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EXHIBIT A

Applicant Information

Exhibit A was not the subject of a formal Request for Additional Information (RAI).
However, the Oregon Department of Energy (ODOE) requested information from PPM
Energy, Inc. (the Applicant) by e-mail, as documented below. In this exhibit and others to
follow, requests other than those made through the RAI process are titled “Additional
Request(s).”

Additional Request

Comment

In an e-mail dated November 20, 2006, John White of the Oregon Department of Energy
(ODOE) requested clarification of the corporate organization linking PPM Energy (the
Applicant) with Scottish Power. In e-mails dated November 28, 2006, and March 7, 2007, he
requested further clarification of the Scottish Power buyout offer from the Spanish utility
Iberdrola SA, and the affect of a buyout on PPM.

Response

The Applicant responded to the ODOE request in e-mails dated November 28, 2006, March
8, 2007, and April 11, 2007.

Documentation of the e-mail exchange is provided below.

>>> John White 11/20/2006 9:43:46 AM >>>

Sara and Andy,

Below is the description of the corporate organization linking PPM
Energy with Scottish Power that we used in the Klondike order. Is this
description still accurate? Please explain any changes that we should
make.

PPM is a wholly owned direct subsidiary of PacifiCorp Holdings, Inc.
(PHI), a Delaware corporation with general offices located in
Portland,

Oregon. PHI is a wholly owned direct subsidiary of NA General
Partnership, a Nevada general partnership having two partners:
Scottish

Power NA 1 Limited and Scottish Power NA 2 Limited (wholly owned
direct

subsidiaries of Scottish Power PLC). These partners are private
limited

companies incorporated in Scotland and are wholly owned direct
subsidiaries of Scottish Power PLC, a public limited corporation
organized under the laws of Scotland.

Thanks,
John

John G. White

MAY 2007 PAGE A-1
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SUPPLEMENT TO THE LEANING JUNIPER Il WIND POWER FACILITY APPLICATION FOR SITE CERTIFICATE

Oregon Department of Energy
625 Marion St., NE

Salem, Oregon 97301-3742
john.white@state.or.us

From: John White [mailto:John.White@state.or.us]
Sent: Tuesday, November 28, 2006 8:23 AM

To: Linehan, Andrew; McMahon, Sara

Cc: Tom Stoops

Subject: Re: PPM lineage

| note this morning's news that Scottish Power PLC has agreed to a
$22.5

billion buyout offer from the Spanish utility Iberdrola SA, to be
completed in April. Will that affect PPM?

-John

From: Linehan, Andrew

Sent: Tuesday, November 28, 2006 8:53 AM
To: John White; McMahon, Sara

Cc: Tom Stoops

Subject: RE: PPM lineage

We had an all-employee call today about that. It sounds as though
Iberdrola's intentions are to preserve PPM as a stand-alone entity,

and Iberdrola's N. American' generation assets may be rolled under PPM.
We don't know much more than that. The transaction will take 4 months to
complete. Andy

>>> "McMahon, Sara" <Sara.McMahon@PPMEnergy.com> 11/28/2006 11:16:31 AM
>>>

John,

In case you need the corrected language for the draft proposed order
based on PPM's status today, you can include the following language.
Our legal group made some changes to the original language.

Thanks,
Sara

PPM is a wholly owned direct subsidiary of ScottishPower Holdings,

Inc.

(SPHI), a Delaware corporation with general offices located in

Portland,

Oregon. SPHI is a wholly owned direct subsidiary of ScottishPower NA 2
Limited, a wholly owned direct subsidiary of Scottish Power PLC.
Scottish Power PLC is a public limited corporation organized under the
laws of Scotland.

>>> John White 11/28/2006 11:41:31 AM >>>

Thanks. We may need to revise further, if the Iberdrola buyout is
completed (or there are other organizational changes) before the Council
acts on the site certificate.

-John

From: John White [mailto:John.White@state.or.us]
Sent: Wednesday, March 07, 2007 4:00 PM
To: Linehan, Andrew

PAGE A-2 MAY 2007
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SUPPLEMENT TO THE LEANING JUNIPER Il WIND POWER FACILITY APPLICATION FOR SITE CERTIFICATE

MAY 2007

Cc: McMahon, Sara
Subject: RE: PPM lineage

Andy,

Has there been any update to the organizational description that Sara

included in her [November 28, 2006] message? What is the status of the Iberdrola
buy-out?

-John

John G. White

Oregon Department of Energy
625 Marion St., NE

Salem, Oregon 97301-3742
john.white@state.or.us

From: McMahon, Sara

Sent: Wednesday, April 11, 2007 1:52 PM
To: 'John White'

Cc: 'Tom Stoops'

Subject: RE: PPM lineage

John,

Per our discussion this morning, although Iberdrola SA is merging with Scottish Power, there
will be no change in control or ownership of PPM Energy or its subsidiaries Klondike Wind
Power IIl LLC and Leaning Juniper Wind Power I, LLC.

Klondike Wind Power IIl LLC and Leaning Juniper Wind Power I, LLC will remain under the
ownership of PPM Energy, and there will be no change in the ownership or control of the
facility or the legal responsibility under the KIllI Site Certificate or LJ Il application.

If the ownership of the LLCs were to change, | would let you know as soon as | know so that
we can discuss what processes we would need to do under EFSC rules.

Thanks,

Sara

PDX/071200021.D0C
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EXHIBIT B

General Information About the Proposed
Facility

RAINo. 1

Comment Bl

Page B-4

Please correct Table B-1. For each turbine type:

1.

5.

Show the weight of metals that could have scrap value (do not include the weight of
blades). Confirm whether weight is in US tons or metric tons.

Estimate the cubic yards of concrete in the foundations above three feet below grade.

Describe the dimensions of the “pedestal” portion of foundations (Figure B-3, #2
Elevation: Tower Foundation) above three feet below grade.

Show the manufacturer’s guaranteed maximum sound power level and the
manufacturer’s uncertainty band; if you do not have manufacturer’s data, show an
estimate (marked as an estimate) and include an explanation of how you made the
estimate.

What is the minimum work area needed by the contractor (radius from turbine base)?

Response

1.

The weight of metal in the Vestas and General Electric (GE) turbines is equal to
approximately 348 and 220 U.S. tons, respectively, excluding the weight of blades. The
weight of the GE turbine in Table B-1 does not include the blades. The weight of the
Vestas turbine in Table B-1 does include the blades.

The portion of the foundation that is above 3 feet below grade is called the pedestal. The
amount of cubic yards of concrete in this portion of the foundation is described in
number 3 below.

The entire pedestal is located above 3 feet below grade. The pedestal ranges in size from
16 to 20 feet in diameter depending on the turbine size, and 3.5 feet in depth. The
estimated amount of concrete in the pedestal is 26 to 41 cubic yards.

Application for Site Certificate (ASC) Table X-6 provides the warranted levels based on
manufacturers’ test data. The overall A-weighted levels are typically guaranteed and
subject to a +/- 2 dBA uncertainty band when measured in accordance with IEC61400-
11. Supporting warranty documentation will be available when contract documents
have been signed with the selected turbine vendor.

MAY 2007 PAGE B-1
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SUPPLEMENT TO THE LEANING JUNIPER Il WIND POWER FACILITY APPLICATION FOR SITE CERTIFICATE

5. Contractors prefer an area measuring 400 feet by 400 feet to keep costs down. This area
is larger than the area identified in the ASC. The area of disturbance specified in the ASC
is circular, with a radius slightly longer than the blade length, reflecting the minimum
area that can be used. The contractors need this area to lay down the rotors and
maneuver cranes during turbine assembly.

Comment B2

Page B-5

Describe the foundation of the GSU transformers. Include dimensions and the estimated
cubic yards of concrete in the foundation above 3 feet below grade.

Response

Figure B-3a, provided in Appendix A, Attachment 1, shows the typical GSU transformer
and its foundation. The transformer is a rectangle measuring approximately 7.5 feet by 8.5
feet. The transformer is supported by a concrete pad or foundation approximately 8 inches
thick, which is placed over 2 feet of weak concrete fill. The weak concrete fill will measure
7.5 feet by 13.5 feet and will be placed under the transformer pad and between the
transformer and the tower pedestal.

The entire support structure will be above 3 feet below grade. Approximately 1.5 cubic
yards will be used in the pad and approximately 11 cubic yards will be used in the concrete
fill, for a total of approximately 13 cubic yards of concrete per transformer.

Comment B3
Page B-6

Describe the base and foundation of the met towers. How are the non-guyed towers
supported?

[Note: Explain what would be involved in restoring the site where met towers would be
located.]

Response

The foundation for an 80-meter tower measures 20 feet radius x 10 feet deep, and
approximately 96 percent of the met tower foundation is below 3 feet below grade.

The met tower sites will be restored using the same decommissioning methods used to
restore the turbine sites.

Comment B4
Page B-8
Please confirm whether gate keys would be given to fire departments.

[Note: As an alternative to supplying gate keys to the fire departments, you may propose a
condition similar to Klondike Il Condition 69.]

PAGE B-2 MAY 2007
PDX/071200021.DOC



SUPPLEMENT TO THE LEANING JUNIPER Il WIND POWER FACILITY APPLICATION FOR SITE CERTIFICATE

Response

The Applicant proposes to use Klondike Il condition 69, as stated below.

At the beginning of Facility operation, the certificate holder will provide to the North
Gilliam County Rural Fire Protection District and the Arlington Fire Department copies of
the approved site plan indicating the identification number assigned to each turbine and the
location of all Facility structures. During operation of the Facility, the certificate holder will
provide to the North Gilliam County Rural Fire Protection District and the Arlington Fire
Department the names and telephone numbers of Facility personnel available to respond on
a 24-hour basis in case of an emergency on the Facility site.

Comment B5
Page B-12

Confirm that existing roads would be widened up to 20 feet but that area of temporary
disturbance would not exceed a total width of 35 feet. Confirm that new roads would be up
to 16 feet wide but that temporary disturbance would not exceed a total width of 35 feet.

[Note: It is our understanding that Tables P-10A, 10B, 15A, and 15B were calculated based
on a total width not exceeding 35 feet for both existing and new roads. Further, we
understand that the “temporary facilities” acreages on those tables were calculated based on
the difference between the permanent width (assuming 20 feet for improved roads and 16
feet for new roads) and 35 feet in width.]

Response

Confirmed as stated. Existing roads will be widened up to 20 feet but the area of temporary
disturbance will not exceed a total width of 35 feet. New roads will be up to 16 feet wide but
temporary disturbance will not exceed a total width of 35 feet.

Comment B6
Page B-14

Describe the electric distribution lines that would carry on-site power to each of the
proposed O&M buildings. Include a description of the route and support structures. What is
the overall length of these lines under worst-case assumptions? What area would be
temporarily disturbed during construction of the distribution line? What area would the line
permanently occupy? Would the permanent and temporary areas affected change the totals
in Tables C-4, C-5 and P-10A, 10B, 15A and 15B?

Response

The electric distribution lines that will carry onsite power to each of the proposed operations
and maintenance (O&M) buildings are shown on revised Figure C-3a (Appendix A,
Attachment 2). The Leaning Juniper Il (LJ Il) North O&M building will be serviced by the
existing power line along Rattlesnake Road that currently services the existing Leaning
Juniper I (LJ I) O&M building. There will be no additional power lines for the O&M

building on LJ Il North, because the building will be serviced by the existing powerline.
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SUPPLEMENT TO THE LEANING JUNIPER Il WIND POWER FACILITY APPLICATION FOR SITE CERTIFICATE

For LJ Il South, new powerlines will be constructed to bring power from either existing
powerlines along Blalock Canyon or the existing line along Rattlesnake Road to the LJ 1l
South O&M building on the west side of the Facility area. These lines will be placed
underground in the trenches with the 34.5-kV collector lines or within the disturbed road
shoulders. Under the worst-case scenario, there will be approximately 6.6 miles of
underground powerlines to bring power from the existing powerline at Rattlesnake Road to
the LJ Il South O&M building near turbine string B. Under the preferred route, there will be
approximately 1.8 miles of powerline to bring power from existing lines along Blalock
Canyon Road to this same O&M building. If the alternate O&M building location is used, it
will also require approximately 1.8 miles of powerline.

No new area will be disturbed because the powerlines will be placed in the trenches of
collector lines or in disturbed road shoulders.

Comment B7
Page B-15

What is the maximum length (in miles) of the collector system under the worst case? Of the
total, what is the maximum length in miles that would be installed aboveground (the “not to
exceed” length)?

[Note: The cost of site restoration includes the cost to remove aboveground collector lines,
assuming the maximum length.]

Response

The maximum length of the collector system under the worst-case scenario is approximately
33.2 miles. The maximum length that would be installed aboveground under the worst-case
scenario would be 30 percent of the collector system or 9.9 miles (up to 3.3 milesin LJ I
North and 6.6 miles in LJ Il South).

Comment B8
Page B-17

Within what distance from turbines would perch-guards be installed on transmission poles?

Response

Perch-guards will be installed on transmission line poles within ¥2 mile from turbines, as
stated in Klondike IlI:

“The certificate holder shall design all aboveground transmission line support structures
following the practices suggested by the Avian Powerline Interaction Committee [APLIC,
Suggested Practices for Raptor Protection on Powerline: the State of the Art in 1996, Edison electric
Institute/Raptor Research Fund, 1996] and shall install anti-perching devices on
transmission pole tops and cross arms where the poles are located within %2 mile of
turbines.”
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SUPPLEMENT TO THE LEANING JUNIPER Il WIND POWER FACILITY APPLICATION FOR SITE CERTIFICATE

Comment B9
Page B-17

Confirm the proposed construction beginning deadline. The statement on p. B-17 conflicts
with the statement on p. U-1.

What is the proposed construction completion deadline?

Response

Construction is expected to begin no later than 3 years from the issuance of the site
certificate. The Applicant requests this “window” for beginning construction to allow
flexibility in response to industry constraints such as turbine availability.

Construction is anticipated to take 10 to 12 months.

Comment B10
Page B-17

Crane paths are not included in the list of temporary disturbance areas shown on Table C-5.
Provide an estimate of the temporary disturbance due to crane paths and a revised total
temporary disturbance area. Provide a revised Table C-5. See related request P2 in the
Exhibit P section of this document.

Response

Crane paths will result in an estimated 12 acres of temporary disturbance (see also response
to RAI P3). All crane paths are in LJ I North. Please refer to revised Table C-5 in Appendix
A, Attachment 3. A small portion of the temporary disturbance associated with crane paths
is geographically located in LJ Il South. However, because these crane paths are necessary
for construction of LJ Il North, the temporary disturbances are included in the LJ Il North
total.

RAI No. 2

Comment Bl

You did not provide a revised table, but we accept your response as “corrections” to Table
B-1.

1. Based on your response, the total weight of metal in the turbines is not less than 220
U.S. tons (GE) and not more than 348 U.S. tons (Vestas).

2/3. Please confirm that your response means that the bottom of the pedestal is at 3’
below grade and the top of the pedestal is 0.5’ above grade. Does the 16’ diameter
correspond to the 80 m towers and the 20" diameter correspond to the 100 m towers?
If not, we will assume the larger diameter in calculating retirement costs.

4, See comment on your response to RAI X1 below.

MAY 2007 PAGE B-5
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SUPPLEMENT TO THE LEANING JUNIPER Il WIND POWER FACILITY APPLICATION FOR SITE CERTIFICATE

5. Your response to (5) is unclear. If your construction contractors need a 400x400 area
that is larger than the area that you have used to calculate temporary impacts during
construction, then please provide a new tables C-5, P-10a, P-10b, P-15a and P-15b
that take into account the increased area.

Your further response on 1/2/07 does not provide an adequate answer. The area calculated
on Table C-5 (“Laydown area at each tower”) is based on a “worst-case” assumption that a
circular area with a radius of 164 feet would be needed. Figure B-4 shows this area as a circle
centered on the turbine location. The area of a circle having a radius of 164 feet is
approximately 84,500 sq ft.. In contrast, a 400x400 foot square would have an area of
160,000 sq ft. We believe the 400x400 area would more accurately describe the “worst case.”
While we understand your interest in minimizing impacts, there is quite a large difference
in these two areas, and we question whether the contractors could really be constrained to
operate within the smaller area as a practical matter. We also note that with the turbine
tower in place, a radius of 164 feet from the turbine location is not large enough to lay down
a rotor assembly that would have a diameter of 328 feet and allow for additional room to
maneuver. Accordingly, we believe the proposed 84,500 disturbance area is not sufficient.

If the larger area is used, then the calculated temporary impact areas shown on tables C-5,
P-10A, P-10B, P-15A and P-15B are incorrect.

Response

1. Thatis correct. The total weight of metal in the turbines is not less than 220 U.S. tons
(GE) and not more than 348 U.S. tons (Vestas).

2 & 3. Yes, the bottom of the pedestal is at 3 feet below grade and the top of the pedestal is
0.5 foot above grade. Yes, the 16-foot-diameter pedestal corresponds to the 80-meter
towers and the 20-foot-diameter pedestal corresponds to the 100-meter towers.

4. Please refer to the response to RAI X1.

5. The Applicant has revised Tables C-5, P-10B, and P-15B to account for a laydown area
measuring 400 by 400 feet. The revised tables are included in Appendix B, Attachment 1.
To calculate the “worst case” impacts shown in Tables P-10B and P-15B, 133 turbines
were used, with a temporary laydown area of 400 feet by 400 feet, for a total of
approximately 160,000 square feet at each of the 133 turbine locations.

Tables P-10A and P-15A are not provided in this RAI because they do not show worst case
impacts and therefore have not been revised.

Comment B3

1. Please confirm the dimensions of the met tower foundation. Do you actually need a
foundation with a 20 foot radius? This would result in a foundation with a 40’ diameter,
which is twice the diameter of the turbine tower pedestal (see your response to B1(3)).

2. You state that “96 percent” of the met tower foundation is below 3 feet below grade.
How did you calculate that percentage? Is it a percentage by weight, volume or vertical
dimension? How much, if any, of the foundation is above grade? How many cubic yards
of concrete are in the foundation above 3 feet below grade?
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SUPPLEMENT TO THE LEANING JUNIPER Il WIND POWER FACILITY APPLICATION FOR SITE CERTIFICATE

3. We cannot determine the cubic yards of concrete that would have to be removed during
site restoration, given the information you have provided. A schematic drawing of a
cross-section of the foundation, showing the dimensions above 3 feet below grade,
would be helpful.

Response

Please disregard the response to RAI No. 1 provided on December 21, 2006. The met tower
foundation will be a square pad measuring approximately 28 feet by 28 feet by 3 feet deep,
as depicted in the figure included as Appendix B, Attachment 2.

Comment B5

Based on your response, we will assume site restoration would include removal of a 16-ft-
wide graveled surface, plus grading with topsoil and reseeding of a 35-ft width of
disturbance.

Response

Comment noted.

Comment B9

Your response is unclear as to the construction completion deadline. Do you mean to
request a completion deadline of four years after the issuance of the site certificate?

Response

Yes. The Applicant requests a completion deadline of four years after the issuance of the site
certificate.

Comment B11

For aboveground segments of the collector system, describe the number of individual wires
that would be carried by the support poles. Include both electric power lines and SCADA
communication lines. This information is needed to estimate the site restoration cost, which
is calculated by a unit cost per individual wire or cable.

Response

The overhead collection support poles would carry up to two collection circuits, with each
circuit consisting of three conductors for a total of six conductors. Additionally, there
would be an overhead composite ground wire with optical fiber.
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EXHIBITC

Proposed Location and Maps

RAINo. 1

Comment C1
Page C-2

What is the actual distance from Arlington to the site boundary? Page C-2 says “3 miles,”
but Figure C-2 shows the site boundary within approximately 1 mile of Arlington. Figure P-
3 shows turbine G-1 within 2,000 feet of city streets (and micrositing would allow placement
of the nearest turbine even closer).

Response

The Arlington city limit boundary is adjacent to the LJ Il North lease boundary and
micrositing corridor. However, the Applicant will maintain appropriate setbacks between
all turbines and residences and property lines. While some temporary disturbance may
occur within the micrositing corridors, no turbines will be placed closer to residences than
the total turbine height. Specifically, the Applicant will use a minimum setback between
turbines and residences equal to the total turbine height (389 to 492 feet, depending on
turbine selected). In addition, all turbines will be sited a sufficient distance from residences
to ensure that no noise-sensitive properties are within the 50-dBA contour line.

Comment C2
Page C-13

In Table C-4, the area occupied by aboveground 34.5-kV transmission line is shown as “0.00
acres” based on 5 poles for LJ-North and 5 poles for LJ-South. Note 5 on the table says that it
is assumed that poles are placed 350 feet apart. Based on this assumption, a total of 10 poles
placed 350 feet apart would support only 3,500 feet of aboveground transmission line.
Please explain this length in light of Exhibit B, which says that 9 miles of aboveground
transmission line might be built. If necessary, provide a revised Table C-4 with a correct
calculation.

Response

Please see revised Table C-4 in Appendix A, Attachment 3. Under the worst-case scenario,
up to 30 percent of the collector line route will be placed overhead, or 9.9 miles (up to 3.3
miles in LJ Il North and 6.6 miles in LJ Il South). The area occupied by an aboveground 34.5-
kV transmission line is 0.01 acre (50 poles) or 600 square feet for LJ Il North and 0.03 acre
(100 poles) or 1,200 square feet for LJ 11 South.
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Comment C2 Addendum

The Department requested additional turbine micrositing information during verbal and e-
mail discussions with PPM Energy.

Response

Table C-2 has been revised to include additional turbine micrositing corridor information
(see Appendix A, Attachment 4). In addition, Table C-3 has been revised to correlate to the
new Figure C-3c. Table C-3 and Figure C-3c are both included in Appendix A, Attachment
4. Table C-3 provides a description of the additional LJ Il Facility micrositing corridors and
correlates to Figure C-3c by number.

