPA and Klickitat County agree
that the avian monitoring and mitigation identified in this EIS adequately address the avian issues.

Comment noted. Part S.1 of this document concurs with this comment.

Comment noted. As stated in Part S.2.2 of this document, an objective of the Proposed Action is to

- test the ability of wind energy to provide a reliable, economical, and environmentally acceptable

energy resource in the region. This comment also supports the Draft EIS discussion of the No-
Action Alternative. ' ’

Comment noted. This statement has been added to Section2.8.4.1‘ of the Draft EIS in Part 2 of_this
document.

Comment noted. Section S.6 of the Draft EIS addresses the benefits and disadvantages of
implementing a proposal at some future time. ‘See also General Response No. 4.

. Comment noted. Part 2 of this document adds this paper to Chapter 5 0 of the Draft EISas a

reference.

Comments and Responses , ~ Final Environmental Impact Statement

Columbia Wind Farm #1
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. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT PUBLIC HEARING

IN THE SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF WASHINGTON

l
IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF KLICKITAT

WASHINGTON WINDPLANT DRAFT NEPA/SEPA

o | ;
.VERBATIM REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS

Thursday, |April 5, 1995

* * * @ . ¢ @& * * * @
'

Goldendale, Washington

REPORTED BY:
KRISTINA L. BADGLEY

COURT REPORTING SERVICE
400 LARSON BUILDING, YAKIMA, WA 457-6741
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3.4 Public Hearing Testimony (April S, 1995) and Responses

Responses to Oral Comments from William J. Weiler

1. See General Response No. 10.

0% See response no. 2 to Mr. Weiler's April 5, 1995 written comment letter.

3. See General Response No. 3.

4. See response no. 4 to Mr. Weiler's April 5, 1995 written comment letter.
S. See response no. 5 to Mr. Weiler's April 5, 1995 written comment letter.
6. See response no. 6 to Mr. Weiler’s April 5, 1995 written comment letter.
7. See response no. 7 to Mr. Weiler's April 5, 1995 written comment letter.

8.  Seeresponse nos. 8 through 13 toMr. Weiler's April 5, 1995 written comment letter.
9.  Seeresponse no. 14 to Mr. Weiler's April S, 1995 written comment letter.

10.  Amphibians and reptiles are discussed in Section 2.6.3.2 on pages 2-57, 2-58, and 2-59 of the Draft
EIS.

11.  See response no. 16 to Mr. Weiler's April 5, 1995 written comment letter.

12. Seeresponse no. 17 to Mr. Weiler's April 5, 1995 written comment letter.

13.  See response nos. 18, 19, and 20 to Mr. Weiler's April 5, 1995 written comment letter.
14.  Seeresponse no. 21 to Mr. Weiler's April 5, 1995 written comment letter.

15. Seeresponse no. 22 to Mr. Weiler's April 5, 1995 written comment letter.

16. See General Response No. 10.

17.  Recommendations regarding mitigation measures are noted and were responded to in earlier
comments.

18.  See response no. 25 to Mr. Weiler's April 5, 1995 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 5, 1995 written
comment letter.
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Respbnses to Oral Comments from Jay Letto

21.

22.
23.
.' 24.
25.
26.

27.
28.

29.
30.
31
32.
.33

34.

See General Responses No. 1 and 4 and response no. 2 to the May 1 1995 written comment Ietter
from the Central Cascades Alliance. :

Comment noted.

See fespbnse no. 3 to the May 1, 1995 written comment letter from the Central Cascades Alliance. .
See response no. 22 tothe May 1, 1995 written comment letter from the Cehtral Cascades Alliance.
Avian injury and moﬁality monitoring measures have been added to the Preferred Alternative.
Comments noted.

Comment noted. The purpose of the hearing was to receive comments on the KENETECH and
CARES Projects and not to engage in a dialogue with developers about current technologies.

Comment noted. See response no. 18 to the May 1, 1995 written comment letter from the Central
Cascades Alliance. .

See response to comment nos. 24 and 25.
See General Response No. 2.
See General Response nos. 10 and 11.

See response no. 22 to the May 1, 1995 written comment letter from the Central Cascades Alliance. ‘

See response to comment no. 25.

If a Conditional Use Permit is granted by Klickitat County, the County Board of Adjdstment would

conduct annual reviews of compliance with permit conditions.