Comment C3
Page C-3, Figure C-4

The description of the substation location on page C-3 and Figure C-4 is identical to the
substation location described for Leaning Juniper | in the January application. Please
describe the location of the LJ Il Substation and explain how it would be separated from the
LJ I Substation.

Response

The total size of the property on which the LJ I and LJ Il collector substations are located has
not changed from the original application. However, this property area has been divided in
half (physically and in ownership) to accommodate both facilities, as shown on the revised
Figure C-4 included in Appendix A, Attachment 19. Both substations will have fences
around them, and all poles will be inside the fences.

RAINo. 2

Comment C2

From your further response on 1/2/07, should we conclude that you did not revise tables P-
10A, P-10B, P-15A and P-15B (to take into account the increased area and the habitat types
affected) because you believe that the increased area of permanent disturbance is
insignificant?

Response

That is correct. If 30 percent of the collector lines were to be installed overhead, the area
permanently occupied by the 150 poles supporting the 9.9 miles of aboveground 34.5-kV
lines would be 0.01 acre or 600 square feet for LJ Il North and 0.03 acre or 1,200 square feet
for LJ Il South, for a total of 0.04 acre.

Given the minor amount of disturbance resulting from the aboveground poles, the proposed
mitigation for temporary impacts, and the fact that some of the temporary impacts would
not occur in the event that 30 percent of the collector lines were placed overhead, the
Applicant does not propose additional mitigation.
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Comment (unnumbered)

1.

Table C-2: This table lists turbine strings A through J. Figures X-2 and X-4 show a “K”
string in the approximate location of turbines J-12 through J-16 on Figure C-3a. We also
note the inconsistencies in the H and I strings on Figure C-3a compared to the H and |
strings on Figures X2 and X4. Are these errors in numbering? If not, please confirm
which numbering scheme will be used. We suggest that you do not use different
numbering schemes for different turbine sizes.

Table C-3: Many of the features are described by multiple points that are not identified
by position (N, E, S, W). How were these points selected? Some features have multiple
points for a single position (for example feature 11 has nine points identified as “N”).
Please explain.

The new figure C-3a is very helpful, but in some cases it is difficult to tell what is
included within the descriptions on Table C-2 (for example #18).

It appears that you have not included features outside the lease boundary (with the
exception of #10). The collector lines that are within the LJ1 area (for which you will
need easements) are related and supporting facilities that are part of LJ-1l. These
facilities are part of the site. Please revise Table C-3 to include them as part of the area
within the site boundary.

Response

1.

There are no errors in numbering.

Table C-2 describes the turbine string corridors. Figures X-2 and X-4 show a proposed 3-
MW turbine layout within the turbine string corridors, including a K string. The K string
is within the J corridor described in Table C-2.

Figure C-3a shows a proposed 1.5-MW turbine layout and Figures X-2 and X-4 show a
proposed 3-MW turbine layout within the turbine string corridors.

Turbine string numbering is based on the sharing of electrical circuits. This varies
between the layouts for 2 different turbine sizes.

The number of points provided varied based on the shape of the corridor being
described. Multiple points were provided to describe corridors with curves or a
nonlinear shape, with an effort to provide an adequate number of coordinates to
accurately map out the corridor boundary using professional judgment.

The Department has indicated to the Applicant that this question refers to Figure C-3c
and Table C-3. The Applicant responded to questions during a conference call with
Department staff on February 7, 2007, and provided revised versions of Figure C-3¢c and
Table C-3 to the Department via an e-mail sent on February 22, 2007. Copies of this
correspondence will be included in the supplemental document.

Appendix B, Attachment 3 contains legal descriptions for the easements outside the
lease boundary that are within the LJ | area. Table C-3 will not be revised to include
these areas.
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Additional Requests

Additional requests from ODOE concerning Tables C-2 and C-3 and Figures C-3a and C-3c
occurred via conference call with the Applicant on February 7, 2007, and via e-mail
exchanges on March 7, 12, and 28 and April 3, 2007.

Comment

In a conference call with the Applicant on February 7, 2007, John White of ODOE requested
additional information on micrositing corridors. He requested a revised version of Table C-2
(Micrositing Corridors for Turbine Strings), and clarification on Table C-3 (Micrositing
Corridors for Roads, Collector Cables, and Crane Paths), Figure C-3a (Facility Components,
1.5-MW Layout), and Figure C-3c (Micrositing Corridors for Roads, Collector Cables, and
Crane Paths).

Response

The Applicant responded by e-mail on February 22, 2007, as shown below. Revised Tables
C-2 and C-3 and revised Figures C-3a and C-3c are provided in Appendix C, Attachment 1.

February 22, 2007
John,

Below is a response to your questions from our conference call on 2/7/07. | tried to be very detailed to
clarify all your questions. We have not included this in the response to RAI #2. Please let us know if you
would like this included in the response to RAI.

Clarification/revisions to Tables C-2, C-3, and Figure C-3c.

PacifiCorp Easements

We have obtained shared easements with PacifiCorp to cross land they lease from Waste Management
for operation of Leaning Juniper I, and will provide the Department the legal descriptions for these
easements as part of the response to RAI #2. In our maps of the micrositing corridors, we have also
added a 100-ft buffer on either side of the easements. If ultimately needed, PPM will obtain an
easement with Waste Mgt prior to construction for this additional buffer area.

Near J Turbine String in SE Part of Project Area

4 — Table C-3 includes coordinates for the collector line route starting at the lease boundary and ending
at the western boundary of the J turbine string micrositing corridor; The area between the #4 corridor
and turbine J-17 that is outside the lease boundary is included in the legal description for the easements
with PacifiCorp.

We have also included a buffer around turbine J-17 outside of the lease boundary that is larger than our
current easement with PacifiCorp. The coordinates for the J-17 "box" were included as part of the
turbine corridor coordinates (see Table C-2 with our first RAl response). As mentioned above, if
ultimately needed, PPM will obtain an easement with Waste Mgt prior to construction for the additional
buffer area.

23 - The coordinates for the "triangle" corridor for an alternate underground collector line (within the
lease boundary) NW of #4 are included on Table C-3 and Figure C-3c as #23.

Center of Project Area
5 — This road corridor in Table C-3 starts at the eastern edge of the D-string corridor and ends at the
western edge of the E string corridor.

18 — Like turbine J-17, we have revised the micrositing corridor for the E string to extend it north to
cover the access road to the north a buffer area. The coordinates are included in the revised Table C-2.
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This micrositing corridor is larger than the current easement with PacifiCorp; we would obtain an
easement prior to construction if needed.

10 — We have also included a buffer north of turbine F-6 outside of the lease boundary that is not
included in the current easement with PacifiCorp for the collector lines. The coordinates for this buffer
area are included in Table C-3, rather than in table C-2, because the buffer is not the same width as the
turbine string micrositing corridor. If ultimately needed, we would obtain an easement prior to
construction.

Substation Area

17 — The micrositing corridor #17 included in Table C-3 includes a buffer around the existing
Rattlesnake Road starting at the LJ Il North lease boundary and ending at the substation, as well as a
diagonal route from the road to the proposed substation. PPM plans to build the collector line along
Rattlesnake Road and within the County ROW and then north along the corridor owned by PPM. PPM
is in negotiations with the adjacent landowner in the event that the collector line needs to be routed
outside the County ROW or diagonally to the substation.

22 - This corridor was added to both Figure C-3c and Table C-3 to describe the substation area owned
by PPM.

West Portion of Project Area

19 — Table C-3 describes the micrositing corridor around the existing road. The western boundary of
this corridor is Blalock Canyon Road. If ultimately needed, PPM will obtain an easement with the
landowner prior to construction.

Rattlesnake Road

20 - This micrositing corridor included in Table C-3 includes two parts: 1) a buffer around the existing
Rattlesnake Road starting at the east side of the H string turbine micrositing corridor and ending at the
west side of corridor #21, and 2) a buffer around the existing road starting where the #21 road diverges
from the existing road and ending when the two roads converge, just east of the lease boundary.

21 — This micrositing corridor included in Table C-3 includes a buffer around a proposed route
change/straightening of the County Road starting at the eastern edge of the bluff and ending at Hwy 19.
There is no overlap between #20 and 21.

Thanks,

Sara

Wind Energy Permitting
PPM Energy

In a follow-up e-mail dated March 7, 2007, ODOE requested additional information:

MAY 2007

From: John White [mailto:John.White@state.or.us]
Sent: Wednesday, March 07, 2007 3:26 PM

To: McMahon, Sara

Subject: RAI #2 Attachment 3 [in Appendix B]

Sara,

Attachment 3 contains the legal descriptions of various LJ features outside the lease boundary. Can you
revise Figure C-3c to include the identifiers shown in these legal descriptions? For example, the first
one in the attachment is "WM-LJ2 COLLECTOR 2." We don't know where that is without a map.

Also, the revised Figure C-3c that you sent in your 2/22 e-mail does not have feature 18. | did not check
to make sure that the other features identified on Table C-3 are shown on the map, but if | find that
there are others missing | will want to have the map revised again, so you might check.

Attachment 3 is in pdf format, and it appears that | can convert to text, but it would be easier to work
with the Word files, if those are available. | am thinking about putting all of these feature descriptions
(Tables C-2, C-3, and the descriptions in Attachment 3) into a single document that would become
Attachment D to the draft proposed order.
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-John

John G. White

Oregon Department of Energy

625 Marion St., NE

Salem, Oregon 97301-3742

The Applicant responded on March 12:

>>> "McMahon, Sara" <Sara.McMahon@PPMEnergy.com> 3/12/2007 8:39:21 AM
>>>

John,

| just remembered that #18 was not included on the revised Figure C-3c because it is part of a turbine
micrositing corridor. Those are listed in Table C-2 and are not included on the figure.

Sara

ODOE responded on March 12:

From: John White [mailto:John.White@state.or.us]
Sent: Monday, March 12, 2007 10:08 AM

To: McMahon, Sara

Subject: RE: RAI #2 Attachment 3

OK, but the "new" Table C-2 has the same coordinates for the E-1 to

E-3

corridor as the original Table C-2. It looks like you intended to have a new northern boundary of this
turbine string corridor. This new boundary would be outside the lease boundary (which previously was
the northern boundary for the string). Table C-2 as revised does not show this.

-John

The Applicant responded on March 28:

>>> "McMahon, Sara" <Sara.McMahon@PPMEnergy.com> 3/28/2007 3:27:45 PM
>>>

John,

Here is the revised Table C-2. We forgot to add that row to the table.

Thanks

Sara

ODOE responded on April 3:

PAGE C-6

From: John White [mailto:John.White@state.or.us]

Sent: Tuesday, April 03, 2007 9:42 AM

To: McMahon, Sara

Subject: Re: FW: RAI #2 Attachment 3/Revised Table C-2

Sara,

Unfortunately, | am still confused by your revised Table C-2. My question earlier in this e-mail thread
(3/12) was in regard to the northern boundary of string E-1 to E-3. The revised table still does not show
a northern boundary for this string. On revised Fig C-3c, this corridor is shown with a northern boundary
that is outside the lease boundary.

Revised Table C-2 changed the longitude of the western boundary of string E1-3 and the northern

boundary of a different string (E4-11), but it still does not show a northern boundary for string E1-3.
Tyler's e-mail (3/12) provides updated coordinates for the "E-string," but, as there are two E-string

corridors, it is unclear what he means.
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Please clarify.

Thanks,
John

John G. White

Oregon Department of Energy
625 Marion St., NE

Salem, Oregon 97301-3742
john.white@state.or.us

The Applicant responded on April 3 with revised Tables C-2 and C-3 (see Appendix C,
Attachment 1).
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EXHIBITE

Permits Needed for Construction and Operation

RAINo. 1

Comment E1
Page E-6

It is understood that a water right is not required for a 5,000-gallon-per-day water well;
however, please confirm whether there a local land use or building permit required for
drilling the well.

Response

Per Susie Anderson, the Gilliam County Planning Director, a local land use or building
permit is not required for drilling the well (personal communication with Erin Toelke of
CH2M HILL on December 4, 2006).

Comment E2
Page E-6

Provide a copy of the 1200-C permit application, including the Erosion and Sediment
Control Plan Worksheet. We will need confirmation from DEQ that they have received the
application and the estimated date when DEQ would issue a permit decision (OAR 345-021-
0010(1)(e)(D)).

Response

The Applicant is in the process of developing the 1200-C permit application, with the
Erosion and Sediment Control Plan Worksheet. The Applicant anticipates submittal of this
permit application to DEQ in January 2007. A copy will be provided to ODOE upon
submittal.

RAI'No. 2

Comment E2

What is your target date for submitting these documents to DEQ and ODOE?

Response

The NPDES permit application, including an erosion and sediment control plan, was
submitted to DEQ on February 23, 2007. A copy is provided in Appendix B, Attachment 4.
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EXHIBIT G

Material Analysis

RAINo. 1

Comment G1
Page G-5

You estimate 150 gallons of water per turbine would be used for blade-washing. The DEQ
permit exemption for de minimis activities does not directly address washing the blades of
wind turbines. We do not believe the phrase “less than 8 vehicles or pieces of equipment”
can be reasonably interpreted to include wind turbines. We will need a definitive statement
from DEQ to conclude that no wastewater permit is required. [Note: As an alternative, a
condition similar to Klondike 111 Condition 83 might be proposed.]

Clarify whether cleaning agents would be used with the wash water (The statement on p. G-
5 conflicts with the statement on p. B-10).

Response

Appendix A, Attachment 5 contains a letter from DEQ to the Applicant stating that no
wastewater permit is required for blade-washing activities.

Biodegradable, phosphate-free cleaning agents may be used with the washwater. The last
paragraph of Section B.1.6 on page B-10 has been revised as follows:

Because of the area’s climate, the Applicant does not anticipate having to wash turbine
blades regularly, as is typical in drier areas. However, if washing is needed, the blades
would be cleaned with cold water and a biodegradable, phosphate-free cleaner.

washwater—free-ofany-additives. No potentially hazardous wastes would be generated

from blade washing. The amount and nature of blade washing would be below the DEQ
threshold and would be considered a deminimis impact (DEQ, 1998).

RAI'No. 2

Comment G1
DEQ letter is qualified by conditions (summarized in paragraph 3 of the letter). What
assurance can you give that there would be no run-off?

Response

As outlined in Exhibit O of the ASC, blade washing is not anticipated to occur. If
recommended by the manufacturer, the blade washing would require a small amount of
water per turbine (estimated to be approximately 50 gallons per blade). This small amount
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of water would primarily evaporate during washing or infiltrate into surrounding soils. In
addition, very few turbines are located near seasonal streams. Washing at these locations
would be avoided when possible or done in a manner to direct the washing activity away
from the stream.
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EXHIBITH

Geological and Soil Stability

RAINo. 1

Comment H1

Page H-15

Explain or correct the statement that two locations of potential landslide activity have been
identified.

Response

The third to last paragraph on page H-15, Section H.8, has been revised as follows:

The basalt rock present over most of the Facility area is generally competent rock, free of
existing landslides. No active landslide activity was observed during the site
reconnaissance. However—two-locations-were-identified-as-potential-siteso

%MW j j HH i TS
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EXHIBITJ

Wetlands

RAINo. 1

Note from ODOE: The primary focus of this exhibit is to provide sufficient information for
the Council to determine whether a DSL removal or fill permit is needed. The language
used in OAR 345-021-0010(1)(j) might lead applicants to conclude that ODOE is interested
only in “wetlands,” but we are interested in potential impacts to any jurisdictional “waters
of the state.” As you have correctly stated, “wetlands” are a particular feature included
within the definition of “waters of the state.”

As a secondary issue, the exhibit should explain whether any waters subject to federal
jurisdiction might be affected. The federal “Section 404” permit is not within the jurisdiction
of the Siting Council, but we would like to see written confirmation from USACE regarding
whether any waters under federal jurisdiction exist and whether a Section 404 permit will be
needed.

Comment J1
Page J-2

What state-jurisdictional waters lie within the proposed micrositing corridors? Please list
these areas, using the identification labels on Figure J-1. We will need written confirmation
from DSL regarding whether that agency agrees with your assessment regarding state
jurisdiction.

Response

The following state-jurisdictional waters lie within the proposed micrositing corridors: S8,
S14, S20, S25, and S27. During the permitting process for LJ I, the Applicant received
concurrence that S8 is a state-jurisdictional drainage. A delineation report that includes the
other state-jurisdictional waters has been submitted to DSL. The Applicant has not yet
received written concurrence. Please refer to Appendix A, Attachment 6 for Figure J-1,
which has been revised to show the micrositing corridors.

Comment J2
Page J-2

What waters under federal jurisdiction lie within the proposed micrositing corridors? Please
list, as above. If possible, provide written confirmation from USACE regarding your
assessment of federal jurisdiction. Is a Section 404 permit needed for S8B? Describe the
additional impacts at S8 and S8A.
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Response

The following streams within the micrositing corridor are potentially under federal
jurisdiction: S8, S14, S20, S25, and S27. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) does not
provide written concurrence. Concurrence is implied upon issuance of a USACE permit for
a project.

The Applicant is in the process of drafting the delineation report and Section 404 permit
application for the Facility. The Applicant anticipates submittal of this permit application to
the USACE in January 2007. A copy will be provided to ODOE upon submittal.

A Section 404 permit will be needed for S8B. An access road will cross the channel at S8A
via a ford or culvert crossing. No impacts are anticipated at S8. Potential impacts will be
described in further detail in the permit application.

Comment J3
Page J-3

Was the assessment of impacts that is described in Section J.2.2.3 based on the “proposed”
1.5-MW layout (Fig C-3a)? What additional impacts could occur if project facilities are built
in other locations within the micrositing corridors?

Response

The assessment of impacts described in Section J.2.2.3 was based on the “proposed” layout
as shown in Figure C-3a. Impacts associated with changes to the current Facility layout will
not likely result in additional impacts. Any changes to the currently proposed layout will
result in impacts similar in nature and extent to those described in Section J.2.2.3. Possible
changes might include moving the location of a stream crossing upstream or downstream.
Impacts resulting from this change would be similar to the initially-described crossing and
impact no greater area. If impacts were to exceed the initial estimate as described in Exhibit
J, these impacts would be fully addressed in the Section 404 permit application.

Comment J4
Page J-4

The application identifies W-1 and W-2 as “potentially jurisdictional” vernal pools. The
application states that these areas might be temporarily disturbed from collector cable
trenches. Could these potential impacts be avoided?

Response

No turbines will be placed within vernal pools. Based on the current layout, the Applicant
also does not anticipate placing roads, collector lines, or other associated facilities within
potentially jurisdictional vernal pools. The Applicant will avoid impacting vernal pools to
the extent practicable through minor road or collector line route changes. If impacts cannot
be avoided as a result of site-specific conditions or other factors, the Applicant will address
these impacts in the Section 404 permit application. All temporary impacts will be restored
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to preconstruction conditions according to the Section 404 permit. No permanent impacts
will occur.

RAI'No. 2

Comment J1

Figure J-1 shows S8 as a “Corps Only Jurisdictional” water, but your response here says that
it is a state-jurisdictional water. Please explain.

Please provide a copy of the DSL concurrence as to S8 (if you have previously sent this to
us, what is the date of the document?).

Please provide a copy of the delineation report recently submitted to DSL. Please provide
the response you receive from DSL.
Response

This was an error. DSL declined jurisdiction over drainage S8. The DSL concurrence letter is
provided in Appendix B, Attachment 5. A copy of the Section 404 application, which
includes the delineation report, is provided as Appendix B, Attachment 6.

Comment J2

What is your target date for submittal of the report and 404 application?

Response
A copy of the Section 404 application, which includes the delineation report, is provided as
Appendix B, Attachment 6.

Comment J4

Should we conclude from your response that you cannot commit to avoiding impacts to the
vernal pool areas? We are concerned that it might not be possible to restore vernal pool
areas. Describe measures you will take to restore these areas if impacts cannot be avoided.

Response

The Applicant has reviewed the layout since responding to RAI No. 1, and has determined
that it is feasible to avoid temporarily or permanently impacting vernal pools. No turbines,
collector lines, roads, or other associated facilities will be placed in the vernal pools. No
permanent or temporary impacts will occur.

Additional Request

In an e-mail dated April 4, 2007, John White of ODOE requested additional information on
Exhibit J documentation. His questions and Applicant responses are documented below.
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Comment No. 1

In Exhibit J, you have stated that the on-site wetlands & waters surveys addressed the area
within 500-foot survey corridors centered on the preliminary alignments of proposed
turbine strings, underground collector lines and access roads in the LJ-North area and
within 200-foot survey corridors in the LJ-South area (Application, page J-1).

The various reports from CH2M HILL that you have submitted do not support this
statement. The reports are described below. Please let me know if | have overlooked any
reports.

The report dated January 19, 2005 (Application, Attachment J-1), describes study areas
within 200-foot survey corridors centered on the alignments of proposed turbine strings,
underground collector lines and access roads. This survey report is limited to the LJ-South
area.

The report dated September 2, 2005 (RAI #2, Attachment 6), describes a survey of four
discrete locations. The report dated January 16, 2006 (Application, Attachment J-1),
describes a survey of a single location in Jones Canyon. The report dated September 25, 2006
(Application, Attachment J-1), describes a survey of 12 discrete locations (nine in the LJ-
North area and three in the LJ-South area). None of these reports describes a survey area
within 500-foot corridors in the LJ-North area.

Response

The Exhibit J text quoted in the first paragraph of the comment above inadvertently
suggests that each of the four project wetland survey reports describes the area within 500-
foot survey corridors in LJ-North and within 200-foot survey corridors in LJ-South. In fact,
three of the four surveys predate the LJ-North and LJ-South designations, as described in
the next paragraphs. Consequently, the distinction between North and South is not made in
the three reports documenting these surveys. However, the 200-foot survey corridor does
apply for all surveys conducted before the North and South site boundaries were
established. Further, the 500-foot survey corridor applies for the LJ-North area once this
boundary was established, and for selected areas in LJ-South that were included in the later
wetland surveys because the project alignment had shifted from the initial project layout.

The report dated January 19, 2005 (Application, Attachment J-1) predates the division of the
project area into LJ-South and LJ-North. At the time the field survey documented in this
report was conducted, the project consisted of one area. This area largely comprised the
Leaning Juniper Wind Energy Project (formerly known as Leaning Juniper I). The Leaning
Juniper | project was eventually purchased by PacifiCorp. However, portions of the area
were maintained by the Applicant as part of the Leaning Juniper Il South area. The January
19, 2005, report is included in the Application as part of the record of surveys performed.
This report is often referred to as the “initial” wetland report because it is the first in a series
of Leaning Juniper wetland reports. The three reports described in the paragraphs below are
referred to as “addenda” to the initial report.

The addendum report dated September 2, 2005 (RAI No. 2, Attachment 6) documents the
survey of four additional, discrete locations in the Leaning Juniper Wind Energy Project
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(formerly known as Leaning Juniper I). Again, this survey predates the division of the
project area into LJ-South and LJ-North.

The addendum report dated January 16, 2006 (Application, Attachment J-1) documents the
survey of a single, discrete area in Jones Canyon, located in the southern portion of the
Leaning Juniper Wind Energy Project (formerly known as Leaning Juniper I). Again, this
survey predates the division of the project area into LJ-South and LJ-North.

The addendum report dated September 25, 2006 (Application, Attachment J-1) documents
the survey of 12 discrete locations (nine in the LJ-North area and three in the LJ-South area).
At this point in the Leaning Juniper Il project chronology, the project had been subdivided
into LJ-South and LJ-North. Survey areas in LJ-South were changed from the 200-foot
corridor surveyed in the southern portion of Leaning Juniper | to a 500-foot corridor. This
change in survey area allowed room for future potential shifts in the alignments before final
layout was established. Consistent with LJ-South, 500-foot corridors were surveyed in LJ-
North. The September 25, 2006, report does not explicitly state LJ-North survey areas within
a 500-foot survey corridor. However, the 500-foot corridor is implied in statements such as
the following:

Page 1

“Within the Leaning Juniper Il North boundary, four potential stream crossings and five
seasonal (vernal) pools were investigated.... One of the streams (S25) was determined to
be potentially jurisdictional under federal and state wetlands regulations. The other
three were determined to be not jurisdictional within 500 feet of proposed Facility
activities under federal and state regulations... Three of the five vernal pools are located
within 500 feet of proposed Facility activities.”

Pages 1 and 2

“Two potential stream crossings and one vernal pool in the Leaning Juniper Il South
area area also were investigated. Both stream drainages are mapped intermittent
streams on the USGS map of the area. One of the streams (S27) was determined to be
potentially jurisdictional under federal and state wetlands regulations. The other (S26)
was determined to be not jurisdictional under federal and state regulations within 500
feet of proposed Facility activities. The vernal pool was determined to be potentially
jurisdictional as a wetland under state and federal wetlands regulations. It is located
within 500 feet of proposed Facility activities and was dry at the time of the field
investigation.”

Page 3

“Leaning Juniper Il North is located in the Arlington, Oregon-Washington (USGS, 1971)
and Sundale, Oregon-Washington (USFWS, 1971) 7.5-minute quadrangles of the USGS
topographic maps (Figure 3). The USGS maps indicate three stream channels within 500
feet of the proposed Facility area.”

Comment No. 2

I also note that there is another report dated September 25, 2006, in Attachment 6 of RAI #2.
This report appears to be identical to the report of the same date that is in Attachment J-1 of
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the application, except for the first paragraph. That paragraph refers to "the initial
Delineation Report (January 10, 2005)." | have not located a copy of this referenced report in
any of the material you have submitted. Would you please provide a copy of this report?
Also, would you please explain why there are two versions of the September 25, 2006,
report?

Response

The date of January 10, 2005, cited in the first paragraph of the September 25, 2006, report in
Attachment 6 of RAI No. 2, should be January 19, 2005. The January 19, 2005, report is
contained in Attachment J-1 of the Application. As stated in the response to Comment No. 1,
this report is referred to as the “initial delineation report” because it is the first delineation
report generated for the Leaning Juniper project.

You are correct in noting that the version of the September 25, 2006, report in Attachment 6
(Section 404 Permit Application) of RAI No. 2 is identical to the report of the same date in
Attachment J-1 of the application, except for the first paragraph. This paragraph was added
as part of the Section 404 submittal to the Oregon Division of State Lands and U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers. The purpose of the paragraph addition was to refer the DSL and Corps
back to the January 19, 2005 “initial” report for a more complete record of the delineation
process, should they seek additional information.

Comment No. 3

In addition, would you please submit a map (or maps) showing the areas that have been
surveyed for wetlands & waters within the entire site boundary (LJ-North and LJ-South)?
This map should combine all of the locations surveyed as described in the various reports.
Please include the outlines of all micrositing areas.

Response

A map showing the areas that have been surveyed for wetlands and waters within the entire
site boundary (LJII-North and LJII-North) is provided in Appendix C, Attachment 2.

Final comment

| anticipate a site certificate condition that will require on-site surveys for wetlands and
waters before construction begins in any location that has not been surveyed previously.
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EXHIBIT K

Land Use

RAINo. 1

Comment K1
Page K-10
How much land within the analysis area is actively used for farming currently?

[Note. The analysis area for land use is defined as the area within the site boundary and %-
mile from the site boundary.]

Response

Approximately 5,864 acres within the %2-mile land use study area are actively used for
farming. Approximately 3,013 acres within the lease boundary are actively used for farming.

Comment K2
Page K-15

What are the locations of the “lockable gates”? The statement on K-15 is contrary to the
statement on K-19 that there will be no lockable gates. GCZO 7.020(T)(4)(d)(6) requires
“private access roads” to be gated. Would the facility comply with this ordinance?

Response

Lockable gates will be located at the substation and private access roads. The statement on
K-19 that there will be no lockable gates has been revised. If landowners do not have
existing gates or do not want gates, the Applicant will obtain a variance from the County in
accordance with the GCZO 7.020(T)(4)(d)(6) requirement.

Comment K3
Page K-14

We believe the facility is subject to Gilliam County Zoning Ordinance 4.020(J), which
requires a 25-foot setback (front, rear and side) for “nonresidential development.” Gilliam
County imposed a greater setback requirement on LJ1 in CUP condition #16 (250 feet from
towers; 50 feet from buildings/substations) and might request similar setbacks for LJ-II.
What do you propose as a minimum setback distance from any facility structure to the
property line of the underlying parcels? (We assume that for the purposes of setback
requirements, a “structure” could include turbine towers, O&M buildings, substations, met
towers and aboveground transmission infrastructure).
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Response

The Application proposes the following setbacks:

Minimum setback between turbines and residences equal to the total turbine height
(389 to 492 feet, depending on turbine selected) or minimum distance needed to ensure
that no noise-sensitive properties are within the 50-dBA contour line.

250-foot setback between towers and property lines (including met towers, even though
they are shorter)

50-foot setback between the O&M buildings or substation and property lines

No setback for overhead poles. Because overhead poles will be placed within Gilliam
County rights-of-way or immediately adjacent to the easement in many cases, no
setback from property lines is proposed.

Comment K4
Page K-18

GCZO 7.020(T)(4)(d) requires that no portion of the wind power generation facility be
located within 3,520 feet of “properties zoned residential use or designated on the
Comprehensive Plan as residential.” Figures K-1 and K-2 do not show residential areas
within the City of Arlington to the north of LJ-North. Provide a map showing the nearest
“properties zoned residential use or designated on the Comprehensive Plan as residential.”
What is the distance from the micrositing area to the nearest residential property? Would
the facility comply with the ordinance?

Response

Revised Figure K-1 (in Appendix A, Attachment 7) shows the residential zone. The distance
from the micrositing area to the nearest residential property is approximately 65 feet (zero
feet to the residential property line). However, as described above, no turbines will be
placed closer to residences than the total turbine height and all turbines will be sited
sufficient distance from residences to ensure that no noise-sensitive properties are within
the 50-dBA contour line.

Because this distance is less than 3,520 feet as designated in GCZO 7.020(T)(4)(d), the
Applicant will obtain a variance(s) from Gilliam County. The Applicant has begun
discussions with the Gilliam County Planning Department on this matter.

Comment K5

Page K-20

Would the proposed facility occupy any “high-value” farmland? Explain the basis for your
answer.

Response

No, the Facility does not occupy any “high-value” farmland. According to the Oregon
Department of Land Conservation and Development:
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“High-value farmland is land with exceptionally good soils. That includes soils rated as
prime, unique, Class I, or Class Il by the Soil Conservation Service (SCS). It also includes
certain other soils listed in OAR 660-033-0020(8). Most high-value farmland is in the
Willamette Valley.”

Based on SCS GIS data, the Facility does not occupy Class | or Class Il soils. Soil
classification was also confirmed by Gilliam County in the Conditional Use Permit (CUP)
2004-05.

Comment K6
Page K-23

Please discuss in more detail the statement that the facility is “expected to provide
substantial tax revenues to the County over its lifespan.” What is the estimated range of
anticipated county revenue added on an annual basis? When would these revenues begin?
Would they stop after the facility is “depreciated” or would the revenue continue for the life
of the facility?

Response

Under current assessment methods, a 100-MW wind plant in Gilliam County will contribute
approximately $1 million annually from 2010 to 2020, with annual taxes declining
approximately $20,000/year.

The Oregon Department of Revenue (DOR) is reviewing the manner in which it assesses
wind plants. The DOR has stated that its new assessment methodology will better track the
cash value of wind plants (i.e., the value of the wind plant will depreciate in line with its
cash flow). From a cash perspective, a 5-year-old wind plant is worth 50 percent its value on
day 1 and 25 percent its initial value by year 10. It should be noted that while DOR has said
they are going to adopt a new approach, DOR’s assessment of PPM Energy’s wind plants
have not been in line with this new methodology. The Applicant will try to get LJ |1
included in the Gilliam County Enterprise Zone or will try to establish a Strategic
Investment Program in Gilliam County as PPM Energy has done in Sherman County. This
program would provide a 15-year property tax exemption and per state law would provide
for a minimum payment to the County of $500,000 annually in these years.

RAINo. 2

Comment K2

To conform to the ordinance, we would have to condition the site certificate to require
lockable gates. It is doubtful whether the County could legally grant a variance in conflict
with the site certificate. If a variance is needed due to landowner wishes, then the decision is
probably a Council decision as part of the site certificate process. We will need to consult
with our attorneys.

Response

Comment noted.
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Comment K3

The information appears to be complete, but we will need to review whether Gilliam
County requires a setback for transmission or distribution poles. We will also review what
“structures” are included under the ordinance and whether your response covers all
required setbacks.

Response

Comment noted.

Comment K4

See comment on K2 above. The ordinance requires a 3,520 foot setback from residential
property. We will seek legal advice regarding whether a variance would be a Council
decision.

Response

Comment noted.

Comment K6

Please advise us if you learn of any change in policy by ODOR in the method of assessment.
Please let us know of any changes in the projected income to the county under current
assessment methods.

Response

Comment noted.

PAGE K-4 MAY 2007
PDX/071200021.DOC



EXHIBIT L

Impacts on Protected Areas

RAINo. 2

Comment L1
Page L-11

Portions of the John Day River scenic area are within 6 miles of the nearest turbine location.
In previous cases, the Council has found that the visual impact of wind turbines 50 to

85 meters at hub height would not be significant at distances of 5 miles or more from the
site, but the LJ-11 turbines could be up to 100 m. at hub height. Can you provide photo-
simulations of the visual appearance of a 100-m wind turbine from a distance of 6 miles to
assist the Council in evaluating the visual impact of the proposed facility when viewed from
distances of 6 miles or more?

Response

To provide more information about the potential visibility of wind turbines from portions of
the John Day River scenic area, the Applicant developed Figure L-3 (see Appendix B,
Attachment 7). This figure provides a close-up view of the results of the Zone of Visual
Influence (ZV1) analysis completed for 3-MW turbines (100-meter at hub height) and the
portions of the John Day River within 6 miles of the nearest turbine location. As shown in
Figure L-3, the turbines will not be visible from the John Day River within 6 miles, nor will
turbines be visible from McDonald Crossing. A few turbines might be visible from a very
small area within 1/4 mile of the river bank and within 6 miles of the nearest turbine. This
area is not a specific area of use and as such, does not warrant a photo-simulation. As stated
in Exhibits L and R, the minimal portions visible within the 1/4 mile will not constitute a
significant adverse impact on this Protected Area.
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EXHIBIT M

Financial Analysis

RAINo. 1

Comment M1
Page M-1

The legal opinion letter (Attachment M-1) refers to an “up to 99.5 MW name-plate capacity
wind generation facility.” The proposed capacity is 279 MW. Please provide a consistent
letter.

Response

Please refer to Appendix A, Attachment 8 for the revised legal opinion letter.

Comment M2
Page M-1

The Retirement and Financial Assurance Standard requires the Council to make a finding
that the applicant has a reasonable likelihood of obtaining a bond or letter of credit in a form
and amount satisfactory to the Council. We cannot determine the amount that we would
consider appropriate to recommend to the Council until you have provided information
requested in these RAI related to site restoration. Based on the incomplete information in
the site certificate, together with some assumptions about costs, we believe the gross site
restoration cost could be as much as $7 million. Whether to recommend to the Council that
the estimated value of scrap steel be taken into account to reduce the amount of the bond or
letter of credit is currently under internal review by Department staff. We are concerned
that under some circumstances the scrap value might not be available to the State as a
source of funds for site restoration.

Once we have determined the amount that we will recommend to the Council, we will
request that you provide a letter from Safeco or other financial institution demonstrating
reasonable likelihood that the applicant can obtain an adequate bond or letter of credit in
that amount, subject to annual adjustment.

Response

The Applicant is prepared to post decommissioning security to ensure the Facility’s prompt
removal once the Facility is no longer operational. The Applicant asks the council to
recognize the costs of said decommissioning security and requests that EFSC take into
account the following when establishing the amount and timing of said bond:

MAY 2007 PAGE M-1
PDX/071200021.DOC



SUPPLEMENT TO THE LEANING JUNIPER Il WIND POWER FACILITY APPLICATION FOR SITE CERTIFICATE

The risk of the Facility ceasing operations in the first 10 years is extremely low.
The wind turbines will have a significant resale value in the early years of the Facility.
The salvage value of the turbines and towers warrants consideration.

The landowner leases require the Applicant to decommission the Facility.

A o

One of the lessees (Waste Management) already requires PPM to post a letter of credit
sufficient to cover the cost to decommission. The security amount may require
adjustment if the landowner determines the current level is insufficient.

The Applicant prefers that the decommissioning security requirement become effective in
the later years of the Facility’s life (e.g., in year 15). At this point, the Facility will still have
substantial commercial value, but decommissioning could be expected after a further 15 to
20 years.

RAINo. 2

Comment M2
We note that RAI M2 did not request additional information from the applicant.

The Department has recommended to the Council that no credit for scrap or salvage value
be considered in determining the appropriate site restoration cost under OAR 345-022-0050.

Our preliminary retirement cost estimate, with no credit for scrap or salvage value, is $7.093
million for LJ-11 (North and South) and $3.751 million for LJ-1I (excluding LJ-North
facilities).

Response

Comment noted.
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EXHIBIT O

Water Resources

RAINo. 1

Comment O1
Page O-2

The application states that water needed during construction would “most likely” be
supplied from the City of Arlington under the water right shown in Attachment O-2
(“Emprise water right”). According to Jerry Sauter at the Water Resources Department, this
*“quasi-judicial” water right has not been properly completed by the City of Arlington. The
City needs to submit a claim of beneficial use. That process needs to be completed before we
can rely on the Emprise water right. Please provide a letter from the city verifying that the
City is able and willing to provide construction water and specifying what water right
would be used. The letter should explain that they have sufficient water to supply the needs
of the Leaning Juniper project under their existing water rights (which can include the
Emprise water right, if they complete the claim process) over and above the city’s
committed uses.

Response

Please replace Permit G-14507 in ASC Attachment O-2 with the copy of Permit G-1201
provided in Appendix A, Attachment 9.

The Applicant contacted Mr. Tim Wetherell, the Arlington Public Works Director, to inform
him that the water right (G-14507) used for Exhibit O requires that a claim of beneficial use
be filed with the Oregon Water Resources Department before water can be used for Facility
construction. In response, Mr. Wetherell informed the Applicant that the City has another
source of water that would be appropriate for the needs stated in Exhibit O. The source of
water is a City-owned groundwater well permitted under water right G-1201. Mr. Wetherell
informed the Applicant that the City will provide water from the City-owned well
(permitted under water right G-1201) (personal communication between Tim Wetherell,
City of Arlington, and Mike Pappalardo and Adam Sussman, CH2M HILL, on March 14,
2006). This exchange is validated in the letter sent on December 2005 and revised on
September 26, 2006, from Tim Wetherell to Andrew O’Connell at PPM Energy. The
September 26 letter is included as Attachment O-1 of Exhibit O of the ASC.

The Applicant contacted Mr. Jerry Sauter at the Oregon Water Resources Department to
notify him of the change in water sources and water rights for the Facility. Mr. Sauter was
asked to review the file to determine whether using Permit G-1201 would present problems.
Mr. Sauter noted that he did not see any problem using Permit G-1201 as a source of water
for the Facility as specified under Exhibit O (personal communication between Jerry Sauter,
OWRD, and Adam Sussman, CH2M HILL, on March 15, 2006).
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Facts about Permit G-1201 are as follows:

Permit G-1201 is for 2.2 cfs (1,000 gallons per minute) of water for municipal use with a
priority date of 1959. The permit authorizes the use of two wells. This permit was amended
in 2004 to change the location of well #2. The permit is fully developed. The two wells
associated with this permit provide water to the City’s municipal water system. This permit
and associated water use are in good standing.

Comment O2

Page O-5

Please correct the statement that blade wash water “would be discharged into wetlands,
streams or other waterways.”

Response

The last sentence of the first paragraph on page O-5, Section O.5, has been revised as
followvs:

If blade washwater were to be produced, this water would evaporate or infiltrate into
the ground and would not be discharged into wetlands, streams, or other waterways.

Reviewing Agency Comment (RAC) 1

Discuss your response to the OWRD comment letter from Jerry Sauter (October 10, 2006).

Response

Please refer to the response to RAI Comment O1 above.
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EXHIBIT P

Fish and Wildlife Habitats and Species

RAINo. 1

Comment P1
Pages P-9, P-10, P-20

Correct the statements that Category 2 habitat is “not replaceable.”

Response

Basalt escarpments on the Facility site vary in suitability to support nesting raptors (i.e., no
suitable-sized shelf or secure cliff face for placing the nest). The escarpments are oriented
along topographic relief changes, resulting in rim edges, and are generally shorter in height
than the taller, more extensive cliff faces found along the Columbia River.

Any active, inactive, or unknown status nest site (including areas where American kestrels,
cliff nesters, were present but no nest located) were mapped as Category 1. Technically, the
rocky outcropping is not easily “replaced” for obvious logistical reasons. However, some
features of the general habitat type are replaceable, such as sparse grass and forbs.
Escarpments are not a limited habitat within the Columbia Basin.

On pages P-9, P-10, and P-20, the phrase “not replaceable” has been replaced with “not
irreplaceable” for consistency with Category 2 designation.

Comment P2, No. 1
Page P-41

There are inconsistencies between the text, tables, and figures in the discussion of raptor
nest surveys and special status species surveys that begins on p. P-41. Please review these
sections and correct or explain the following:

The text describes raptor nest surveys in 2005 and 2006 within 2 miles of the LJ-North and
LJ-South lease boundaries, but Tables P-8 and P-9 are divided into two sections showing
“raptor nests within 0.5 mile” of turbines and “active raptor nests within 2 miles” of the
lease boundaries. It would be more helpful, and less confusing, if the tables would show all
the nest sites (active and inactive) identified during the 2005 and 2006 surveys with the
approximate distance to the nearest proposed facilities (not limited to turbines).

Response

Appendix A, Attachment 10 contains two new tables (addenda to Tables P-8 and P-9)
showing the approximate distances from each raptor nest to the nearest proposed facilities,
as identified during the 2005 and 2006 surveys, respectively. Figure P-5a in ASC Exhibit P
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does not match ASC Tables P-8 and P-9 because some of the raptor nests included in the
table are outside the Facility lease boundary. These nests are not on Figure P-5a because the
Applicant does not have agreements with landowners outside of the lease boundary and
therefore has no way of securing or monitoring the raptor nests to reduce the risk of nest
site vandalism or harm to the birds. The Applicant will discuss with ODOE and the Oregon
Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW) the locations of raptor nests within 2 miles of the
Facility in further detail, and may provide a map of the general locations of these nests.

Comment P2, No. 2
Page P-41

The text on p. P-41 for 2005 surveys indicates 11 Swainson’s hawk nests and 10 red-tailed
hawk nests, but Table P-9 shows only 10 Swainson’s and 8 red-tailed hawk nests.

Response

The text on page P-41 regarding the number of Swainson’s hawk nests is correct. The 2005
survey results indicate 11 Swainson’s hawk nests. However, only 10 nests were found in the
LJ Il South survey area, which is why only 10 nests were shown in Table P-9. The 11th nest
(#380) is located in the LJ Il North survey area.

The text on page P-41 regarding the number of red-tailed hawk nests is incorrect. The 2005
survey results indicate 11 red-tailed hawk nests, 8 of which were found in the LJ Il South
survey area (as accurately indicated in ASC Table P-9).

The addenda to Tables P-8 and P-9 (in Appendix A, Attachment 10) show the correct nests
and their distances to project facilities for each species, as identified during the 2005 and
2006 surveys, respectively.

Comment P2, No. 3
Page P-42

The text on page P-42 for 2006 surveys indicates nests for several species that are not
indicated on Table P-8.