Respo‘nﬁs'és to Oral Comments from Peter West

- 3-56

35. Comments noted. See responses to May 1, 1995 letter from Renewable Northwest Project.
36. Comments noted. See response to comment no. 35.
37. Comments noted. The Applicant's purpose and objectives.for c'onswucting and operating the
proposed project are discussed in Section S.2 of the Draft EIS. Also, see Section 1.4 of the Draft EIS
which discusses the No Action Altematwe, i.e., what could happen if the Columbia Wind Farm #1
project is not built.
38. Comments noted. Sce General Response No. 4.
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39.

40.

4]1.
42.
43.

44,

45.

Comments noted. Socioeconomic benefits from the proposed project are discussed in Section 2.8.4 -
of the Draft EIS. :

Responses to Oljal Comments from Chuck Barker

Current research results have been applied to the design of the Project. See response no. 12 to the
May 22 written comment letter from the WDFW. Also, see General Response No. 1.

Responses to Oral Comments from Sally Schulinger

Comments noted. Also, see Section 1.4 of the Draft EIS which discusses the No Action Alternative,
i.e., what could happen if the Columbia Wind Farm #1 project is not built.

Comment noted. Revegetation (Seotion 2.2.4), road building and ‘Iahd use (Sections 2.8.4 and
2.11.4), and landscape and aesthetics (Section 2.7.4) are discussed in the Draft EIS.

Comment noted. Discussions of cultural and traditional us_e's of the site are included in Sections 2.4.3
and 2.4.4 of the Draft EIS. Also see response no. 10 to the April 11, 1995 written comment letter
from the Confederated Tribes and Bands of the Yakama Indian Nation.

See General Responsé No. 10.

Commerit noted.

Responses to Oral Comments from George Rohrbacher

46.

47.

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 1.2.6 of the
Draft EIS and the Preferred Alternative described in Part 1 of this document).

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
Columbia Wind Farm #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 raptor mortality at the proposed site is expected to be
somewhat lower than those other projects (see Section 2.5.4 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 acceptable or not.

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 portlons of the Scenic Area.
Section 2.7.4 of the Draﬁ EIS discusses this in more detail.
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48.

49.

.50.

S1.

Comment noted. Like the tower proposed for Kenetech’s Washington Windplant #1, the turbine

tower proposed for this project is tubular in shape and will provide no perching opportunities. The
Project does use a tower that is taller than the one used in the KENETECH project, however, and guy
wires are used to support it. The potential for collisions attrlbutable to 8uy wires is discussed in

" General Response No. 12.

Comment noted. Currently proposed mitigation measures to protect western gray squirrels are listed
in Section 2.6.5 of the Draft EIS and have been supplemented by additional measures included in the
Preferred Alternative.

Comment noted. Mitigation measures to addﬁss_ noxious weeds and minimize the impacts of road
construction are included in Section 2.2.4 of the draft EIS. In addition, Part 2 of this document adds
the following mitigation measure to more fully address the control of noxious weeds: A noxious

‘weed management plan would be developed for the Project site and reviewed by the Washington and

Klickitat County Noxious Weed Control Boards. The Noxious Weed Control Boards would be

- consulted and involved to make sure that all feasible measures are taken to control the introduction

and spread of noxious weeds or other potentially hazardous plants on the Project site by construction
equipment. ’

Comment noted.

Responses to Oral Comments from James LaFevre

52.

" Comment noted.

Responses to Oral Comments from Dennis White

53.

' The comment regarding support for the development of alternative and new energy sources is noted.

4. Comment noted.

55. Theproposed 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 federal laws protecting eagles and
migratory birds.

56. Comments noted. A primary goal of the Proposed Action s to test the ability of wind energy to
provide a reliable, economical, and environmentally acceptable energy resource in the region. . Mr.
White is correct in stating that the Project would not replace any existing generating resources.

. However, the Project may demonstrate wind energy as a viable resource that could be added to future
resource portfolios. Diversification of the resource portfolio is considered necessary to protect BPA
and its customers against risk. Potential does exist for wind energy to displace energy generated from
fossil fuel combustion projects.

57. Comments noted. See the responses to the May 22, 1995 WDFW's comment letter.
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Responses to Oral Comments from Eugene Rosolie

58.
59,

60.

61.

62.

Comments noted.
Comments noted.