Response

Below is a revised count of active nests identified during the 2006 raptor nest surveys at LJ Il
North:

2 red-tailed hawk nests
4 Swainson’s hawk nests
5 common raven nests

2 prairie falcon nests

3 American kestrel nests
2 barn owl nests

1 ferruginous hawk nests

Below is a revised count of active nests identified during the 2006 raptor nest surveys at LJ Il
South:
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5 red-tailed hawk nests

9 Swainson’s hawk nests
2 common raven nests

1 prairie falcon nest

1 barn owl nest

2 ferruginous hawk nests

The addenda to Tables P-8 and P-9 (in Appendix A, Attachment 10) show the correct nests
and their distances to project facilities for each species, as identified during the 2005 and
2006 surveys, respectively.

Comment P2, No. 4

Figure P-5a does not show two red-tailed hawk nests listed in Table P-9 (# 29 and 6).

Response

Red-tailed hawk nests were not shown on Figure P-5a because they are located on land not
leased by the Applicant.

Comment P2, No. 5

The legend for Figure P-5a shows both “inactive large stick nest” and “inactive raptor or
other large bird nest.” Is there is an important difference between these? Tables P-8 and 9
show inactive large stick nests but do not show “inactive raptor or other large bird” nests.

Response

“Inactive large stick nest” is a term used to indicate the relative size of a raptor-like nest
(typically Buteos spp.). The word “large” indicates that a ferruginous hawk may have
constructed the nest or repaired and built up another species’ nest (typically smaller). The
significance here is that a large, buteo-like nest may indicate possible future nesting or
courtship nest-building by the ferruginous hawk, a species of interest.

Comment P2, No. 6

Figure P-5a shows several nests that are not included in either Table P-8 or 9 (#600, 602, 52,
51, 53 and 44).
Response

These nests are either “Inactive Large Stick Nests” or “Inactive Raptor or Other Large Bird
Nests.” Many stick nests persist in juniper trees for several years, even if never used after
the initial construction. It is highly unlikely that all known nests (of active and inactive
status) would be active during the same year because territories of paired birds at active
nest sites are strongly defended, in addition to other factors.

The status of nests not included in Tables P-8 and P-9 is as follows:
600—Inactive, probably used by common raven in the past
602—Inactive
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52—wvas last used by common Raven in 2003
51—Inactive nest, no historical use data available

53—Inactive, might be an alternate nest site for birds using the nest to the north (#41 in
Figure P-5a). Very unlikely that both would be used by raptors in the same year.

44—I|nactive

The addenda tables to Tables P-8 and P-9 (contained in Appendix A, Attachment 10) include
all nests surveyed in 2005 and 2005 and their distances to project facilities.

Comment P2, No. 7

Figure P-6 shows burrowing owl nest sites within the LJ-North lease boundary that are not
consistent with the text on p. P-46 and p. P-71.

Response

The figure legend should read “Potential Burrowing Owl Nest.” The indicated sites show
characteristics of potential burrowing owl use or had possible signs of much earlier
burrowing owl use. No burrowing owls were seen in this area during the protocol surveys
or during other field tasks.

Comment P3

Pages P-48, P-50, P-75, P-78

Do the estimated acres of temporary disturbance include the area disturbed by crane paths?
Provide revised tables P-10A, 10B, 15A, and 15B, if necessary.

Response

Tables P-10A and B have been revised to include temporary disturbance from crane paths in
LJ Il North (see Appendix A, Attachment 11 for revised tables). There are no crane paths in
LJ Il South. A small portion of the temporary disturbance associated with crane paths is
geographically located in LJ Il South. However, because these crane paths are necessary for
construction of LJ Il North, the temporary disturbances are included in the LJ Il North total.

Comment P4, No. 1
Pages P-50, P-78

Tables P-10B and 15B provide estimates of “temporary” and “permanent” impacts under
“worst case” assumptions. Taken together, the “temporary” impact to higher-value habitat
(Category 5 and higher) from LJ-North and LJ-South would affect about 292 acres, including
137 acres of Category 2 habitat. Considering the cumulative habitat impacts of Stateline,
Klondike Il1, Biglow Canyon and Leaning Juniper, the “temporary” impacts of LJ-1l account
for 32% of the cumulative “temporary” impacts, 60% of the “temporary” impacts to higher-
value habitat and 76% of the “temporary” impacts to Category 2 habitat. Given the high
proportion of “temporary” impact to high-value habitat presented by LJ-11, we must be able
to assure the Council that “temporary” impacts are really temporary and that the proposed
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mitigation for temporary impacts is consistent with the ODFW mitigation goals and
standards.

Based on the tables, more than 50% of the “temporary” impact would affect Category 2 or
Category 3 open low-shrub (SSB) or shrub/grass (SSA) habitat. Restoration of this “shrub”
habitat requires re-establishment of sagebrush or other shrub species. Accordingly,
restoration of this habitat might take longer to achieve than restoration of grassland or other
habitat subtypes.

Response

In the following sentence from the ODOE comment, the phrase “Category 5 and higher”
should read “Categories 2, 3, 4 and 5

“Taken together, the “temporary” impact to higher-value habitat (Category 5 and
higher) from LJ-North and LJ-South would affect about 292 acres, including 137 acres of
Category 2 habitat.”

The Applicant proposes to restore temporarily disturbed habitat following construction
using approved seed mixes according to the Revegetation Plan. Reseeding the site will not
only restore high value habitat, but also ensure site stabilization and soil erosion control.

In addition to reseeding efforts, the Applicant proposes to provide additional mitigation
acreage for temporary impacts to sagebrush shrub-grass (SSA) and bitterbrush (SSE)
communities. As further described below, the Applicant understands that even with
revegetation measures, it may take many years for sagebrush and bitterbrush to reach
maximum height and vertical branching. To account for this temporal loss in habitat, the
Applicant proposes to include additional acres in the Habitat Mitigation Plan equal to 50
percent of the acres of SSA and SSE temporarily impacted by the Facility. Further details are
provided below and in the Habitat Mitigation Plan included as Appendix A, Attachment 12.

In contrast to mature sagebrush and bitterbrush stands, other Category 2 and 3 habitat will
have a higher likelihood of successful restoration. For example, the habitat subtype, SSB,
Open-low-shrub, is not all sagebrush. As described on ASC pages P-11, P-12, P-21, and P-23,
SSB is dominated by rabbitbrush (an increaser with fire and disturbance such as heavy
grazing), snakeweed (very low stature, below knee-high at maturity), and the low-growing
buckwheat (various Erigonum species). Depending on soil type, some of the SSB habitat
may have had some patches of mature sagebrush before wildfires and land use practices
removed most of it. However, SSB currently lacks extensive, mature sagebrush stands.

Although a Category 2 designation is used by biologists rating habitat primarily for the
habitat types in a better vegetative stage and supporting target sensitive species (as per
definitions), for parts of LJ Il, Category 2 was used for habitat within proximity to Category
1 where active WGS colonies are present, regardless of the quality of the vegetation (see
page P-20 in the Application). This approach is consistent with ODFW recommendations for
the Stateline Wind Project, where Washington ground squirrel (WGS) colonies existed
within proposed project expansion sites. The habitat near colonies is assumed to provide
cover for travel and likely includes daily movements of individuals before returning to their
home-site burrow within the colony boundary (the Category 1). If there were no WGS
colonies, these habitats may have been designated as Category 3 or 4, given the fact that
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much of Facility vicinity has burned in the past and was subsequently grazed heavily,
recovery of native vegetation is progressing slowly, weeds are present throughout, and the
current vegetative state does not exceed “fair” in some portions.

In some cases, SSB habitat that is not immediately adjacent to a WGS colony was designated
as Category 2 habitat because it was documented as supporting one or more sensitive
wildlife species during the breeding season. As described in the ASC, much of the SSB
habitat that would be temporarily impacted is at an “early seral stage” (residual, unburned
sage patches exist intermittently). Although the quality is fair and some areas contain
recovering sagebrush shrub-steppe, it is still important for some wildlife species and is
limited. This habitat is used by some special status species such as long-billed curlew (as
stated on ASC page P-15, this species is not a tall, shrub-nesting species). Thus it was rated
accordingly. However, this habitat is not dominated by mature shrubs, and would take less
time to restore than SSA or SSE.

Comment P4, No. 2

Please provide further discussion of the “temporary” impacts that could result from
construction of the facility. In your discussion, please address the following questions.
Propose additional mitigation if necessary, as justified by your discussion.

1. Considering the local climate and soil conditions, how many years is it likely to take for
higher-value habitat to be restored to pre-disturbance condition if no restoration actions
are taken (time-to-restore)? Distinguish between “shrub” habitat and grassland (or
other) habitat if your estimate of the time-to-restore would be different.

If the restoration actions proposed as “Mitigation for Temporary Impacts” (p. P-90 and
P-97) are implemented, how many years is it likely to take for higher-value habitat to be
restored to pre-disturbance condition?

Distinguish between “shrub” habitat and grassland (or other) habitat if your estimate of
the time-to-restore would be different.

Response

Time-to-restore native mature grassland and shrubland where restoration (seeding,
planting) does not occur is dependent on annual precipitation and timing of the
precipitation, competition from aggressive weeds, soil types, and land use such as grazing.
Based on prior experience in the Columbia Basin and observations of disturbed xeric
habitats, competition from weeds and improper grazing (grazing too soon after disturbance,
grazing too many months in the year, and other practices) both affect recovery. If residual
seed and root sources occur in the soil and competition from undesirable plants is not great,
then, depending on the precipitation levels, perennial bunchgrass may recover to a tall
stature mature stage in 5 to 7 years whereas desirable shrubs such as bitterbrush and
sagebrush may take 10 to 30 years to reach maximum height and vertical branching.
Disturbance also affects the soil surface protective crust and results in continual persistence
of non-native annual grasses such as cheatgrass and bulbous bluegrass. Recovery without
manual manipulation (seeding) may not occur at all at some sites, especially in drought
periods and in areas where grazing continues.

PAGE P-6 MAY 2007
PDX/071200021.DOC



SUPPLEMENT TO THE LEANING JUNIPER Il WIND POWER FACILITY APPLICATION FOR SITE CERTIFICATE

Time-to-restore native mature grassland and shrubland where restoration (seeding,
planting) does occur is dependent on implementation of appropriate seeding and planting
methods, quality of seed used, annual precipitation and timing of the precipitation,
competition from aggressive weeds, soil types, and land use such as grazing. Based on prior
experience in the Columbia Basin and observations of disturbed xeric habitats, competition
from weeds and improper grazing (grazing too soon after disturbance) both affect recovery.
Chemical weed control and removal of grazing pressure during the first 5 years would aid
in the recovery.

Perennial bunchgrass may recover to a tall stature mature stage in 5 to 7 years whereas
desirable shrubs such as bitterbrush and sagebrush may take 10 to 30 years to reach
maximum height and vertical branching. As described in the Application and elsewhere,
much of the Facility site has burned periodically though the years, removing desirable large
sagebrush and stimulating smaller rabbitbrush. Recovery is occurring but many sites are
still at a young seral stage. Patches of mature shrubs are scattered throughout. Monitoring
of revegetation success at nearby wind projects may provide answers to questions about
recovery of restored sites.

Comment P4, No. 3

1. Taking the time-to-restore into account, how would the ODFW goal of “no net loss” of
guantity or quality be achieved for Category 2, 3 and 4 habitat “temporarily” affected by
construction?

2. Taking the time-to-restore into account, how would the ODFW of “net benefit” be
achieved for Category 2 and 5 habitat “temporarily” affected by construction?

Response

As mentioned above, the Applicant will ensure both no net loss for Category 2, 3 and 4
habitat and a net benefit for Category 2 and 5 habitat by implementing the revegetation plan
and mitigating for temporal impacts to sagebrush and bitterbrush habitats.

Revegetation Plan

All temporarily disturbed habitat will be seeded with native or native-like seed mixture (see
the revegetation plan in Appendix A, Attachment 13) by a specialist with experience in
native land restoration. The mixture is expected to consist primarily of perennial bunchgrass
species. Opportunities for shrub planting after seeding will be explored for the shrub-
dominated sites that will be impacted. These are sagebrush patches and bitterbrush areas
(bitterbrush habitat is found in parts of LJ Il North). Opportunities will be reviewed in
further detail after the final Facility placement and associated disturbance areas are known.
Assuming typical recovery of bunchgrass and shrubs, these sites should recover
vegetatively in 5 to 10 years; desirable shrub height and branching may take longer. Wildlife
response to restored areas is less clear and will also likely be influenced by landowner land
use activities (for example, grazing) each year and over time.

Weed control of seeded and planted areas will aid in recovery, in some areas better than
before construction because of the uncontrolled presence of weeds on the site. As stated
earlier, some of the Category 2 shrub-steppe is in a recovery stage from burning and grazing
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and for LJ Il South, areas of fair vegetation quality but near WGS colonies were rated
Category 2 rather than Category 3 or 4 typically used for that vegetative quality.

Mitigation for Temporal Impacts

The Applicant will mitigate for temporal impacts by providing additional mitigation
acreage for temporary impacts to sagebrush shrub-grass (SSA) and bitterbrush (SSE)
communities in the Habitat Mitigation Plan equal to 50 percent of the acres of SSA and SSE
temporarily impacted by the Facility. Further details are provided in the Habitat Mitigation
Plan included as Appendix A, Attachment 12.

Comment P5
Pages P-52, P-80

The application states that the facility could have displacement or indirect impacts to
grassland-nesting bird species habitat. Affected species include long-billed curlews and
grasshopper sparrows, which are State sensitive species. You have proposed a Grassland
Bird Displacement study (Attachment P-3) to “measure obvious changes in presence of
these species during the spring breeding season in a portion of the leased land” and “to
investigate whether the Facility has a significant impact on grassland bird use in the area.”

Please provide a more detailed plan for the proposed displacement study.

Consider revising the study area (as requested by ODFW) to include areas where burrowing
owl nests have been observed (Figure P-6).

Clarify the size and number of transects to be surveyed.
Clarify the number of transect surveys per year.

Explain how the preconstruction data would be compared with the post-construction
survey data; specifically, what criteria would be used to determine whether an “obvious
change” or “significant impact” has occurred and whether the change or impact resulted
from operation of the facility?

Discuss appropriate actions if a significant impact is detected. Discuss how the data and
results would be reported to ODOE and ODFW.

Response

Based on consultation with ODFW and given the level of baseline data available for use, the
Applicant has revised the grassland bird study. The study is included as Appendix A,
Attachment 14. While answers to the specific questions in RAI #P5 are included below,
please refer to the revised study for further details.

The Applicant has expanded the proposed study area by an additional 100 acres to include
an area with potential burrowing owl nests, resulting in a total of 1,100 acres, as shown in
Figure 1 of Appendix A, Attachment 14, and on a subsequent version of Figure 1 provided
in Appendix C, Attachment 4.

The grassland study surveys will include repetition of the 57 transect lines that were walked
during the 2006 surveys. The 2006 transect lines were tracked with GPS units and will be

PAGE P-8 MAY 2007
PDX/071200021.DOC



SUPPLEMENT TO THE LEANING JUNIPER Il WIND POWER FACILITY APPLICATION FOR SITE CERTIFICATE

repeated during this study. Approximately 150 miles of transects were walked in 2006, and
this same amount will be walked during this study.

The study will include two transect surveys per year. If the surveyor determines a third visit
is needed to specific potential burrowing owl dens (2006 data and any new ones) to confirm
use, a third visit to these sites will be conducted.

In 2006, data on the location and abundance of special status species (grasshopper sparrow,
long-billed curlew) were collected for each 50- to 60-meter-wide transect. During the post-
construction surveys, this same level of data will be collected. In addition, the biologists will
record data on the location and abundance of common species, or species with no special
State or Federal status, excluding the very abundant horned lark.

The post-construction data will be compared with the preconstruction data to determine
whether an obvious change in grassland nesting bird use occurs. By comparing the data, the
independent biologists conducting the study will be able to discuss with biologists at ODFW
and ODOE persistence (or not) of nesting and breeding grassland and open shrub grass-
dependent species in an area developed and operated for wind power. By surveying a large
area that includes the undisturbed area between turbine strings, the study could provide
information on whether the Facility discourages use of the entire 1,100-acre area by
grasshopper sparrows or long-billed curlews.

In addition, the post-construction gradient data on the location of common species at
distances near and far from turbines and other facilities could also be used to discuss
whether wind turbines affect species use of habitat adjacent to or in proximity to the
turbines.

A draft summary report will be prepared for the first monitoring year’s results and a
second, more comprehensive report will be prepared after completion of the second year of
surveys (year to be determined).

If an obvious and significant decline in nesting pairs is detected during the study, the
Applicant will consult with ODOE and ODFW on appropriate mitigation measures.
Measures could include conservation of additional acres at the habitat mitigation site, a
similar approach to what has been required as part of the Stateline, Klondike 11, and Biglow
Canyon site certificates.

Comment P6
Pages P-90, P-97

Provide a draft of the “Revegetation Plan.” Include a discussion of success criteria, post-
construction monitoring and proposed mitigation if successful restoration of areas of
“temporary” impact is not achieved in a reasonable time.

Response

Appendix A, Attachment 13 contains a draft revegetation plan.
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Comment P7
Pages P-91, P-98

Provide a draft of the Habitat Mitigation Plan. The plan should: (a) describe the current
condition and use of the proposed mitigation area, (b) justify the size of the mitigation area
by comparison with the potential loss of habitat within the site boundary, (c) discuss
whether additional mitigation area is needed to ensure “no net loss” and “net benefit” for
“temporary” impacts to habitat (see RAI P4), (d) discuss how the area would be “protected”,
(e) discuss proposed “enhancement” actions, (f) describe success criteria for enhancement
actions, (g) discuss proposed monitoring of the mitigation area over the life of the facility,
(h) discuss appropriate mitigation actions if success criteria are not met within a reasonable
time, (i) discuss whether you propose any surveys of wildlife use of the mitigation area (by
raptors, other avian species and WGS) before construction and during the life of the facility.

Response
Appendix A, Attachment 12 contains a draft habitat mitigation plan.

Comment P8
Pages P-100, P-101

Provide a draft of the Wildlife Monitoring and Mitigation Plan (WMMP). Include proposed
monitoring for raptors and WGS. Include criteria to determine whether operation of the
facility results in a significant impact. Discuss appropriate mitigation if a significant impact
occurs.

[Note: Table P-14 indicates that LIJ-1l has the second-highest “all raptors” nest density
among all the regional wind projects listed and the highest nest-density for Swainson’s
hawk. Given the importance of the site for nesting raptors, the WMMP should address
whether long-term monitoring of raptor nesting is appropriate and what mitigation would
be proposed if a decline in raptor nest success is detected.]

Response

Appendix A, Attachment 15 contains a draft wildlife monitoring and mitigation plan.

Reviewing Agency Comment (RAC) 2

Discuss your response to the ODFW comment letter from Rose Owens (November 9, 2006)?

1. On Page P-71, third paragraph and in several other locations in the application,
construction around raptor nests is addressed. ODFW is interested in discussing this
issue further with ODOE and the Applicant in order to assure minimization of impacts
to nesting raptors during project construction.

2. OnPage P-71, last paragraph and top of Page P-72, the application states that there was
*“one active burrowing owl nest documented during the 2005 wildlife surveys; however,
no nests were observed within the Leaning Juniper Il North lease boundary. In addition,
no burrowing owls were observed during the 2006 spring avian point counts in this
area.” However, Figure P-6 shows several burrowing owl nest designations located in
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the North lease boundary area and these are listed as 2006 data in the legend box in the
upper left corner of the figure. ODFW requests that the Applicant clarify the location(s)
of burrowing owl nests documented during the 2005 and 2006 surveys in the Leaning
Juniper Il North lease boundary area.

On Page P-96, Exclusion Flagging section, the 2nd bullet should be revised to state the
same information that is given on Page P-89, 1st bullet. Were Washington ground
squirrel (WGS) surveys also last done in Leaning Juniper South in 20067 If so, the
language on Page P-96 should reflect that a “refresh of the original 2006 surveys will be
conducted ...” And then, this bullet should go on to include the same language as that
found on Page P-89 as to what will be done in the event that WGSs are found in the area
where turbines are proposed to be placed.

On Page P-101, fourth paragraph, the application states “If WGSs are present at the
habitat mitigation site, this population could also be monitored ...” ODFW is interested
in discussing whether PPM is proposing monitoring at the habitat mitigation site for
WGSs and, if so, for how long?

Overall, ODFW is concerned about the anticipated temporary category 2 habitat impacts
of 93 acres (79 acres in Leaning Juniper Il South and 14 acres in Leaning Juniper Il
North), with the worst case scenario impacting as much as 138 acres. ODFW anticipates
that attempts to re-establish this habitat to its pre-construction condition will take much
time and effort, if achievable at all. ODFW recommends that the applicant minimize the
temporary as well as permanent impacts to category 2 habitat to the extent possible.
ODFW would then be interested in participating in discussions with ODOE and the
Applicant as to what constitutes acceptable mitigation for these category 2 habitat
impacts. In the Mitigation Intent sections starting on Page P-92, the application states
that “the Applicant will enhance or protect...” to mitigate for each permanent habitat
category impact. ODFW suggests that protection of habitat alone (without enhancement
activity) will not meet the intent of ODFW'’s Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Policy. ODFW
is interested in continuing to work with ODOE and the Applicant in order to address
these concerns as the habitat mitigation plan and the revegetation plan are developed.

Response

1.

The Applicant plans to schedule a conference call with ODOE and ODFW in December
2006 to discuss these and other wildlife issues.

The figure legend on P-6 should read “Potential Burrowing Owl Nest.” The indicated
sites show characteristics of potential burrowing owl use or possible signs of much
earlier burrowing owl use. No burrowing owls were seen in this area. No active
burrowing owl dens were found in 2006. One active burrowing owl nest was found in
2005 near the existing LJ | facility on land that is not leased by the Applicant. This nest
was not active in 2006.