Comments noted. The range of 61020 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 not 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.

Section 1.4 of the Draft EIS discusses the No Action Alternative, i.e., what could happen if the
Columbla Wind Farm #1 project is not built., Also, see General Response No. 4. :

SeePart 1 of this document, which describes the Preferred Alternative. Avian monitoring has been
added to the Preferred Alternative as a means of assessing the Project’s impacts on birds..

Responses to Oral Comments from Chief J dhnny 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 Natlon regarding
tribal traditional use and cultural resource sites, and General Response No. 7.

Responses to Oral Comments from Terry Walker

64.

Two red-tailed hawk nests have been ldentlﬁed near the area that is described. See Flgure 2.5.4 of the
Draft EIS. :

See response no. 3 from Mr. Walker's first undated written comment letter, and response no. 6 and 7

65.
~ from 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 General Response No. 10.

68. The comments regarding deer sightings arenoted. Section 2.6.3 of the Draft EIS identified the
presence of small herds of deer on the Project site. As discussed in Section 2.6.4 of the Draft EIS, the
direct loss of habitat used by the deer would be nommal in relation to the availability of these habitats
on the Project site and in the county.

69. See Respohse no. 65, above.
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70.

71.

72.

- 73.

74.

75.
76.
77.

78

79.

See General Response No. 12.

Mitigation measures to minimize bird strikes are discussed in Section 2.5.5 of the EIS. The
Preferred Alternative in Part 1 of this document discusses avian monitoring as a mitigation measure.

Also, the USFWS final Biological Opinion requires avian mortality monitoring,

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 to assure that noise standards of WAC 173-60 would not be exceeded are discussed in
Section 2.9.3 of the Draft EIS. Also see Response No. 65, above.

'.Responses to Oral Comments from Jill Barker

An "acceptable” level of bird kills resulting from the Project is difficult to determine. 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 to harm birds (see Section 1.2.6 of the
Draft EIS). See General Response No.9 regardmg federal laws protecting eagles and migratory
birds.

Comment noted.

Current research results have been applied to the design of the Project. Also, see General Response

No. 9 regarding federal laws protecting zagles and migratory birds.

Comment noted. A.vian mortality at the Altamont Pass wind facilities in California was examined
and information included as part of this EIS.

See General Response No. 11 regarding the Columbia Hills as an “important bll'd area Also, see

- General Response No. 10. ; :

See General Response No. 10.

Comments noted. See General Response No. 10.

Respons_es to Oral Comments from David Thies

80. Comment noted. .
81. The concerns of the U;S. Fish and Wildlife Service are noted.
82.. Comments noted. See Generai Response No. 9 regarding federal laws protecting eagles and
“rnigratory birds.
83. . Current research results have been applied to the design of the Project. Also, see General Response
No. 9 regardlng federal laws protecting eagles and migratory birds.
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84.

85.

86.

87.

Comment noted.

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 cofnpleted in December 1994. Also, see General Response nos. 10 and 1.

See General Response No. 10.
The Draft EIS was objectively prepared by the lead agencies and third party consultants to meet the ‘

environmental review requirements of NEPA and SEPA. New or additional mitigation measures are
discussed in Parts 1 and 2 of this document. Also, see responses to written comment letter from the

- WDFW.

Responses to Oral Comments from Nancy Newell

88.

See General Response No. 4 for a discussion of the trade-offs between wmd energy |mpacts versus
benefits as a renewable resource. ‘

Responses to Orgl Comments from Bill Layton

89.

90.

The Applicant's proposed mitigation measures are discussed in the Draft EIS in Sections 1.2.6 and
2.6.5. New or additional mitigation measures are discussed in Parts 1 and 2 of this document.

Comment noted. Mitigation measures to address noxious weeds and the impacts of road construction
are included in Section 2.2.4 of the drzft EIS. In addition, a Noxious Weed Management Plan has
been incorporated into the Preferred Alternative in Part 1 of this document to more fully address the
control of noxious weeds.

Responses to Oral Comments from Iris Harvey

91.

92.

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 wind
energy impacts versus benefits as a renewable resource. '

Responses to Oral Comments from Ms. Owekana (Selgm)

The commentor's opposition to the Pro_]-:t 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
ccomment letter from the Yakama Indlan Nation and General Response No. 7.
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Appendix A Qualifications of EIS Preparers

Jones & Stokes Associates, Inc.

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

“evaluatin, 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 trafic engineering. Staff attorneys are knowledeable in all

- aspects of environmental law and regulations. The firm has used these professionals as part of

numerous SEPA and NEPA EIS projects. Jones & Stokes maintains offices in Bellevue,

~ Washington; Sacramento, California; and Phpenix, Arizona. From these office locations, Jones
- & Stokes has served clients throughout the western United States since 1970.

Gregory A, Poremba

Areas 'of EIS: Project Management

Years of Experience: 15

Special Skills: Project management; 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, Washmgton State University, Pullman, Washington, 1990.

M.A., Sociology, Umvers1ty of North Dakota Grand Forks, North Dakota, 1982 (minor in
statistics).

B.A, Socmlogy/Anthropology and English, Umvers1ty of anesota-Duluth Duluth, Minnesota,
1979.

Jonathon Ives
Areas of EIS: Birds, Wildlife

Years of Experience: 23
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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 Umversny, Arcata, Callfomla 1973.
B.B.A., Wildlife Management, Nichols College, Dudley, Massachusetts, 1967.

James A. Estep

Areas of EIS: Birds

Years of Expertise: 15

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 Blology, Un1vers1ty of California, Davis, Callfomla, 1984.

Stephen M. Hall
Areas of EIS: Birds, Wildlife
Years of Expertise: 7 |
Special Skills: Terrestrial wildlife and vegetation studies, habitat and evaluation and mapping,
forest resource mventory, biological impact analysis, mntlgatlon planmng, and SEPA and NEPA

compliance. .

Education:

B.S., Wildlife Management Washmgton State University, Pullman, Washmgton 1987
Philip A. U

Areas of EIS: Birds

Years of Expértise: 11
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Spec:al Skills: Statlstlcs samplmg design, aquatic ecology, fisheries blology, and populatlon :
dynamics.

Educatzon

Ph.D., Ecology, University of Colorado, Boulder 1985.
B.A., Blology, Harvard University, Cambridge, Massachusetts, 1970.

Bxan.:L.Bi:dm

Areas of EIS: Air, Noise

Years of Expertise: 5

Specialb Skills: Air quality and noise impact analysis, environmental analysis and impact
assessment, land use and transportation lanning, community develo_pment, and water resource

~ planning.

Education: M.U.P., Urban and Regional Planning, University of Ofegon, Eugene, Oregon,
1991.
B.S., Geography, University of Oregon Eugene Oregon, 1987.

Carla Staedter

" Areas of EIS: Aesthetics

Years of Expertise: 11
Special Skills: Wetland and natural resource rehabilitation, visual impact analysis and
interpretative element planning, project management, partk and recreation planmng and design,

and preparation of contract documents.

Educdtion’: B.LA., LandScepe Architecture, University of Minnesota, Minneapolis, Minnesota,
1984.

Areas of EIS: Botanical Resources

Years of Expertise: 9
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Special Skills: Wetlands ecology and management, vegetation monitoring, plant community
analysis and classification, plant ecology and taxonomy, reparian and wetland restoration, soil
~ classification and analysis, and vegetation mapping. :

Education:
M.S., Range and Wildland Science, Umversny of California, Dav1s, California, 1988.
B.A., Environmental Studies, Bethel College, North Newton, Kansas, 1975.

Sarah E. Cassatt
.Areas of EIS: Wetlands, water quelity.
Years of Expertise: 7

Special Skills: Aquatic resource management, water quality analysis, sampling program design,

. habitat evaluation and impact assessment, stormwater management, wetland delineation, wetland
mitigation and monitoring design, preparatlon of EIS technical sections, and permitting
assistance. :

Educatwn
B.S,, Env1ronmental Sciences, The Evergreen State College, Olympia, Washington, 1983.

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 mdustry The firm’s environmental
and management experience includes conducting SEPA and NEPA environmental impact
statement. 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 SEPA 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: Land use, socioeconomics, aesthetlcs, public serv1ces, health and safety,
transportation. : :
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Years of Experience: 16

Special Skills: Project management and preparation of SEPA and NEPA EIS’s; 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, 1979.

.B.A_., English, Whitman College, Walla Walla, Washington, 1976.