On Page P-96, Exclusion Flagging section, the 2nd bullet should be revised to state the
following:

If the Facility is not built within 3 years of the original 2005 surveys and any
supplemental 2006 surveys, a refresh survey will be conducted within the
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anticipated construction zones during the spring season before initiation of
construction. If WGS colonies are identified, these would be marked with orange
exclusion fencing or other marking. The contractor will also be instructed to work
outside these boundaries at all times.

4. If WGS are identified on the habitat mitigation site, the Applicant will note the presence
of WGS during the periodic monitoring described in the habitat mitigation plan. The
mitigation site will also be available to ODFW for monitoring, with landowner approval.

5. The Applicant discussed these concerns with ODFW and ODOE during the site visit to
the proposed habitat mitigation site on December 5, 2006, and understands the concerns.
Further discussion of these issues is provided in response to RAI numbers P4 and P7.

RAINo. 2

Comment P3

The original Tables P-10A and P-10B (LJ-North impacts) showed no Category 4 “old field”

habitat within the lease area. Revised Tables P-10A and P-10B show 102 acres of Category 4
“old field” habitat within the lease boundary, but a footnote states that the “total acres” are
the total for LJ-South. Tables 15A and 15B (LJ-South impacts) show 100 acres of Category 4

“old field” habitat, not 102 acres. Which figure is correct?

Response

The correct number is 100 acres of Category 4 “old field” habitat.

Comment P5

We plan to include the grassland study as a section within the Wildlife Monitoring and
Mitigation Plan. We will provide a revision of the draft WMMP for further discussion no
later than 1/31/2007.

See comment letter from Rose Owens, ODFW, dated 1/16/2007.

Response

The Applicant is reviewing the Department’s changes to the draft Wildlife Monitoring and
Mitigation Plan, which includes the grassland bird study, revegetation plan, and habitat
mitigation plan, in conjunction with the comment letter from Rose Owens, Oregon
Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW), dated January 16, 2007, and comments provided
by Tom Meehan, consultant to the Department. The Applicant submitted preliminary
comments to the Department via e-mail on February 16, 2007, in preparation for a
teleconference with the Department and ODFW to discuss these plans. The Applicant will
continue to coordinate with the Department and the ODFW on these plans.

Comment P6

We will provide a revision of the draft Reveg Plan for further discussion no later than
1/31/2007.
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See comment letter from Rose Owens, ODFW, dated 1/16/2007.

Response

Please see response to Comment P5.

Comment P7
We will provide a revision of the draft HMP for further discussion no later than 1/31/2007.
See comment letter from Rose Owens, ODFW, dated 1/16/2007.

Response

Please see response to Comment P5.

Comment P8

We will provide a revision of the draft WMMP for further discussion no later than
1/31/2007.

See comment letter from Rose Owens, ODFW, dated 1/16/2007.

Response

Please see response to Comment P5.

Comment P9
Pages P-48, P-50, P-75, P-78, RAI No. 1 Attachment 11
[This is a new request]

Do the areas of habitat impact shown on Tables P-10A, 10B, 15A and 15B include areas of temporary
and permanent impact for related or supporting facilities outside of the lease boundaries of LJ-North
and LJ-South, such as the collector lines in the LJ-1 area? If not, please provide revised tables that
include these areas.

Response

Yes. The areas of habitat impact shown on Tables P-10A, P-10B, P-15A, and P-15B include
areas of temporary and permanent impact for related or supporting facilities outside of the
lease boundaries of LJ-North and LJ-South.

Reviewing Agency Comment (RAC) 2

See comment letter from Rose Owens, ODFW, dated 1/16/2007 (Appendix B,
Attachment 8).

Response

Please see response to Comment P5.
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Additional Requests

Comment

On March 12, 2007, John White of ODOE requested clarification of habitat acreage within
the Facility lease boundary, as shown on Tables P-10B and P-15B.

From: John White [mailto:John.White@state.or.us]
Sent: Monday, March 12, 2007 10:24 AM

To: McMahon, Sara

Subject: Revised Tables P-10B and P-15B

Sara,

On revised Table P-10B, you have added construction disturbance ("temporary facilities") of 0.74 acres
of Category 2 SSA, and 0.77 acres of Category 6 DB, but the column for "Total Acres Within Lease
Boundary"

is blank for both of these additions.

Similarly on revised Table P-15B, you have added construction disturbance of 0.05 acres of Category 3
SSU and 0.21 acres of Category 4 SSC, but show no acres within the lease boundary.

You can't disturb what isn't there. Can you explain, or provide new tables?

Thanks,
John

John G. White

Oregon Department of Energy
625 Marion St., NE

Salem, Oregon 97301-3742
john.white@state.or.us

Response

In response to this request, the Applicant provided revised Tables P-10B and P-15B. Missing
acreages were added with clarifying footnotes. For consistency, Tables P-1 and P-2 were
updated, as well. The four revised tables are provided in Appendix C, Attachment 3.
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EXHIBITR

Scenic and Aesthetic Values

RAINo. 1

Comment R1
Page R-4

Provide a copy of the management plan for the CRGNSA or relevant excerpts discussing the
special management areas, key viewing areas and scenic values protected under the
management plan.

Response

A copy of the Management Plan for the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area can be
obtained on the following Web site:

http://www2.co.multnomah.or.us/Community Services/LUT-
Planning/Zurban/CRGNSAPlan/Home/NSAMP Home.html
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EXHIBIT S

Historic, Cultural, and Archaeological
Resources

RAINo. 1

Reviewing Agency Comment (RAC) 3

Discuss your response to the SHPO comment letter from Mollie Manion (November 8,
2006). Call ODOE before submitting any locational information that might be exempt from
public disclosure.

Response

The Applicant contacted Molly Manion at the Oregon State Historic Preservation Office
(SHPO) to discuss how best to provide revised site records (personal communication
between Molly Manion of SHPO and Robin McClintock of CH2M HILL on November 29,
2006)). The Applicant is revising the interpretation of the age of LJ-S-3 and providing
additional physical descriptions of LJ-S-2. The Applicant will provide revised site records
to Ms. Manion by December 31, 2006. The Applicant will provide a copy of this
correspondence to ODOE.

RAI No. 2

Reviewing Agency Comment (RAC) 3

Please provide copies of the correspondence described in your response. If this
correspondence includes location information of the resource sites, mark this information as
"confidential." Submit the information to us with a cover letter in which you request that
ODOE and EFSC keep the information confidential under ORS 192.502(4). State that the
materials are of a type that reasonably should be kept confidential. In addition, in the cover
letter, request that ODOE notify you if ODOE or EFSC receives a public records request that
asks for the archaeological locational information. Also, if there are confidentiality
agreements between PPM Energy and the entity that produced the information, those
should be noted in the letter, as well. In addition, include information in the cover letter that
demonstrates that the documents are also entitled to protection under ORS 192.501(11). We
will agree to keep the information confidential to the extent permitted by law.

Response

A copy of the December 2006 correspondence between the Applicant and SHPO is provided
in Appendix B, Attachment 9, appended to a letter to the Department requesting that the
Department and EFSC keep the site location information confidential under ORS 192.502(4).
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EXHIBITT

Recreational Facilities and Opportunities

RAINo. 1

Comment T1
Page T-1

Please provide a revised Figure T-1 confirming the correct alignment of the Oregon Trail.

Response

The approximate alignment of the trail follows Alkali Canyon. Please see revised Figure T-1
in Appendix A, Attachment 16.
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EXHIBIT U

Public Services/Socioeconomic Impacts

RAINo. 1

Comment Ul
Page U-6

Please explain in more detail the need to apply for a permit from ODOT for construction of
a “state highway approach” on Hwy 19. What information does ODOT require to apply for
this permit? Who is the contact person at ODOT?

Response

A permit is required to establish a new approach to a state Highway or change the use of an
existing approach, pursuant to Oregon Revised Statutes (ORS) Chapter 374. Specifically, an
Application for State Highway Approach is required under the following circumstances:

For a new road approach

If the use of an existing approach road changes

To modify of relocate an existing approach road

To remove a restriction, such as farm use only, form an existing approach road
Construction of a temporary approach for a limited time duration

Permits require satisfying the conditions species in Oregon Administrative Rule (OAR) 734
Division 51 (http://arcweb.sos.state.or.us/banners/rules.htm). For more information, refer
to the following Web site:

http://www.oregon.qgov/ODOT/HWY/ACCESSMGT/docs/BrochureMar04.pdf

The ODOT District Permit Specialist for this project would be located out of Region 4.
Contact information is as follows:

District 9

3313 Bret Clodfelter Way
The Dalles, OR 97058
(541) 296-2215

Comment U2
Page U-6

Describe the current status of discussions with the Gilliam County Road Department
regarding the need for improvements to Rattlesnake Road. Is Rattlesnake Road a public
road? Are there other public roads within the site boundary that would be improved?
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Response

Discussion status has not changed. The Applicant will not pursue further discussion of
improvements until a construction contractor determines whether the road is needed. It is
likely that the more cost-effective Stone Lane will be used instead of Rattlesnake Road, but
the Applicant seeks flexibility in the application.

Yes, Rattlesnake Road is a county road.

No, the Applicant does not propose to improve other public roads within the site boundary.

Comment U3
Page U-8

What fire protection equipment would be maintained on site during operation of the
facility?

Response

Hand-held fire extinguishers will be carried in each technician service vehicle. Additionally,
a number of extinguishers will be mounted in various locations inside the O&M building.
All other fire-related needs will be coordinated with the local fire departments.

Many of the Applicant’s newer O&M buildings have fire alarm systems installed. The
Applicant is reviewing the possibility of implementing individual wind turbine fire alarms
using available communication circuits.

RAI'No. 2

Comment Ul

From your response, it appears that an ODOT road approach permit is needed. We believe
this to be a state permit that should be addressed by the site certificate. Accordingly, your
site certificate application must contain all information that would be needed by ODOT to
issue the permit (although the Council will make the decision). Please contact ODOT to
determine the information requirements and submit the required information to ODOE and
to ODOT. Provide us with the name, phone number and e-mail address of the ODOT
contact you are working with.

Response

A road approach permit would be needed from ODOT. The Applicant has contacted Patrick
Smith at ODOT regarding the approach permit. A copy of the e-mail correspondence is
included as Appendix B, Attachment 10.

Contact information for Patrick Smith is as follows:

Patrick Smith
Permit Specialist
ODOT District 9
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Maintenance Office
541-296-2215
Patrick.e.smith@odot.state.us

Comment U2

Would improvements to Stone Lane be necessary, if, as suggested by your response, you
use Stone Lane instead of Rattlesnake Road for access to the site? Is Stone Lane a county
road?

Please provide a written statement from the appropriate Gilliam County officials regarding
possible improvements or changes to these roads and whether such changes would require
a local permit.

Response

Stone Lane is an existing private road that was improved during construction of Leaning
Juniper I. The impact calculations provided in the ASC included impacts for temporarily
widening this existing road to 35 feet.

Regarding Rattlesnake Road, Gilliam County issued a construction permit on September 23,
2005, for the straightening of Rattlesnake Road (see Appendix B, Attachment 11), indicating
that the County has been receptive to these road improvements in the past. If during final
road design, the construction contractor were to determine that road improvements to
Rattlesnake Road are needed for construction of Leaning Juniper I, the certificate holder
would consult with the Gilliam County Planning and Road Departments to amend the
permit and transfer it from Leaning Juniper Wind Power LLC to Leaning Juniper Wind
Power Il LLC. The final road improvement designs would be provided to the County
Roadmaster for final review and approval by the Gilliam County Road Department.
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EXHIBIT X

Noise

RAINo. 1

Comment X1
Page X-5

Please confirm whether the sound power levels shown in Table X-6 are the warranted levels
based on manufacturers’ test data. Provide supporting documentation from the
manufacturer or explain why the supporting documentation cannot be provided.

Response

The overall A-weighted levels are typically guaranteed and subject to a +/- 2 dBA
uncertainty band when measured in accordance with IEC61400-11.

Supporting warranty documentation will be available when contract documents have been
signed with the selected turbine vendor.

Comment X2
Page X-7

Table X-8 indicates that waivers have been obtained for R3, R4, R5 and R6. Please provide
copies of the noise waivers obtained for these properties (and any other properties for which
waivers have been obtained) with verification that the waiver documents have been
recorded.

Response

Appendix A, Attachment 17 contains noise waivers for R3, R4, R5, and R6. Note that
waivers for R3 and R4, owned by Waste Management, are contained in one waiver
document. Verification that waiver documents have been recorded is provided on each
waiver.

Comment X3
Page X-9

Confirm that you have identified all noise sensitive properties within the 36-dBA contour
lines shown on Figures X-1 and X-2. For noise sensitive properties within the city of
Arlington, provide revised Figures X-1 and X-2 showing the city limits and a discussion
including the distance from the micrositing boundary to the nearest noise sensitive
properties.
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Response

Figures X-1 and X-2 have been revised to show all known noise-sensitive receptors and the
City limits (see Appendix A, Attachment 18 for revised figures).

The micrositing boundary is immediately adjacent to the Arlington city limit boundary.
However, all turbines will be sited sufficient distance from residences to ensure that no
noise-sensitive properties are within the 50-dBA contour line. A safety setback will also be
maintained. The safety setback will be equal to the total height of the turbine, or 389 to
492 feet depending on the turbine selected.

Under the 1.5-MW layout depicted on Figure X-1, the LJ Il North turbine closest to a
residence is G-1, which is located 1,598 feet (487 meters) from the closest receptor in
Arlington. The LJ Il South turbine closest to a residence is turbine J-11, which is 1,132 feet
(345 meters) from sensitive receptor R5.

Under the current 3.0-MW layout, the LJ Il North turbine closest to a residence is G-1, which
is located 1,611 feet (491 meters) from the closest receptor in Arlington. The LJ Il South
turbine closest to a residence is turbine J-2, which is 1,424 feet (434 meters) from sensitive
receptor R4.

Comment X4
Page X-9

Provide one or more turbine layouts that would comply with the noise regulations and a
discussion of the restrictions on turbine placement within the micrositing corridors that
would be necessary to ensure compliance based on the information that is currently
available.

Response

Please refer to noise Figures X-3 and X-4 in Appendix A, Attachment 18. These figures show
potential noise-compliant layouts. A discussion of the restrictions on turbine placement
within the micrositing corridors that will be necessary to ensure compliance is provided
below:

(XX) Before beginning construction of the facility the certificate holder shall identify the final design locations of
all turbines to be built, perform a complete new noise analysis for all turbines, and generate a new table listing
each noise sensitive property, as defined in OAR 340-035-0015(3), and the predicted maximum hourly Lso noise
level at each noise sensitive property. The certificate holder shall perform the noise analysis using the same
modeling methodology as in the application. If the certificate holder finds that modifications to the modeling
methodology are warranted, results from both the approved and modified methodology will be presented.

The analysis of the final layout and turbine shall demonstrate that:
a) The hourly Lsg noise levels caused by the facility will not exceed 50 dBA at any noise sensitive property

b) Where the hourly Lsp noise levels caused by the facility will exceed 36 dBA but not exceed 50 dBA at any
noise sensitive property the certificate holder will:

i.  have obtained a legally effective easement or real covenant pursuant to which the owner of the property
authorizes the certificate holder’s operation of the facility to increase ambient statistical Lso noise levels
by more than 10 dBA at the appropriate measurement point. A legally effective easement or real
covenant shall: (i) include a legal description of the burdened property (the noise sensitive property); (ii)
be recorded in the real property records of the county; (iii) expressly benefit the certificate holder; (iv)
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expressly run with the land and bind all future owners, lessees or holders of any interest in the
burdened property; and (v) not be subject to revocation without the certificate holder’s written approval.

ii. Submit analysis of measured noise levels that document the existing noise levels exceed the assumed
ambient level of 26 dBA and that the project will not increase ambient statistical noise levels L50 by
more than 10 dBA at the appropriate measurement point at any noise sensitive property in accordance
with the ambient degradation portion of the noise rule.

RAI'No. 2

Comment X1

You have not answered the question. Should we conclude that the sound power levels
shown in Table X-6 are not the sound power levels warranted by GE and Vestas? If these are
not the warranted sound power levels, how did you determine these numbers?

Response

Table X-6 shows the maximum sound power level determined in accordance with
IEC61400-11. Table X-10, the basis for the modeling, shows the +2 dBA typical warranty
uncertainty band. No turbine manufacturer is known to guarantee octave band levels.
Rather, their warranty statement will address maximum A-weighted sound power level in
accordance with IEC61400-11 and typically such guarantees include a +/- 2 dBA statement,
which was taken into account in Table X-10.

Comment X3

From your response, it is clear that there are many potential noise sensitive properties in the
Arlington area that lie within the 36-dBA contour under the “current” 1.5-MW and 3.0-MW
layouts.

Have you made a list of all of the potentially-affected noise sensitive properties? If so, please
submit a copy.

Response

Noise-compliant layouts were presented in RAI No. 1.

Comment X4

You have provided what we asked for; however, it appears that you are severely limited in
the location of the H, | and J strings using wind turbines that have a maximum overall
sound power level of 112 dBA. For example, Figures X-2 and X-4 show turbine J-9 at the
very edge of the micrositing boundary. We will need specific distances from the noise
sensitive properties to establish appropriate restrictions on the placement of turbines (for
example, a condition might say: turbine J-9 cannot be located closer than __ feet from
residence R5).

Figures X-3 and X-4 represent the “default” configurations if noise waivers are not obtained.
Are these default configurations practical, or are they merely hypothetical? That is, if you
were required by the site certificate to build the default configurations, are Figures X-3 and
X-4 “buildable” considering terrain, construction access and infrastructure requirements?
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The default configuration will have to be identified with greater specificity than shown on
figures X-3 and X-4. In Klondike 111, for example, we required specific turbine locations for
the J-string and specified that the F-string turbines be located at least 7,990 feet from
residence R5. A similar level of specificity about the default configuration will be needed for
LJ-11.

The condition language that you have proposed may improperly delegate the compliance
decision to the Department. We are seeking legal advice on this question. In the meantime,
we note that the proposed condition is unclear about the modeling methodology to be used
and about the input parameters that would be assumed (sound power level, temperature,
humidity, ground effects, barrier effects).

Response

It may be more appropriate to impose such restrictions when the final layout has been
finalized as the distances will depend not only on the closest turbine, but the number of
turbines and their distance to other turbines given the cumulative nature of noise.

The purpose of this “default” arrangement was to demonstrate that the Facility is still viable
should waivers not be obtained. The Applicant wishes to maintain micrositing ability to
fully utilize wind resource.

Comment X5
Our noise consultant has requested the following information:
1. The location of the residence within the Arlington city limits nearest turbine G-1.

2. There are residence structure pictures shown in Revised Figures X-1 and X-2 and New
Figures X-3 and X-4 in Attachment 18. However, there are no identifiers on the
structures. Provide in those figures the residence identifiers for all residences where
noise levels were predicted including the nearest residence in Arlington.

3. The predicted noise level from turbine H-9 through J-7 at Residence R3 and R4 with the
1.5 MW turbine layout.

4. The predicted noise level from turbine J-6 through J-16 at Residence R5 with the 1.5 MW
turbine layout.

5. The predicted turbine noise level from turbine G-1 through G-7 at the nearest residence
in Arlington for the 3.0 MW turbine layout.

6. The predicted noise level from turbine I-6 through J-5 at Residence R3 and R4 with the
3.0 MW turbine layout.

7. The predicted turbine noise level from turbine J-5 through K-1 at Residence R5 with the
3.0 MW turbine layout.

8. The predicted turbine noise level from turbine K-1 through K-4 at Residence R6 with the
3.0 MW turbine layout.

9. The predicted turbine noise level from turbine G-1 through G-8 and H-1 through H-3 at
the nearest residence in Arlington for the 3.0 MW turbine layout.
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Response

1. The residence nearest turbine G-1 is number 43. It is located 1,450 feet from the turbine.

2. Please refer to revised Figures X-1 through X-4 in Appendix B, Attachment 12, and Table
X-11 in Appendix B, Attachment 13. The figures now show residence identifiers for all
residences where noise levels were predicted, including the nearest residence in
Arlington (number 43). Table X-11 shows the residence identifier and corresponding
coordinate location of all residences.

3 and 4. Please refer to Table X-12 in Appendix B, Attachment 13 for predicted noise levels
with the 1.5-MW layout.

5 through 9. Please refer to Table X-13 in Appendix B, Attachment 13 for predicted noise
levels with the 3.0-MW layout.

Additional Request

In e-mails dated April 23 and 30, 2007, the Oregon Department of Energy acoustical
consultant (Kerrie Standlee) requested noise analysis data absent from Applicant responses
to the RAIs. The Applicant responded to his comments as documented below.

Comment

In Request #3 of my memo, | requested, for Receiver R3 and R4, the predicted sound levels
from 1.5 MW turbines H-9, H-10, H-11, H-12, H-13, H-14, H-15, H-16, J-1, J-2, J-3, J-4, J-5, J-6
and J-7. We received the requested data for H-9 and H-10 and for J-6 and J-7. It appears we
did not receive data for the rest of the turbines (H-11, H-12, H-13, H-14, H-15, H-16, J-1, J-2,
J-3, J-4 and J-5).

Response

ID R003 R004
LJ2N H 11 28.1 27.6
LJ2N H 12 29.8 29.2
LJ2N H 13 31.8 31.2
LJ2N H 14 34.2 33.5
LJ2N H 15 37.1 36.2
LJ2N H 16 38.8 37.6
LJ2S J 1 39 39.2
LJ2S J 2 38.9 39.7
LJ2S J 3 37.4 385
LJ2S J 4 35.8 37.1
LJ2S J 5 32.6 33.5
Comment

In Request #5 of my memo, there was a mistake made in the turbine size related to the
request. | stated that | wanted the predicted levels, at the nearest residence in Arlington, the
3.0 MW turbines G-1, G-2, G-3, G-4, G-5, G-6 and G-7. The request should have been for the
1.5 MW turbines instead of the 3.0 MW turbines. The response data happened to include the
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predicted sound levels at the nearest residence in Arlington (identified as Receiver 43 in
applicant's response to RAI #2) for 1.5 MW turbines G-5, G-6 and G-7. It appears we still
need the predicted levels for 1.5 MW turbines G-1, G-2, G-3 and G-4.

Response
ID R043
LJ2N G 1 374
LJ2N G 2 32.5
LJ2N G 3 30.3
LJ2N G 4 28.4
Comment

In Request #6 of my memo, | requested, for Receiver R3 and R4, the predicted sound levels
from 3.0 MW turbines I-6, 1-7, 1-8, 1-9, 1-10, J-1, J-2, J-3, J-4 and J-5. It appears that we did not
receive any of the requested data in the response to RAI #2.

Response
ID R003 R004
LJ2N | 10 42.3 415
LJ2N | 6 30.1 29.8
LJ2N_| 7 314 31.1
LJ2N | 8 35 34.6
LJ2N | 9 37.2 36.8
LJ2S J 1 40.5 40.4
LJ2S J 2 43.1 44 1
LJ2S J 3 39.3 40.2
LJ2S J 4 36.5 37.2
LJ2S J 5 32.7 33.2

Comment

In Request #7 of my memo, | requested, for Receiver R5, the predicted sound levels from 3.0
MW turbines J-5, J-6, J-7, J-8, J-9, K-1, K-2, K-3 and K-4.

We received data for J-7, J-8, J-9, K-1, K-2, K-3 and K-4. It appears we did not receive data for
J-5 and J-6.

Response

ID R005
LJ2S J 5 34.4
LJ2S J 6 36.8

Comment

In Request #9 of my memo, | requested, for the nearest residence in Arlington (identified as
Receiver 43 in applicant's response to RAI #2), the predicted sound levels from 3.0 MW
turbines G-1, G-2, G-3, G-4, G-5, G-6, G-7, G-8, H-1, H-2 and H-3. We received data for
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turbines G-6, G-7 and G-8. It appears we did not receive data for turbines G-1, G-2, G-3, G-4,
G-5, H-1, H-2 or H-3.

Response

ID R043
LJ2N G 1 434
LJ2N G 2 40
LJ2N G 3 34.9
LJ2N G 4 32
LJ2N G 5 30.2
LJ2N H 1 28.3
LJ2N H 2 26.9
LJ2N H 3 23.8
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EXHIBIT AA

Electric Transmission Line

RAINo. 1

Comment AA1

Explain how the aboveground 230-kV interconnection line complies with OAR 345-024-
0090. You may incorporate by reference any relevant technical information cited by the
Council in other site certificate proceedings. You may also assume that “areas accessible to
the public” do not include the area within the perimeter fencing of the substation and Jones
Canyon Switching station.

Response

As shown on revised Figure C-4 in Appendix A, Attachment 19, the Facility substation is
located in the eastern half of Lot 3 directly adjacent to the existing LJ | substation that is
located in the western half of Lot 3. The existing substation is located directly adjacent to the
west side of the existing Bonneville Power Administration (BPA) Jones Canyon switching
station, which is located in Lot 2. Both the LJ | substation and the Jones Canyon switching
station are fenced, and the Facility substation will also be fenced. All poles will be inside the
fences. No part of the substations will be accessible to the public. The 230-kV line will span
the gap between the two stations. There will be no residences or occupied buildings within
200 feet of the Facility substation and 230-kV line.

Because the overhead 230-kV transmission line will be located within electromagnetic fields
generated by the BPA Jones Canyon switching station and the Facility substation, any
electromagnetic fields generated by the 230-kV line will be completely obscured by the
fields generated by the stations. Therefore, any estimates of the alternating current electric
fields and induced current from the line, as determined by the BPA Corona and Field Effects
Model, will be invalid.

Nevertheless, the Applicant intends to provide appropriate grounding of fences
surrounding the transmission line, and any metal-roofed buildings in proximity to the line.
The certificate holder will take appropriate precautions to minimize the risk of electric shock
from induced currents.

RAI'No. 2

Comment AAl

The areas outside the substation fences might be considered areas “accessible to the public.”
Do the electric field levels at the fence line comply with the Council’s standard of 9 kV per
meter at one meter above ground, considering the existing BPA switching station and the
LJ-1 substation? Is Lot 1 unoccupied?
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If the electric field levels at the fenceline are not already above 9 kV/m, would the addition
of the LJ-11 transmission line increase the field strength so as to exceed the standard?

Response

The electric field at any point at the substation fence is the vector sum of the field value from
every inch of every energized part and conductor. In the past, the Applicant has performed
simplified estimates of substation electric fields. Such estimates only considered the effects
of the closest bus because this effect would predominate. The Applicant found that fields in
the substation under the bus are higher than the center of a transmission line right-of-way
because the ground clearance is low in substations compared to the phase spacing.
However, at the fence, the electric field was found to be very low, and close to background
levels. This is for the same reason; the phase spacing is small compared to the distance to
the fence, providing efficient cancellation of fields.

The predominant electric field outside of a substation fence is typically caused by a
transmission line entering the substation. If the small net electric field vector from
substation equipment happens to add to the net transmission line field vector, then the total
field at that point would be slightly higher. The probability that this would happen is small
because the vectors are not likely to be pointed in the same direction, and are not likely to be
of the same phase.

To answer the Department’s questions rigorously would require a detailed computer model
of the substation and transmission lines. However, from our experience, and from industry
experience, the Applicant expects that the electric field caused by typical substation
equipment, at a typical substation fence, would be far less than 9-kV/meter, and in most
situations, not measurable. From an electric field aspect, the Applicant would put the LJI
substation in the “typical” category.

The Applicant can state with certainty that the fields at the substation fence can not be
expected to be measurably greater than the maximum transmission line electric field.
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EXHIBIT BB

Other Information

RAINo. 1

Comment BB1
Page BB-2

OAR 345-024-0015 requires a finding by the Council regarding “cumulative adverse
environmental impacts.” Comments we have received on Klondike 11l and Biglow Canyon
indicate a heightened awareness and concern in the region about “cumulative impacts.”
Please provide a discussion of whether the operation of the proposed facility, in
combination with other wind energy facilities in the Columbia Basis that have been built or
are in the permitting process, has a potential to cause cumulative adverse environmental
impacts. If you believe that there would be no significant cumulative impacts, provide a
justification for that conclusion and explain why the Council should reach a similar
conclusion. If there is a potential for significant cumulative impacts, describe what those
impacts might be, why they might be significant and the measures you would propose to
reduce those impacts to the extent practicable.

Response

The Applicant recognizes the heightened concern regarding potential cumulative impacts
resulting from wind energy development in the Columbia Basin region. The Applicant and
its consultants thus far have found no information suggesting such a potential for the
proposed facility. The Applicant agrees with ODOE that more detailed consideration of the
potential for cumulative impacts should be focused through the Council’s standards-based
siting process. In light of these points, and for the technical and regulatory reasons set forth
below, the Applicant is not currently able to present fully, and the Council is not yet in a
position to evaluate, the potential for cumulative impacts from Columbia Basin wind energy
projects.

From a technical perspective, while it is possible to calculate the potential impacts of the
proposed facility, it is difficult to determine if these impacts would contribute to or create a
level of cumulative impacts that are biologically significant. The primary reasons are
described below.

To determine the level of cumulative direct avian and bat fatalities resulting from the
operation of the proposed and other wind energy facilities in the Columbia Basin, a number
of factors will need to be defined. The first step will be to identify all known and proposed
wind energy projects in the region, including projects in Washington and non-EFSC
jurisdictional projects in Oregon. After identifying the location and size of these projects, the
number of known and expected avian and bat fatalities will be calculated. For existing
facilities with formal fatality monitoring programs, the number of avian and bat fatalities
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per MW per year could be obtained from the results of the monitoring programs. For
existing projects without formal fatality monitoring, as well as future proposed projects, the
number of fatalities will have to be estimated based on known fatality rates at other projects
in the region, based on the assumption that new regional projects will have similar impacts
to existing projects.

The BPA Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) for the Klondike I11/Biglow Canyon
Integration Project conducted a similar analysis of cumulative avian fatalities for several wind
projects in the region. As described in the BPA EIS, “the construction of multiple wind power
and transmission facilities as well as other development in the project vicinity could cause
cumulative impacts to some wildlife species. Cumulative impacts from the operation of the
wind power and transmission line facilities on bird and bat species is more likely than impacts
to terrestrial species, because these facilities have potential to harm or kill animals that strike
them. A study of the potential cumulative impacts to bird and bat species was conducted in
2006 for the Klondike I and Il, Klondike IlI, Biglow Canyon, and Orion South projects (WEST,
Cumulative Impacts Analysis for Avian Resources from Proposed Wind Projects in Sherman
County, Oregon, 2006). This study is included as Appendix A to [the BPA] EIS. This study
did not include the full potential 279 MW of LJ Il or the 750 MW Shepherd’s Flat wind
project, nor other projects currently in various stages of development or planning in
Washington.”

Once all wind projects that might contribute to avian mortality in the Columbia Basin are
identified, the next step will be to identify all other major anthropogenic sources of avian
mortality, to understand the range of factors contributing to avian mortality and population
trends. Sources of mortality vary by species and habitat, but include vehicle, structure and
electric distribution line collisions, domestic animals, and habitat loss.

Although the above analysis will provide a projection of cumulative, anthropogenic fatality
numbers for broad groups of birds (such as all birds or all raptors), these numbers will not
indicate whether the impacts represent a significant biological impact on the affected
species, either on a local or regional population level. Species-specific population numbers
will need to be obtained to answer this question. At this point, knowledge of Columbia
Basin bird population sizes is very limited, and it will take a great deal of resources to
determine a population size for a given species, much less for all affected species. The
Applicant recently became aware of new research being conducted at the American
Museum of Natural History using genetic tissue from large sample sizes of Hoary bats to
estimate population numbers and genetic diversity of that particular species. However, we
are not aware of similar work being done for avian species. Conducting a similar study on
less common sensitive species such as Swainson’s and Ferruginous hawks will be
challenging, given the lack of genetic tissue, which is a result of the rarity of mortality
events for these species.

In order to calculate cumulative impacts to native shrub-steppe and other wildlife habitat,
the first step will be to identify all known and proposed projects and associated permanent
and temporary footprints. For existing EFSC-jurisdictional facilities, the number of acres
could be obtained from the application for site certificate and habitat mitigation plan. For
existing projects without formal reporting of habitat impacts, as well as future proposed
projects, the level of habitat impacts could be estimated based on a combination of publicly
available habitat mapping and estimates of level of impacts based on known impacts at
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other projects in the region. Because zoning and land use maps group native shrub-steppe
and cultivated agricultural lands together as agricultural land, habitat in the Basin could be
characterized using sources such as the USGS Gap Analysis Program (GAP) and aerial
photography. The next step will be to describe the quantity and quality of native habitat
currently available in the Columbia Basin, using the tools described above. The study will
then compare the anticipated cumulative impacts resulting from wind facilities to the
quantity and quality of the impacted habitat that exists in the Basin. However, it is
important to note that determining the percent of each habitat type that may be affected by
wind energy development may not fully answer the question of biological significance
either. Other factors, such as the location of remaining native habitat, its integrity and its
contiguity with other habitat (i.e., level of fragmentation) influence the usefulness of habitat
to wildlife species.

To summarize from a technical perspective, the Applicant is aware of no studies or research
suggesting that existing and proposed wind energy projects pose the potential for
significant cumulative impacts to avian populations or to habitat in the Columbia Basin.
More importantly, there is a fundamental lack of complex, regional data that will allow the
Applicant, the Council, or any third party to determine whether such a potential exists.

From a regulatory and policy perspective, the Applicant’s review of the Council’s siting
standards and application requirements suggests that the Council currently lacks the
regulatory framework in which the potential for cumulative impacts could be presented
thoroughly and evaluated fairly based on objective standards. The Council’s Energy
Generation Area rule, OAR 345-001-0200, is targeted at a question not related to ODOE”s
guestion above: when do the impacts of several small projects create “accumulated effects”
significant enough that the Council will exercise its siting jurisdiction over otherwise
subjurisdictional facilities? The Council’s siting standard for wind energy facilities, OAR
345-024-0015(3), is more narrowly targeted to the project’s “vicinity” (rather than, for
example, the “Columbia Basin™). Further, the standard is narrowly focused on practicable
design and construction measures that might reduce cumulative impacts relating to other
wind projects in the vicinity (largely, for example, using existing facilities that support other
existing projects rather than constructing new facilities for each new project). This standard
calls for a conceptual analysis of potential categories of cumulative impact, and an
assessment of practicable design and construction measures that could reduce those types of
impacts. Such an analysis was presented in the ASC for this project. Finally, the existing
Council rules do not contain any guidance on one of the central questions in any cumulative
impacts analysis: how to apportion responsibility, and mitigation duties, among the project
proponent and the owners of all the other anthropogenic impacts on any given species.

Overall, there is neither sufficient technical information nor a sufficient regulatory
framework in which to take up fairly and objectively the question of cumulative impacts—a
guestion that is complex and sophisticated and therefore surely should be based on a
thorough facts and clear policy. At the same time, the Applicant is both aware of the
Council’s interest in this issue, and concerned as a wind project proponent to develop
projects that provide renewable power in an environmentally responsible manner.
Accordingly, the Applicant is willing to participate in technical studies and regulatory
processes designed to move the Council into a position where it can in future responsibly
assess the issue.
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SUPPLEMENT TO THE LEANING JUNIPER Il WIND POWER FACILITY APPLICATION FOR SITE CERTIFICATE

Comment BB2

In an e-mail to the Applicant on December 1, 2006, John White of ODOE requested
information to support findings by the Council as required under OAR 345-024-0010(2).

OAR 345-024-0010

* % %

(2) To issue a site certificate for a proposed wind energy facility, the Council must find that the
applicant:

(a) Can design, construct and operate the facility to exclude members of the public from close
proximity to the turbine blades and electrical equipment;

(b) Can design, construct and operate the facility to preclude structural failure of the tower or blades
that could endanger the public safety and to have adequate safety devices and testing procedures
designed to warn of impending failure and to minimize the consequences of such failure.

Response

Because LJ Il will be located on private property, public access to the facility will be limited.
Turbine towers will be located at least 250 feet from any public road and a distance equal to
the total turbine height (389 to 492 feet, depending on turbine selected) from residences to
ensure that in the unlikely event a turbine tower became dislodged from its foundation it
will not cause a public safety risk. Turbine blade tips will be approximately 136 to 164 feet
above ground at the closest point of rotation. Towers will be smooth steel structures with no
exterior ladders or access to the turbine blades. Tower entry doors will be locked. There will
be no access to the nacelles or turbine tower interiors or to the electrical equipment
contained within the nacelles or turbine tower interiors. Step-up transformers will be
located within locked cabinets at the base of each tower.

Towers and tower foundations, as well as aboveground transmission line support
structures, will be designed according to applicable building codes to avoid failure or
collapse. During construction of the facility, the Applicant will follow the manufacturers’
recommended handling instructions and procedures to prevent damage to towers or blades
that could lead to failure.

During operation of the Facility, the Applicant will have an operational safety-monitoring
program and will inspect turbine blades on a regular basis for signs of wear. All turbines
will have self-monitoring devices linked to sensors at the O&M facility to alert operators to
potentially dangerous conditions.

Electric transformers and other equipment associated with the proposed substation will be
enclosed by a fence with a locked gate and otherwise be made inaccessible to the public.
Warning signs will be posted as required by law for the safety of the public.

PAGE BB-4 MAY 2007
PDX/071200021.DOC



APPENDIX A

Attachments to RAI No. 1

PDX/071200021.D0C






APPENDIX B

Attachments to RAI No. 2

PDX/071200021.D0C






APPENDIXC
Attachments to Additional Requests

PDX/071200021.D0C
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Figure B-3a
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Figure C-3a
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Revised Tables C-4 and C-5
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TABLE C-4
Leaning Juniper Il Disturbance Calculations
Permanently Disturbed Areas

North and
LJ II—North LJ Il—South South
Dimensions Number Dimensions Number
Facilities Notes Units of Measurement per Unit of Units  Acres Other Unit per Unit of Units  Acres Other Unit Acres

Turbine Pads/Towers 1 Square feet per tower 1,660 40 1.52 1,660 93 3.54 5.07

Substation/O&M Facility

LJ Il Collector Substation 2 Acres 3.6 1 3.60 3.6 1 3.60 3.60

O&M Facility 3 Acres 2.5 1 2.50 25 1 2.50 5.00

Meteorological Towers 4 Square feet per tower 900 1 0.02 900 3 0.06 0.08

(self-supporting)

Electrical System Structures

Overhead 34.5-kV Collector 5,6  Square feet per pole 12 50 0.01 600 square feet 12 100 0.03 1,200 square feet 0.04

Line Structures

Overhead 230-kV Collector 7 Square feet per pole 20 2 0.00 40 square feet 20 2 0.00 40 square feet 0.00

Line Structures

Access Roads and Turnarounds

Improved Existing Roads to 8 Square feet disturbed area 10 13,005 299  2.46 miles 10 24,176 5.55  4.58 miles 8.54

20 feet per linear foot of road

New 16-foot turbine string 9 Square feet disturbed area 16 38,308 14.07 7.26 miles 16 74,859 27.50 14.18 miles 41.57

roads and road to met per linear foot of road

tower(s)

New 16-foot spur roads to 10 Square feet disturbed area 35 1,120 0.90 0.21 miles 35 2,604 2.09  0.49 miles 2.99

each turbine per linear foot of road

Total Permanently Disturbed Area 25.62 acres 44.87 acres 66.89 acres

Notes:

1 Graveled area of pad, transformer, and disturbed area for each tower, excluding access road. The dimensions are based on a circular area of disturbance with a radius of 23 feet (includes a
turbine tower with a radius of up to 8 feet and surrounding gravel area with a radius of up to 15 feet). These dimensions represent the 3.0-MW tower diameter and maximum graveled area.

2 Includes substation and surrounding gravel within the fenced property. No temporary disturbance will occur outside the fenced area. Total acreage for LJ Il Collector Substation reflects
construction of one substation only, with two transformers.

3 Includes building and graveled parking and storage areas.

4 Includes met tower measuring approximately 23 feet wide and surrounding gravel area.

5 Assumes poles are spaced an average of 350 feet apart. Disturbance area is also presented in square feet.

6 Assumes worst-case scenario with 9.9 miles of overhead collectors. Including the worst-case value results in double-couting of collector impacts because underground temporary
disturbance also assumes the worst-case scenario.

7 A short transmission line will be constructed from the LJ Il Collector Substation to the BPA Switching Station. The connection may require one support structure. However, this pole will be
placed within the graveled, fenced substation area. (Transmission line poles are spaced an average of 700 feet apart.) Disturbance area is also presented in square feet.

8 Assumes maximum of 20 feet of travel lanes or 10 feet of improvements to existing 10-foot road. For roads that are already 20 feet in width, such as Stone Lane, there will be no permanent
impacts beyond this width. These roads will only be temporarily widened for construction. Therefore, the length of existing roads needing improvements is greater for temporary impacts than
permanent impacts.

9 Assumes maximum of 16 feet of travel lanes.

10 Assumes 35-foot spur road from the access road to each turbine that would be 60 feet long when measured from center of tower to center of sting road, which is equal to 60 feet - 8 feet (1/2

of access road width)—24 feet (distance from center of turbine to beginning of road).
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TABLE C-5
Leaning Juniper Il Disturbance Calculations
Temporarily Disturbed Areas

North and
LJ Il—North LJ Il—South South
Dimensions Number Dimensions Number
Facilities Notes Units of Measurement per Unit of Units  Acres Miles per Unit of Units  Acres Miles Acres

Substation/O&M Building
LJ Il Collector Substation 1 Acres 0.0 1 0.00 0.0 1 0.00 0.00
O&M Facility 2 Acres 1.0 1 1.00 1.0 1 1.00 2.00
Meteorological Towers (self-supporting) 3 Square feet per tower 0 0.00 0 3 0.00 0.00
Tower Construction/Laydown Areas
Central laydown and storage areas for collector Acres 5 1 5.00 5 3 15.00 20.00
lines and other equipment

Laydown areas (usually 1 per string) Acres 2 4 8.00 2 5 10.00 18.00

Laydown areas at each tower site 4 Square feet per tower site 84,545 40 77.64 84,545 93 180.50 258.14
Electrical
Temporary Access for 12-kV powerline Feet of width per linear foot 8 0 0.00 0 8 35,065 6.44 6.64
Temporary access for collector line

1 Collector 5 Feet of width per linear foot 24 39,493 21.76 7.48 24 98,767 54.42 18.706 | 76.18

2 Collectors 5 Feet of width per linear foot 32 0 0.00 0 32 14,313 10.51 271 10.51

3 Collectors 5 Feet of width per linear foot 40 3,058 2.81 0.579 40 10,489 9.63 1.987 12.44

4 Collectors 5 Feet of width per linear foot 48 0 0.00 0 48 7,631 8.41 1.445 8.41

5 Collectors 5 Feet of width per linear foot 56 0 0.00 0 56 1,866 2.40 0.353 2.40
Roads
Temporarily disturbed area during road construction

Existing road improvements (temporarily 6 Feet of width per linear foot 15 13,005 4.48 15 80,220 27.62 32.10

widened to 35 feet)

New 16-foot turbine string roads and roadto 7 Feet of width per linear foot 19 38,308 16.71 19 74,859 32.65 49.36

met tower(s) (temporarily widened to 35 feet)
Crane Paths 8 Feet of width per linear foot | 35 14,834 11.92 2.810 35 0 0.00 0 11.92
Total Temporarily Disturbed Area 149.31 acres 358.59 acres 501.46 acres

Notes:

1 Assumes contractor will permanently impact entire substation area. Therefore, no temporary impacts will occur.
2 Assumes contractor will temporarily impact a small area surrounding the permanent footprint of the operations and maintenance building(s) and parking area. This impact will be less than 1 acre.
3 Assumes contractor will gravel entire area used during construction. Therefore, no temporary impacts will occur.