Mark L. Ingham

Areas bf EIS: Earth (soils and geology). -

Years of Experience: 17 |

Special Skill.s": 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 Univeréity, Bellingham, Washington, 1976.
B.S., Civil Engineering, University of Washington, Seattle, Washington, 1990.
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Kenetech Washington Windplant #1 and
and CARES Columbia wWwind Farm #1

April 26, 1995 On-site Meeting with
- Yakama Indian Nation Cultural Resources Staff and Members --
' Traditional Cultural Uses of the Columbia Hills

Attendees:

Florence Aguilar, YIN Cultural Instructor

Russell Billy, YIN Cultural Resources Program

curt Dreyer, Klickitat County Planning Director

Kathy Fisher, Bonneville Power Administration

Sharon Hill, YIN

Fred Ike, Sr., YIN Cultural Resources Program

Sandy Kiona, YIN Cultural Resources Program

Gordon Lothson, YIN Special Projects Manager

Johnson Meninick, Manager, YIN Cultural Resources Program

Dana Peck, Kenetech Windpower

Tom Pors, Foster Pepper & Shefelman

Amelia Sohappy, YIN Cultural Resources Program

Walter Speedis, YIN Cultural Resources Program

Gail Thompson, Historical Research Associates, Inc.

Ben Wolff, CARES , '

William Yallup, Sr., YIN Tribal Council and Culture
Committee ‘

Juniper Point. The meeting and field trip began at Juniper
Point, with a blessing by elders Walter Speedis and Amelia
Sohappy. Johnson Meninick opened the meeting by saying that
Juniper Point is a sacred site to the Yakama even though some
structures have been built there in the past. The Tribal Council
opposes the w1ndpower projects because of the 1mportance of the
area to the Yakama; because they believe there is no public
justification for the projects; and because the Yakama have not
been asked for permission to build the projects. Mr. Meninick
remarked that Klickitat County never asked permission of the YIN
to put structures on Juniper Point, but YIN believe that now laws
require government-to-government consultatlon.

, Regarding the traditional 1mportance of the area, Mr.
Meninick stated that the Great Creator placed each point
including Juniper (called Pushpum or Pushash) Point and Skinpum
Point to the west of U.S. 97. YIN believe that these points
'sheltered plants (Juniper Point) and animals (Skinpum Point)
during the great flood as witnessed by the occurrence of

- petrified logs along the slopes. Although the Yakama do not
currently use the Juniper Point, in part because of "No
Trespassing" signs, they belleve that their treaty, court cases,
and ‘the American Indian Religious Freedom Act give them access to
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-it, and they stated that they plan to use it in the future. It
is part of their ceded area and close to the Rock Creek long
house. The area drains into the Columbia River directly and
through other tributaries such as the Kllckltat Rlver.

Important resources harvested in the'past 1nc1ude moss from
lower slopes that was made into licorice candy, oaks to the east
of Juniper Point that provided acorns, rabbits and deer that were
hunted in the area, roots dug at Juniper point for food and
junipers collected there for medicines. The families of Mr.
Meninick, Russell Billy, and Fred Ike, Sr., come from this
vicinity.

Fred Ike, Sr., stated that at a recent First Foods Ceremony
at the Rock Creek long house, he discussed the surrounding area
extensively with the elders and listened to their stories about
the traditional gathering in the area around Rock Creek. They
expressed concern about the little mountain [Lorena Butte) to the
north.of the Columbia Hills, which is called Hoolie-eye and is
associated with a legend about the wind. The elders feel that
quarrying cinder there is desecrating this traditionally
important site- and wanted to know if the County could stop it.
The elders also object to the dump site in Roosevelt. They feel
that progress is destroying their cultural resources, and they
oppose the building of the windpower projects. Finally, the
elders asked for a Memorandum of Understanding with the County
and local landowners regarding access to land in the area for
gathering natlve foods. - ,

Russell Billy spoke of visiting the Columbia Hills vicinity

with his uncle to hunt elk, which existed there along w1th hawks,

eagles, and other wildlife. He believes that after the
experimental wind towers were built near the eastern end of the
Columbia Hills north of Hocter Road, deer avoided the area of the
wind towers and could not be hunted there. Mr. Billy stated that
people prayed before they conducted any activities on the 1land,
worshipping the Creator. The Yakama regard almost everything as
spiritual. ' : ' .