4 Assumes a worst-case area of disturbance around towers for staging turbine blades based on the 3.0-MW turbine with a circular impact area of an approximate 164-foot radius for 328-foot-

diameter (100-meter-diameter) rotors.

5 Assumes 12 feet on either side of the collector line trench for spoil and travel paths. Trenches are separated by 8 feet for heat dissipation. This distance includes the width of the actual collector

line trenches.

6 Assumes the 10-foot existing road will be temporarily widened to 35 feet. The temporary disturbance will be equal to 35-foot total width during construction minus the 20-foot permanent width.
7 The temporary disturbance will be equal to 35-foot total width during construction minus the 16-foot permanent width.
8 A small portion of the temporary disturbance associated with crane paths is geographically located in Leaning Juniper Il South. However, because these crane paths are necessary for construction

of Leaning Juniper Il North, the temporary disturbances are included in the Leaning Juniper Il North total.
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Table C-2. Micrositing Corridors for Turbine Stringst

Description Longitude Latitude
A-string—Western Boundary -120.3210935
A-string—Eastern Boundary -120.3107982
B-D string—Western Boundary -120.3017389
B-D string—Eastern Boundary -120.2686091
E1-3—Western Boundary -120.2611474
E1-3—Eastern Boundary -120.2500477
E4-11—Northern Boundary 45.64662762

E4-11—Eastern Boundary
F1-5—Eastern Boundary
F1-5—Western Boundary
F6-13—Western Boundary

G String—Eastern Boundary
H1-8—Western Boundary
H1-8—Eastern Boundary
H1-8—Northern Boundary
H1-8—Southern Boundary

| String—NW Corner

| String—NE Corner

| String—SW Corner

| String—SE Corner
H9-11—Western Boundary
H9-11—Eastern Boundary
H9-11—Northern Boundary
H9-11—Southern Boundary

H12-16 and J1-3 Eastern Boundary
H12-16 and J1-3 Northern Boundary
H12-16 and J1-3 Western Boundary
H12-16 and J1-3 Southern Boundary
J4-16—Northern Boundary
J4-16—Western Boundary
J-17—Western Boundary
J-17—Southern Boundary
J17—Eastern Boundary
J17—Northern Boundary

-120.2414496
-120.2238475
-120.2365971
-120.2344746
-120.195484
-120.1922851
-120.1848239

-120.1818659
-120.1747899
-120.1735608
-120.1664095
-120.1859096
-120.178417

-120.1719403

-120.1790375

-120.177838

-120.1981621

-120.1902439

45.69452023
45.6725221
45.68968116
45.69178413
45.67593476
45.67806005

45.67606262

45.66796

45.67115987

45.655232

45.66023208

45.61721147

45.62241712

! Turbine string corridors are also adjacent to the lease boundaries. Legal

descriptions for the lease boundaries are available on request.
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Table C-3. Micrositing Corridors for Roads, Collector Cables, and Crane Paths™?
End Point
Width (centerline of
# Description (feet) corridor) Latitude Longitude
Centerline of Alternate Collector Corridor 45.65764917 -120.184709
1 | Connecting J1-3 Turbine String Corridor to 500 45.65837155 -120.1808053
LJ | Easement 45.65899633 | -120.1791685
45.66270109 -120.1842465
| . H g 45.66536356 -120.1831584
Centerline of Crane Path Corridor
2 Connecting Access Road to H12 and 13 500 4566623826 -120.1823774
45.66710705 -120.1813575
45.6678652 -120.1800045
Centerline of Northernmost Road Corridor 45.68864792 -120.1812674
3 | Connecting I-String Turbine Corridor to H- 500 45.68801958 -120.1849758
String Turbine Corridor ' '
45.63127598 -120.1776535
Centerline of Primary Collector Route 45.62834378 -120.1822776
4 - 500
Connecting F16 to F-17 4562356555 | -120.1849442
45.62345681 -120.1851384
5 | Centerline of Road Connecting D and E 400 45.65477273 | -120.2687447
Strings 45.65377209 -120.2594687
Centerline of Road Corridor Connecting 45.65767811 -120.236452
6 500
Access Road to F-1 45.65468786 | -120.2389854
Centerline of Southernmost Collector 45.64916724 -120.2494657
7 | Corridor Connecting I-String Turbine 500 45.6824096 1201778171
Corridor to H-String Turbine Corridor ' '
45.64916724 -120.2494657
45.64863259 -120.2488339
Collector Connecting E1-3 to E4-11— 45.64800059 | -120.2484093
8 ' 630
Northeastern Edge of Corridor 45.64724968 -120.2482161
45.64669198 -120.2481099
45.64960668 -120.2500738
9 Crane Path Corridor Connecting G-string 500 N 45.69461058 -120.1939453
to H-string—Northern Boundary S 45.69323968 -120.1940296
E -120.2261001
Expanded Corridor North of F6-13 N 45.64893734
10 ; 1,480
Corridor S 45.64597072
W -120.2317406
11 | Primary Access Road from East Entrance 500 45.66473767 -120.1797365
and Collector Corridor (Stgrting at West 45.66452299 -120.1805243
Side of J1-3 Corridor Ending at Lease
Boundary) 45.66425543 | -120.1811134
45.66394674 -120.1816086
N 45.66372868 -120.1818477
45.66361072 -120.1824493

45.6635676

-120.1830791
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Table C-3. Micrositing Corridors for Roads, Collector Cables, and Crane Paths™?
End Point
Width (centerline of

# Description (feet) corridor) Latitude Longitude
45.66312206 -120.1847009

45.6648038 -120.178906
45.66167623 -120.1847212
45.66212187 -120.1830097
45.66223863 -120.1825718
S 45.66224965 -120.1821746
45.66256684 -120.1807351
45.66304937 -120.1801263

45.66325572 -120.179769

45.66339075 -120.178977
45.65470859 -120.2472878
45.65408307 -120.2453707

45.65406739 -120.244955
45.65401453 -120.2446455
45.65493285 -120.2417272
N 45.65496912 -120.2410678
45.65483272 -120.2399986
45.65460837 -120.2379173
45.65458134 -120.2373501
45.65446946 -120.2368371
45.65515673 -120.2498032
45.6546751 -120.2490195
12 Road and Collector Corridor Connecting 550 45.65322436 | -120.2498255
E-String to F-String 45.6533354 -120.247641
45.65293484 -120.2464726
45.65260547 -120.2460019
45.6524296 -120.2454318
45.65241419 -120.2447198
S 45.65257356 -120.2438702
45.65340061 -120.2415855

45.65348998 -120.241182
45.65343975 -120.2407061
45.65317065 -120.2389199
45.65306437 -120.2382143
45.65285768 -120.2377119
45.65274244 -120.2371752
13 | Road and Collector Corridor Connecting 500. Increases 45.63521851 -120.2416616
E4-11 to F6-13 strings to 1,380 where 45.63529252 -120.2411365

road splits.

N 45.63659708 -120.2385929
45.63809273 -120.2365057
45.63931883 -120.2345442
S 45.63393405 -120.2400196
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Table C-3. Micrositing Corridors for Roads, Collector Cables, and Crane Paths™?
End Point
Width (centerline of
# Description (feet) corridor) Latitude Longitude
45.63411434 -120.239619
45.63447353 -120.2393667
45.63628215 -120.2362216
45.63553383 -120.2347305
45.63401158 -120.2348054
. . 45.67608998 -120.179524
14 Road and Collector Corridor Connecting 500 45 67657683 1201798506
H8 to H9—Northeastern Boundary : e
45.67910159 -120.184257
Road and Collector Corridor Connecting N 45.68135637 | -120.1946997
15 . . 2,640
H-String to G-String S 45.6741315 -120.1950336
N 45.68552972 -120.1851604
Road and Collector Corridor Connecting 45.68491344 -120.1789809
16 | I-String Turbine Corridor to H-String 500 45.68414517 -120.1851621
Turbine Corridor s 45.68366819 | -120.1803791
45.68282221 -120.1788328
45.67484208 -120.2127925
45.67491891 -120.2122355
N 45.67476584 -120.2117114
45.67463177 -120.2095789
45.67513745 -120.205686
45.675961 -120.2040863
17 Road and Collector Corridor Connecting 500 45.67211845 -120.212634
LJ Il North to LJ Il Collector Substation 45.6726361 -120.2120636
45.67285234 -120.2114765
S 45.67329244 -120.2102406
45.67325915 -120.2094326
45.67374452 -120.2056757
45.6739979 -120.2045957
45.67482203 -120.2029948
Road Connecting E-String (At Lease N 45.65351704 | -120.2547931
18 540
Boundary) to Access Road to the North s 45.65280956 -120.2543991
19 | Western Access Road from Blalock Varies on the N 45.63711534 -120.3297983
Canyon Road to B-String west side of the 45.63630636 -120.3280113
A-string. Width . .
between A and 45.63517001 | -120.3264266
B is 500 feet. 45.63395561 -120.3247266
45.63262578 -120.3232179
45.63201347 -120.3212997
45.6311251 -120.311029
45.63124782 -120.3094919
45.63114983 -120.3082258
45.63092978 -120.3071075
45.63108705 -120.3019835
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Table C-3. Micrositing Corridors for Roads, Collector Cables, and Crane Paths™?
End Point
Width (centerline of

# Description (feet) corridor) Latitude Longitude
45.63736069 -120.3315946

S 45.63309464
W -120.3345327
20 | Rattlesnake Road Corridor (Existing 20 -120.1849553 | 45.68961543
Road) -120.183686 | 45.69036821
-120.1831715 45.69074216
-120.1828249 45.69103459
-120.1824473 45.69128387
-120.1820693 45.69150057
-120.1815954 45.69174243
-120.1811745 45.69195314
-120.1807216 45.69212005
-120.1803476 45.69233172
-120.1801458 45.69260513
-120.1800348 45.69295129
NW -120.1801337 45.69323267
-120.1803023 45.69357407
-120.1804468 45.69381447
-120.1806293 45.69404413
-120.1800127 45.69638612
-120.1797582 45.69650278
-120.1795695 45.69668247
-120.1794292 45.69692851
-120.1794531 45.69724431
-120.1795421 45.69776312
-120.1795484 45.69788518
-120.1795075 45.69806591
-120.1794516 45.69838491
SE -120.1849509 45.6887425
-120.1843591 45.68920673
-120.1834268 45.68978268
-120.1826517 45.69033131
-120.1821914 45.69070797
-120.1814918 45.69112456
-120.1807246 45.69150326
-120.1798643 45.69186374
-120.1794642 45.69233201
-120.1792737 45.69272228
-120.1792593 45.69303956
-120.1793943 45.69341363
-120.1796184 45.69387074
-120.1798604 45.69419624
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Table C-3. Micrositing Corridors for Roads, Collector Cables, and Crane Paths™?
End Point
Width (centerline of
# Description (feet) corridor) Latitude Longitude
-120.1785617 45.69858171
-120.1786478 | 45.69846994
-120.1786946 | 45.69818191
-120.1787645 45.69783829
-120.1787061 45.69753312
-120.1786517 45.69710911
-120.1786478 45.69689141
-120.1787173 45.69668431
-120.1788444 45.69646971
-120.1790266 45.6962629
-120.1792419 45.69608985
-120.1794772 | 45.69596381
-120.179696 45.69588128
-120.1798283 45.69575968
21 | Rattlesnake Road Corridor (Proposed 500 -120.1806293 45.69404413
Realignment) -120.1811359 | 45.69419761
-120.1814389 | 45.69451095
-120.1816395 45.69514634
-120.1823147 | 45.69728218
-120.1823313 | 45.69780604
-120.1820993 45.69834868
NW -120.1816884 45.69876958
-120.1809797 | 45.69925379
-120.1790376 45.70056792
-120.1773506 45.70122226
-120.1770683 45.7014559
-120.1766021 45.70158778
-120.1762862 45.70157922
-120.176057 45.70153904
SE -120.1755037 | 45.70090798
-120.1756475 45.70051386
-120.1759626 45.7002195
-120.1763957 | 45.70001293
-120.176686 45.6997346
-120.1770148 45.69966412
-120.1772811 45.69969144
-120.1778479 45.69947373
-120.1775735 45.69923961
-120.1774921 45.69897985
120.1776584 45.69871512
-120.1780485 45.69858508
-120.1784799 45.69858614
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Table C-3. Micrositing Corridors for Roads, Collector Cables, and Crane Paths™?
End Point
Width (centerline of

# Description (feet) corridor) Latitude Longitude
-120.1794516 45.69838491
-120.1802541 45.697834
-120.1803822 45.6976519
-120.1803415 45.69740327
-120.1795522 45.69486659
-120.1795548 45.69457699
-120.1796924 45.69434818
-120.179862 45.69419805

! The corridors for easements across nonleased land and improvements to existing roads are 200 feet wide. The
corridors for new roads, collector cables, and crane paths are 500 feet wide.

2 Legal descriptions for the easements and lease boundaries can be provided before construction begins.
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O regon Department of Environmental Quality

Eastern Region Bend Office

“Theodore Kulongoski, Governor 2146 NE 4™, Suite 104
Bend, OR 97701

(541) 388-6146

FAX (541) 388-8283

December 13, 2006

Sara McMahon

PPM Energy

‘1125 NW Couch, Suite 700
Portland, OR 97209

Re: Permitting Requirements For
Washing Turbine Blades
WQ — Gilliam County

Dear Ms. McMahon:

This letter is in response to your request regarding the Department’s interpretation of deminimus washing
activities as defined under our Water Pollution Control Facilities (WPCF) 1700-B Wash Water Permit
(copy enclosed). Condition 3. of Schedule A in the general wash water permit describes deminimus
washing activities that are not required to obtain a permit.

The Department believes that some washing activities are considered to have a deminimis impact on the
environment. Therefore, these washing activities are allowed without obtaining a permit by the
Department.

The Department considers washing of turbine blades for the removal of accumulated dirt as a deminimus
washing activity provided there is no runoff off-site or discharges to surface waters, storm sewer, or dry
wells. Washing under this interpretation shall be restricted to the exterior of the turbine blades. The use
of acids, bases, or metal brighteners, is prohibited. The use of biodegradable, phosphate-free cleaners with
cold water is allowed. Cleaning only with cold water is recommended. Chemicals, soaps or detergents
shall be used sparingly.

If a facility is found to be adversely affecting water quality the Department will require a wash water
permit to obtain obtained.

Please call me in Bend at (541) 388-6146 ext. 232 if you have any questions regarding this letter.

Sincerely,

Ut o/ a4

Walter I. West, P.E.
Senior Environmental Engineer
Eastern Region - Bend Office

Enclosure (GEN 1700B PERMIT)

cc: Erin Toelke, CH2M HILL, Inc., 2020 SW 4th Ave., Suite 300, Portland, OR 97201
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Permit Number: 1700B
Expiration Date: 1/31/2003
Page: 1 of 10

GENERAL PERMIT
WATER POLLUTION CONTROL FACILITIES
WASTEWATER DISCHARGE PERMIT

Department of Environmental Quality
811 Southwest Sixth Avenue, Portland, OR 97204
Telephone: (503) 229-5279

Issued pursuant to ORS 468B.050

ISSUED TO:

All Owners or Operators of Facilities
Conducting Activities that are Covered by this
Permit

SOURCES COVERED BY THIS PERMIT: Vehicle, equipment, building, and pavement cleaning
activities that discharge wash water by means of evaporation, seepage and/or irrigation. This permit covers
discharges from fixed washing operations and mobile washing operations.

ACTIVITIES NOT COVERED BY THIS PERMIT: This general permit does not cover the following:
hydroblasting (See Schedule D for definition) or the use of abrasives to remove paint or oxidized metal;
and washing the inside of trailers, railroad cars, and other large commodity-carrying containers. This
permit also does not cover discharges from boat washing activities.

Michael T. Llewelyn, Administrator Date
Water Quality Division

PERMITTED ACTIVITIES

Until this permit expires or is modified or revoked, the permittee is authorized to construct, install,
modify, or operate a wastewater collection, treatment, control and disposal system in conformance with
all the requirements, limitations, and conditions set forth in the attached schedules as follows:

Page
Schedule A - Exempted Activities, Deminimis Activities and Limitations 2-4
Schedule B - Monitoring and Reporting Requirements 5
Schedule C - Compliance Conditions and Schedules 6
Schedule D - Special Conditions 7
Schedule F - General Conditions 8-10

All direct discharges to public waters are prohibited unless covered by NPDES permit.
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Permit Number: 1700B
Page 2 of 10

SCHEDULE A

EXEMPTED ACTIVITIES

1. Any facility that collects, treats, and recycles ALL wastewater with no discharge to dry wells,
surface waters or groundwater may operate without a permit from the Department of Environmental

~ Quality (DEQ).

2. Any facility that collects ALL wastewater and discharges to a municipal sanitary sewerage
system (see schedule D for definition) may operate without a permit from the DEQ. This includes
those facilities that may collect and hold wastewater for later disposal to the municipal sewerage
system. A permit for discharge to sanitary sewer may be required by the local city or county.

DEMINIMIS ACTIVITIES

3. The following washing activities are considered to have a deminimis impact on the environment and
are allowed without obtaining a permit. However, any facility found to be adversely affecting water
quality will be required to obtain a permit. Such a facility would then be subject to all terms and

conditions of this permit.

a) ACTIVITIES WITH NO DISCHARGE TO SURFACE WATERS, STORM SEWERS OR DRY
WELLS - The use of acids, bases, metal brighteners, steam, or heated water is prohibited. The
use of biodegradable, phosphate-free cleaners with cold water is allowed. However, cleaning
only with cold water is recommended. Chemicals, soaps or detergents shall be used sparingly.

i) The washing of buildings is permitted provided there is no runoff off-site or discharge to
surface waters, storm sewer or dry wells.

ii) The washing of roads, parking lots, sidewalks, and other paved surfaces is permitted
provided surfaces are swept prior to washing and there is no runoff off-site or discharge to
surface waters, storm sewer or dry wells.

i) The rinsing of the chute and exterior of ready-mix concrete trucks at the construction site is
permitted provided there is no runoff off-site or discharge to surface waters, storm sewer or

dry wells.

iv) The washing of construction equipment and vehicles at construction sites, logging.
equipment and vehicles at the logging site, or farming equipment and vehicles at the
agricultural or silvicultural site for the removal of accumulated dirt is permitted provided
there is no runoff off-site or discharge to surface waters, storm sewer or dry wells. Washing
shall be restricted to the exterior of the vehicle or equipment (no engines, transmissions,
undercarriages, or interior surfaces of pesticide containers or spray solution tanks).

v) The washing of golf carts and mowing machines is permitted provided there is no runoff
off-site or discharge to surface waters, storm sewer or dry wells.

vi) The washing of new or used vehicles or equipment awaiting sale, lease or delivery is
permitted provided washing is restricted to the exterior of the vehicle or piece of equipment
(no engines, transmissions, or undercarriages) and there is no runoff off-site or discharge to
surface waters, storm sewer or dry wells. Rental vehicles and rented equipment are not
included in this exemption.
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Permit Number: 1700B
Page 3 of 10

vii) Businesses that wash less than 8 vehicles or pieces of equipment per week are permitted
provided there is no runoff off-site or discharge to surface waters, storm sewer or dry wells.
Washing is restricted to the exterior of the vehicle or equipment (no engines, transmissions,
or undercarriages). When washing large trucks, the tractor and trailer are counted as separate
pieces.

For facilities that do not discharge to surface waters or storm sewers, the Department may
allow 8 or more vehicles or pieces of equipment per week to be washed if the operator
demostrates that this activity will not impact the soils and the groundwater at the site. This
approval shall be obtained in writing from the Department.

b) REFER TO 17004 PERMIT FOR DEMINIMIS ACTIVITIES WITH DISCHARGE TO SURFACE
WATERS AND STORM SEWERS.

¢} NON-PROFIT ACTIVITIES - Vehicle washing by private citizens and fund-raising groups such
as schools, churches, boy scouts, girl scouts, etc. is permitted. Fund-raising groups shall employ
the best management practices outlined in the Department's fact sheet on non-profit activities.

LIMITATIONS

4. Prohibitions - The use of organic solvents or non-biodegradable chemicals, soaps and detergents is
prohibited for all washing activities covered by this permit, including activities in Condition 3 above.
All chemicals, soaps or detergents used shall be phosphate-free. The use of chemicals to maintain
proper operation of treatment facilities is allowed.

5. Construction and Use of Dry Wells - The construction of new dry wells for disposal of wash
water is prohibited. The use of existing dry wells is allowed provided written approval is obtained
from the Department. Prior to discharge to an approved dry well, the wash water shall comply with
the limitations established in Condition 9. The use of any chemicals, soaps, detergents, steam, or hot
water is prohibited when discharging to existing dry wells.

6. On-Site Treatment/Disposal Systems - The construction of new on-site treatment and disposal
systems (i.e. septic tank & drainfields) for disposal of wash water is prohibited. The use of
approved systems that have been designed and constructed specifically to treat wash water is allowed
provided the system is functioning properly. '

7. Lagoons/Ponds - The Department may require lagoons/ponds to be lined in areas of shallow
groundwater or highly permeable soils to prevent adverse impacts to ground water.

8. Groundwater Protection - No activities shall be conducted that could adversely impact groundwater
quality. If adverse impacts to groundwater quality are suspected from a facility covered by this
permit, the Department may require the permittee to perform a groundwater investigation.

9. Limits for all washing activities covered by this permit except activities listed in Schedule A,
Condition 3 - Wash water shall be collected and treated prior to disposal by seepage or land

irrigation. The treated wash water shall comply with the following limitations:

Parameters = | Limitations (Daily Maximum) "
Oil & Grease 15 mg/l
pH Shall be within 6.0 - 9.0 range
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Permit Number: 1700B
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10. Engine Washing, Acid/Caustic/Metal Brightener Washing, or Steam/Heated Water Washing
Activities. Facilities that conduct engine washing, acid/caustic/metal brightener washing, or
steam/heated water washing shall conduct these operations on an impermeable surface.