‘Sandy Kiona and Amelia Sohappy dug a number of roots and

. demonstrated that various food plants, including bitterroot, are
found at Juniper Point. Other types of plants are found to the
north and to the south. Mr. Meninick stated that each
environment such as wetlands and uplands support particular food
plants, including some that were used to poison enemies. Plants
in different local environments, such as the north and south
slopes at various elevations, ripened at different times. He

. feels that Project botanists have not identified all of the
plants that have traditional . 1mportance to the Yakama because the
Indlan names differ from those in English.

Tom Pors stated that YIN comments will be reported in the'
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Project FEIS. He requested that YIN staff discuss with BPA the
value of Juniper Point as a traditional cultural property so that
a Determination of Eligibility can be made and a Memorandum of
Agreement can be drafted. Information is needed on boundaries
and other aspects of the phy51cal .description and importance of
the area.

Johnson Meninick responded that the entire landform is
important, extending into Washington and Oregon, because of the
movements and trading of resources by bands and tribes. He feels
that the traditional cultural property cannot be bounded. Gordon
Lothson stated his belief that the entire Project area could be

. nominated to the National Register as a historic district because
-the archaeological sites are interconnected, and the area

contains traditional cultural resources such as trails, vision
quest sites, hunting blinds, and root collecting areas. He
believes that the area’s cultural resources are unique and should
be preserved in place or mitigated through data recovery. Mr.

‘Meninick said that all of the cultural resources in the vicinity
"are connected to form a whole. In addition, the local resources

vary each year and that he wants 10 years to study it before
nomination. -

Bill Yallup, Sr., discussed the importance of site visits
during the growing season such as at present when the elders are
going to the mountains to dig roots. He related his experience
of being treated with a native plant for more than 100 hornet
stings. Even some soils have medicinal uses. Mr. Yallup stated
that Juniper Point is a vision quest site because views are
possible in the four cardinal directions. People could come here
to receive the wisdom necessary to be spec1allsts 1n various '
act1v1t1es

Discussion followed about the location of turbine strings
near Juniper Point. Mr. Meninick believes that they will impact
the potential for vision quest experience by interrupting
communications from the Creator, the earth, rocks, birds, and
animals. In addition, he feels that a "foreign breeze" will be
created to kill plants on the point and prevent them from
reseeding there and below. This will result in cumulative
effects. Dr. Lothson believes that the turbines will change the
circulation pattern so that cold air cannot sink to moisten the
area below. Mr. Meninick stated that the Yakama should receive
95 percent of the money made from the Projects.

Dr. Lothson recommended that the Project cultural resources
staff work with Mr. Meninick to understand the trails in the area
and to develop research questions for the lithic scatters. He
believes YIN cultural staff will help define the boundaries of an
historic district or a traditional cultural property and that a

, Memoran@um of Agreement with the Tribal Council would be
. appropriate. He said that YIN staff do not oppose archaeological
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surface collection and agreed that it should be restrlcted to
sites close to roads or turblne strings that could be- dlsturbed
during construction. :

Promontory at Eastern End of Project Area. The field trip

moved on to visit a promontory at the eastern end of the Project
area. YIN members stated that the plants there are the same as
at Juniper Point but they ripen earlier because of the location
at a lower elevation on a south-facing slope. Resources used in
Rock Creek long house First Foods Ceremonies that come from this
area include salmon, deer, rabbits, and roots. Mr. Meninick

. mentioned that rocks in this area have a story associated with
them. He requested that Project applicants check carefully on
the legal status of affected lands because the YIN believe that
some allotment land has been taken out of federal trust.
improperly.

Ridge West of'Juniger Point. The last stop of the field

trip was at a ridge top west of Juniper Point, where a number of
soil mounds are found. Mr. Meninick asserted that they are
undocumented burial grounds and should be respected. He stated
that the Yakama have always had feelings for this area but were
silent about it. They accepted the cattle grazing in part
because the historical landowners waited to turn their livestock
out until after the root harvest. The "No Trespassing" signs
appeared more recently. They are not pleased, however, by the
windpower proposals. He requested that Dr. Thompson and Dr.
Lothson continue discussing the importance of the archaeologlcal
resources in the Progect area.

Tom Pors asked Mr. Meninick how he felt about the
archaeological survey designating sites to be avoided during
Project construction, and Mr. Meninick responded that the Yakama
Nation’s answer is "no construction" in the entire area. KathyA
Fisher and Tom Pors asked Mr. Meninick if the YIN would
participate in negotiation of a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA)
regarding potential measures to avoid, minimize, and mitigate
impacts of the proposed developments on cultural resources. Mr.
Meninick repeated his comment regarding no construction and said
that YIN would not discuss mitigation of the Projects’ impacts.

Ms. Kiona and Ms. Sohappy located a number of plants
traditionally used for root foods in this area. Bill Yallup,
Sr., questioned the public’s need for the Projects and how BPA
will use the power. Preserving the land and wind come first for
them. He stated that this ridgetop west of Juniper Point also is
a vision quest site because the view takes in the four cardinal
directions. He recommended Project personnel attend a Sunday
service at Rock Creek where one can understand the elders’
concerns. He is unwilling to contradict them. YIN and Klickitat
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County do not get along, but the County should do nothing to
compromise treaty rights because that is all the Yakama have
left. The people are born in the vicinity and w111 die here;
nothing could induce them to move away.

Johnson Meninick and Fred Ike, Sr. closed the meeting with a
ceremonlal song about the wind and a prayer.
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services

August 16, 1995

~Kathy Fischer

Bonneville Power Administration

- KF-ECW-3

P.O. Box 3621 ;
Portland, OR 97208-3621

Re: CARES proposed Windpower plant in Klickitat Couhty, Washington

Dear Ms. Fischer,

I have been asked to address the issue of whether the use of guy wires may be a contributing
factor in avian mortality at wind turbines. My comments are based on my original research in
Altamont Pass, California (Wind Turbine Effects on Avian Activity, Habitat Use, and Mortality

~in Altamont Pass and Solano County WRAs), a study I recently completed for the California
-Energy Commission (Continued. Examination of Avian Mortality in the Altamont Pass Wind

Resource Area), and my extensive experience with avian/windplant issues.

Theoretically, the primary concern regarding the use of guy wires is that birds may be more at
risk of collision with spinning blades when perching near the turbines.’ Secondly, birds may be
injured or killed if they collide with the wires themselves. However, our research in the
Altamont Pass suggests that the use of guy wires does not noticeably contrxbute to mortality in
either of these two ways. :

Our Altamont Pass data showed that of the five basic turbine types we studied, the two with guy
wires had the lowest mortality rates: one was a tubular tower (referred to in our report\ as guyed-
pipe turbines) and one was a vertical-axis turbine. No other turbines with guy wires have been

~ studied for avian mortality in this country or in Burope Although raptors occasionally perched

on guy wires at both of those turbine types, the guy wires on both types were below or outside
the impact area of the spinning blades. Because birds did not have to pass through the spinning
blades to perch on guy wires (compared to other turbine types where birds may have to pass
through spinning blades to perch), their risk of collision with spinning blades was comparatively
low. We surmised that thlS was one reason for the low mortality at these turbine types.
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In addition, the scarcity of mortalities at both these turbine types suggests that birds seldom if

_ever are Kkilled by colliding into the guy wires. We also found no bird mortalities at the 48
meteorological towers we surveyed, most of which had guy wires. For these reasons, I believe

that the presence of guy wires (as designed above) does not sngmﬁcantly affect collision

mortahty with either blades or wires.

As with the two turbine types mentioned above, -ihe guy wires on the AWT-26 turbine are below

the lowest point of the spinning blades and therefore birds do not have to pass through the plane
of the blades to perch on the guy wires. Consequently, I believe the likelihood of collisions with
blades on the AWT-26 is very low.

" Further, because turbine guy wires are almost one inch thick, thicker than most transmission line
wires that cause the majority of avian collision deaths, I feel the potential for avian collision with
turbine guy wires is also low. If bird flight diverters were placed on these guy wires, the
* likelihood of avian collision should be reduced to insignificant. The use of such devices has
proved to be an effective mitigation measure for horizontal powerlines (APLIC 1994), and
should work equally well on diagonal guy wires. USFWS can review the markmg proposal to
ensure adequacy. :

Hopefully this letter has,proVided some useful information that will assist the agencies in their
assessment of imipacts. If you wish to discuss any of these issues please feel free to call me at
(415) 459-3441.

, Sincerely,
)

A

cc Flowind Inc., CARES

Sue Orloff
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