11. When disposing of wash water by means of evaporation, seepage and/or irrigation, the
permittee shall do so in a manner to prevent the following:
a) Surface runoff or subsurface drainage through drainage tile.
b) The creation of odors, fly and mosquito breeding or other nuisance conditions.
¢} The overloading of land with nutrients or organics.
d) Contamination of the soil and/or ground water.
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Page 5 of 10

SCHEDULE B

MONITQRING REQUIREMENTS

1.

Excluding activities listed in Schedule A, Condition 3 (Deminimis Activities), all other washing
operations covered by this permit shall monitor their discharge in accordance with the following
frequency:

For the first year of operation and until compliance is attained*:

 Parar Frequency - {.Samp}
Qil and Grease 1/month Grab
pH** 1/month Grab

After the first year of operation if compliance is attained*:

Parameters. o "] Frequency " | San
Oil and Grease 1/quarterly | Grab
pH** 1/month Grab

* Compliance will be based on consistently meeting effluent limits over a six-month period.
** pH paper that has the capability of determining pH to one-tenths (0.1) standard units or a properly calibrated
portable pH meter may be used to make field measurement of pH.

REPORTING REQUIREMENTS

3.

The reporting period is the calendar year. Reports must be submitted to the Department by the 15th
day of January of the following year. Once a facility has attained compliance (as defined above)
with the effluent limits in the permit, the permittee shall notify the Department in its annual
monitoring report that compliance with effluent limits has been achieved and the facility is
monitoring at the reduced frequency.

The permittee shall install and operate any necessary treatment facilities in accordance with Schedule
C of the permit. The permittee shall submit a letter to the Department statmg that treatment facilities
are installed and operational within 14 days after completion.
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SCHEDULE C

COMPLIANCE CONDITIONS AND SCHEDULES

1. Existing facilities (i.e. facilities that are in operation at the time the permit is issued) shall have until
September 15, 1998, to achieve compliance with the effluent limits in Schedule A, Condition 9 of
this permit. An existing facility shall comply with all other conditions in the permit at the time of
permit assignment. New facilities shall comply with all conditions in the permit upon
commencement of discharge from the facility.
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SCHEDULE D

SPECIAL CONDITIONS

1.

The permittee shall implement whenever practicable the best management practices listed in the
DEQ’s guidance document titled Recommended Best Management Practices for Washing Activities.

The changing of vehicle fluids is prohiBited in wash bay areas.

Catch basins and sediment traps shall be cleaned on a routine basis to prevent concentration of
pollutants and re-contamination of the discharge.

Solids removed in any cleaning process shall be collected and disposed of in accordance with
methods approved by DEQ and the local city or county.

Washing operations shall be conducted in a manner that will prevent erosion at the site.

The Director may revoke a general permit as it applies to any person and require such person to apply
for and obtain an individual NPDES or WPCF permit if:

a) The permitted source or activity is a significant contributor of pollution or creates other
environmental problems;

b) The permittee is not in compliance with the terms and conditions of this general permit; or

¢) Conditions or standards have changed so that the source or activity no longer qualifies for a
general permit.

Any permittee not wishing to be covered or limited by this general permit may make application for
an individual WPCF or NPDES permit in accordance with WPCF or NPDES procedures in OAR
340-14-020 and 340-45-030.

Definitions:

Hydroblasting - The use of high pressure to remove paint or oxidized metals from a surface.
Typically, pressures of 2000 psi and greater are used to remove paint or oxidized metal, however,
lower pressures may also remove paint or oxidized metal. This permit does not cover hydroblasting
activities.

Storm sewer - A system that collects runoff from rainfall, snbwmelt, and discharges from human
activities (i.e., wash water). This water is typically discharged to nearby waterways with little or no
treatment.

Sanitary sewer - A system that collects wastewater from residential, commercial and industrial
sources. The wastewater is then directed to a sewage treatment plant for treatment and subsequent
discharge.

Impermeable surface - A surface that prevents water from seeping into the ground and allows water
to be collected. Examples of impermeable surfaces include paved areas using asphalt, concrete, or
cement, and synthetic materials such as plastics.
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SCHEDULE F
WPCF GENERAL CONDITIONS

SECTION A. STANDARD CONDITIONS

1.

Property Rights

The issuance of this permit does not convey any property rights in either real or personal property, or any
exclusive privileges, nor does it authorize any injury to private property or any invasion of personal rights,
nor any infringement of Federal, State, or local laws, or regulations.

Liability
The Department of Environmental Quality, its officers, agents, or employees shall not sustain any liability
on account of the issuance of this permit or on account of the construction or maintenance of facilities

because of this permit.

Permit Actions
After notice by the Department, this permit may be modified, suspended, or revoked in whole or in part
during its term for cause including but not limited to the following:

a. Violation of any term or condition of this permit, any applicable rule or statute, or any order of the
Commission;
b. Obtaining this permit by misrepresentation or failure to disclose fully all relevant facts.

Transfer of Permit

This permit shall not be transferred to a third party without prior written approval from the Department.
Such approval may be granted by the Department where the transferee acquires a property interest in the
permitted activity and agrees in writing to fully comply with all the terms and conditions of this permit and
the rules of the Commussion. A transfer application and filing fee must be submitted to the Department.

Permit Fees
The permittee shall pay the fees required to be filed with this permit apphcatlon and to be paid annually for
permit compliance determination as outlined in the Oregon Administrative Rules.

SECTIONB. OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE OF POLLUTION CONTROLS

1.

Proper Operation and Maintenance

The permittee shall at all times maintain in good workmg order and properly operate as efficiently as
possible all treatment or control facilities or systems installed or used by the permittee to achieve
compliance with the terms and conditions of this permit.

Standard Operation and Maintenance
All waste collection, control, treatment, and disposal facilities shall be operated in a manner consistent with

the following:

a. At all times, all facilities shall be operated as efficiently as possible and in a manner which will
prevent discharges, health hazards, and nuisance conditions.

b. All screenings, grit, and sludge shall be disposed of in a manner approved by the Department such
as to prevent any pollutant from such materials from reaching any waters of the state, creating a
public health hazard, or causing a nuisance condition.

c. Bypassing of untreated waste is generally prohibited. No bypassing shall occur without prior
written permission from the Department except where unavoidable to prevent loss of life, personal

injury, or severe property damage.

Noncompliance and Notification Procedures
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In the event the permittee is unable to comply with all the conditions of this permit because of surfacing
sewage, a breakdown of equipment or facilities, an accident caused by human error or negligence, or any
other cause such as an act of nature, the permittee shall:

a. Immediately take action to stop, contain, and clean up the unauthorized discharges and correct the
problem.

b Immediately notify the Department's Regional office, so that an investigation can be made to
evaluate the impact and the corrective actions taken and determine additional action that must be
taken.

c. Within 5 days of the time the permittee becomes aware of the circumstances, the permittee shall

submit to the Department a detailed written report describing the breakdown, the actual quantity
and quality of resulting waste discharges, corrective action taken, steps taken to prevent a
recurrence, and any other pertinent information.

Compliance with these requirements does not relieve the permittee from responsibility to maintain
continuous compliance with the conditions of this permit or the resulting liability for failure to comply.

4. Wastewater System Personnel
The permittee shall provide an adequate operating staff which is duly qualified to carry out the operation,
maintenance, and monitoring requirements to assure continuous compliance with the conditions of this
permit.

SECTIONC. MONITORING AND RECORDS

1. Inspection and Entry
The permittee shall, at all reasonable times, allow authorized representatives of the Department of

Environmental Quality to:

a. Enter upon the permittee's premises where a waste source or disposal system is located or where
any records are required to be kept under the terms and conditions of this permit;

b. Have access to and copy any records required to be kept under the terms and conditions of this
permit;
c. Inspect any treatment or disposal system, practices, operations, monitoring equipment, or

monitoring method regulated or required by this permit; or

d. Sample or monitor at reasonable times, for the purpose of assuring permit compliance or as
otherwise authorized by state law, any substances or parameters at any location.

2. Averaging of Measurements
Calculations for all limitations which require averaging of measurements shall utilize an arithmetic mean,

except for bacteria which shall be averaged as specified in the permit.

3. Monitoring Procedures
Monitoring must be conducted according to test procedures specified in the most recent edition of
Standard Methods for the Examination of Water and Wastewater, unless other test procedures have
been approved in writing by the Department and specified in this permit.

SECTIOND. REPORTING REQUIREMENTS

1. Plan Submittal
Pursuant to Oregon Revised Statute 468B.055, unless specifically exempted by rule, no construction,
installation or modification of disposal systems, treatment works, or sewerage systems shall be commenced
until plans and specifications are submitted to and approved in writing by the Department. All
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construction, installation or modification shall be in strict conformance with the Department's written
approval of the plans.

Change in Discharge

Whenever a facility expansion, production increase, or process modification is anticipated which will result
in a change in the character of pollutants to be discharged or which will result in a new or increased
discharge that will exceed the conditions of this permit, a new application must be submitted together with
the necessary reports, plans, and specifications for the proposed changes. No change shall be made until
plans have been approved and a new permit or permit modification has been issued.

Signatory Requirements
All applications, reports or information submitted to the Department shall be signed and certified by the
official applicant of record (owner) or authorized designee.

SECTIONE. DEFINITIONS

e A ol ) e

16.
17.
18.

19.
20.
21.

BOD; means five-day biochemical oxygen demand.

TSS means total suspended solids.

FC means fecal coliform bacteria.

NH;-N means Ammonia Nitrogen.

NO;-N means Nitrate Nitrogen.

NO,-N means Nitrite Nitrogen.

TKN means Total Kjeldahl Nitrogen.

Cl means Chloride.

TN means Total Nitrogen.

mg/1 means milligrams per liter.

ug/l means micrograms per liter.

kg means kilograms.

GPD means gallons per day.

MGD means million gallons per day.

The term "bacteria" includes but is not limited to fecal coliform bacteria, total coliform bacteria, and E. coli
bacteria.

Total residual chlorine means combined chlorine forms plus free residual chlorine.

Grab sample means an individual discrete sample collected over a period of time not to exceed 15 minutes.
Composite sample means a combination of samples collected, generally at equal intervals over a 24-hour
period, and apportioned according to the volume of flow at the time of samplmg

Week means a calendar week of Sunday through Saturday.

Month means a calendar month.

Quarter means January through March, April through June, July through September, or October through
December.
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i« PPM Energy

“i"‘ A ScottishPower Company

Please Reply To:

Toan-Hao B. Nguyen, Legal Counsel
Direct Dial (503) 241-3204
Fax (503) 796-6904

October 20, 2006

Oregon Department of Energy
625 Marion Street, N.E.
Salem, Oregon 97310

Re:  Application of Leaning Juniper Wind Power II, LLC for Site Certificate
Dear Ladies and Gentleman

[ am an in house attorney for Leaning Juniper Wind Power I, LLC, an Oregon limited liability company
(the “Applicant”), and have also acted as counsel to the Applicant.

In that connection, I have examined originals or copies certified or otherwise identified to my
satisfaction of the books and records of Applicant and such other documents, limited liability company
records, certificates of public officials and other instruments regarding the Applicant as I have deemed
necessary and appropriate for the purposes of this opinion.

In rendering this opinion expressed below, I have assumed (i) the authenticity of all documents
submitted to me as originals and (ii) the conformity to original documents of all documents submitted to
me as copies. As to factual matters, I have relied to the extent deemed proper, upon statements and
certifications of officers and manager of the Applicant.

Based upon the foregoing, to the best of my knowledge, I am of the opinion that, subject to the
Applicant’s meeting all applicable federal, state and local laws (including all rules and regulations
promulgated thereunder) the Applicant has the legal authority to construct and operate the up to 279
MW name-plate capacity wind generation facility and associated facilities located in the Gilliam
County, Oregon (the “Project”) that the Applicant proposes in its Applicant for Site Certificate to be
filed with the Oregon Energy Facility Siting Council and in connection with which this opinion is
rendered, without violating articles of organization covenants or similar agreements.

I am a member of the bar of the states of California, Oregon, and Washington and do not hold myself
out as an expert in, and do not express any opinion with respect to, the law of any jurisdiction other than
the law of the states of California, Oregon, and Washington.

1125 NW Couch, Suite 700 » Portland, OR 97209 USA « Phone: 503.796.7000 « www.ppmenergy.com
PDX/063490022.PDF



i« PPM Energy

A‘j:A A ScottishPower Company

The foregoing opinion is limited solely to whether the Applicant has the authority under its operating
agreements to construct, own and operate the Project. I express no opinion as to the applicability of any
federal, state or local laws (including all rules and regulations promulgated thereunder) to such
construction and operation or as to the effects of the foregoing laws on such construction and operation.

Please contact me if you have any additional questions regarding this matter.
Very truly yours,
PPM ENERGY, INC.

&
Toan-Hao B. Nguyen

Legal Counsel

1125 NW Couch, Suite 700 « Portland, OR 97209 USA « Phone: 503.796.7000 « www.ppmenergy.com
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TABLE P-8

Distance from Raptor Nests to Closest Facilities (2005)

Distance to Distance
Closest Distance to Micrositing to Closest
Species Turbine GE Turbine Corridor Facility  Distance
ID Species Type ID Phase (ft) (ft) Closest Facility (ft) (mi)
0 Golden Eagle 1-8 2-North  26057.88384 25593.77681 Access Roads 26026.96 4.93
1 Inactive Nest G-4 2-North  2558.492723 1994.340829 Collectors 2409.98 0.46
2 Burrowing Owl D-1 2 - South  2770.237689 2242.681912 Access Roads 2757.12 0.52
3 Red-Tailed Hawk G-11  2-North  9679.111042 8148.888266 Substation 7610.48 1.44
4 Inactive Nest C-1 2 -South  4176.536881 2843.364835 Collectors 4161.75 0.79
5 Red-Tailed Hawk I-5 2-North  483.9773426 0 Access Roads 362.94 0.07
6 Red-Tailed Hawk F-1 2 -South  2482.793226 1252.312039 Collectors 1391.54 0.26
7 Prairie Falcon F-1 2 -South  4413.055684 3456.530393 Access Roads 4104.10 0.78
8 Inactive Nest C-1 2-South  8591.061908 7319.77283 Collectors 8556.07 1.62
9 Swainson’s Hawk D-12 2-South 1022.052134 312.8981173 Access Roads 947.78 0.18
10 Large Stick Nest E-4 2 -South  1938.792886 695.1182222 Collectors 1761.51 0.33
11 Burrowing Owl D-1 2 - South  9090.227551 8314.165163 Access Roads 9075.01 1.72
12 Inactive Nest G-8 2-North  2725.372059 1981.357925 Collectors 2590.76 0.49
13 Swainson’s Hawk G-7 2 -North  3503.507283 2798.551104 Collectors 3357.84 0.64
14 Red-Tailed Hawk G-11  2-North  3479.815979 2604.182355  Collectors 3350.81 0.63
15 Swainson’'s Hawk F-1 2-South 6604.747071 6097.727078  Substation 5681.10 1.08
16 Common Raven D-16 2-South 1111.550461 608.0413598 Access Roads 1018.90 0.19
17 Common Raven B-15 2-South 8613.847819 7559.517573 Access Roads 7559.52 1.43
18 Inactive Nest A-5 2 - South  10527.21478 6338.435266 Access Roads 6838.39 1.30
19 Red-Tailed Hawk A-6 2 -South  10942.11275 6786.201567 Access Roads 7286.10 1.38
20 Swainson’'s Hawk A-1 2-South  7766.31483 4913.921343  Access Roads 5413.85 1.03
21 Inactive Nest C-1 2-South  8697.243957 7403.192875  Collectors 8662.84 1.64
22 Inactive Nest C-1 2 - South  8670.398047 7400.546406 Collectors 8635.37 1.64
23 Inactive Nest C-1 2 -South  8613.250933 7368.933869 Collectors 8577.66 1.62
24 Swainson’s Hawk E-4 2-South  1252.144241 527.3317079 Collectors 924.55 0.18
25 Inactive Nest J-6 2 - South  2593.329096 942.3218051 Collectors 1615.32 0.31
26 Inactive Nest I-6 2 - North 4048.71494 3603.460397 Access Roads 4012.71 0.76
27 Swainson’'s Hawk F-6 2-South  6951.90952 1177.836293  Collectors 1312.64 0.25
28 Red-Tailed Hawk J-6 2 -South  5651.051947 977.9081072 Collectors 1103.05 0.21
29 Red-Tailed Hawk D-16  2-South  1986.019126 588.5743689 Access Roads 1557.38 0.29
30 Swainson’s Hawk J-7 2 -South  992.7997808 0 Staging Area 867.10 0.16
31 Inactive Nest J-16 2 - South  5722.019931 4827.820356 Access Roads 5523.82 1.05
32 Swainson’s Hawk J-16  2-South 3919.512105 3189.787552  Turbine 391451 0.74
33 Red-Tailed Hawk J-17  2-South 10399.11874 9293.985069  Access Roads 9772.00 1.85
34 Swainson’s Hawk J-16  2-South 5017.459132 3877.250296 Access Roads 3929.63 0.74
35 Ferruginous Hawk J-17 2 -South  4776.134516 3038.439095 Access Roads 3222.99 0.61
36 Inactive Nest F-13 2 - South  8118.435379 7812.432239 Collectors 8097.12 1.53
37 Red-Tailed Hawk F-13 2 -South  5567.193412 5201.991202 Collectors 5555.54 1.05
38 Swainson’s Hawk F-13  2-South 5386.186392 4369.81293 Met Tower 5338.79 1.01
39 Red-Tailed Hawk J-17  2-South 3866.950322 3038.960999  Collectors 3825.94 0.72
40 Great Horned Owl J-3 2-South  447.703139 0 Collectors 178.58 0.03
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TABLE P-8
Distance from Raptor Nests to Closest Facilities (2005)

Distance to Distance
Closest Distance to Micrositing to Closest
Species Turbine GE Turbine Corridor Facility  Distance
ID Species Type ID Phase (ft) (ft) Closest Facility (ft) (mi)
41 Swainson’s Hawk J-1 2-South  1150.235631 0 Collectors 386.97 0.07
42 Ferruginous Hawk F-5 2 -South  3626.063933 1779.942138 Collectors 2499.16 0.47
43 Burrowing Owl F-5 2 -South  3492.661971 1702.094604  Collectors 2990.00 0.57
44 Raptor or Other Larg J-14  2-South 933.9384424 134.1793853 Collectors 422.89 0.08
45 Raptor or Other Larg D-13  2-South  734.3050913 263.7249949 Access Roads 673.04 0.13
46 Raptor or Other Larg J-14  2-South  4688.612875 1632.95306 Collectors 1824.12 0.35
47 Raptor or Other Larg J-1 2 - South  840.9330406 58.09037598 Staging Area 156.71 0.03
48 Raptor or Other Larg J-3 2 -South  5522.204908 1278.116933 Collectors 1405.06 0.27
49 Large Stick Nest J-14  2-South 2827.730921 1143.868137  Collectors 1347.75 0.26
50 Raptor or Other Larg J-14  2-South 2994.778749 1233.760245 Collectors 1426.66 0.27
51 Raptor or Other Larg J-17 2 -South  954.5119595 646.9370252 Collectors 910.65 0.17
52 Raptor or Other Larg F-3 2 -South  1157.620057 0 Access Roads 268.64 0.05
53 Raptor or Other Larg J-1 2 -South  1189.455472 163.9004243 Collectors 764.63 0.14
54 Raptor Nest—Red- F-1 2 - South 5761.49235 2688.184269 Substation 2393.37 0.45
Tailed Hawk
55 Burrowing Owl J-6 2 -South  2363.341275 1218.339018 Collectors 1660.57 0.31
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TABLE P-9
Distance from Raptor Nests to Closest Facilities (2006)

Distance to Distance
Closest Distance to Micrositing to Closest
Species Turbine GE Turbine Corridor Facility  Distance
ID Species Type ID Phase (ft) (ft) Closest Facility (ft) (mi)
4 Inactive Nest C-1 2 -South 4176.536881 2843.364835 Collectors 4161.75 0.79
8 Inactive Nest C-1 2 - South 8591.061908 7319.77283 Collectors 8556.07 1.62
9 Ferruginous Hawk D-12  2-South 1022.052134 312.8981173 Access Roads 947.78 0.18
17 Common Raven B-15 2-South 8613.847819 7559.517573 Access Roads 7559.52 1.43
18 Swainson’s Hawk 1-8 2-North 11887.09541 11393.33977 Access Roads 11858.78 2.25
18 Inactive Nest A-5 2 - South 10527.21478 6338.435266 Access Roads 6838.39 1.30
19 Red-Tailed Hawk A-6 2 - South 10942.11275 6786.201567 Access Roads 7286.10 1.38
20 Swainson’s Hawk A-1 2 -South  7766.31483 4913.921343 Access Roads 5413.85 1.03
21 Inactive Nest C-1 2 - South  8697.243957 7403.192875 Collectors 8662.84 1.64
22 Inactive Nest C-1 2 - South  8670.398047 7400.546406 Collectors 8635.37 1.64
23 Inactive Nest C-1 2 - South  8613.250933 7368.933869 Collectors 8577.66 1.62
85 Common Raven -1 2-North  11872.90121 9960.005224 Access Roads 10000.17 1.89
87 American Kestral -1 2-North 5726.003222 4980.511621 Access Roads 5101.48 0.97
154 Common Raven -1 2-North  6422.437203 4908.737817 Access Roads 4991.93 0.95
159 Red-Tailed Hawk -5 2-North  483.9773426 0 Access Roads 362.94 0.07
299 Golden Eagle 1-8 2 -North 25865.49868 25400.33323 Access Roads 25834.63 4.89
301 Barn Owl J-11  2-South 23814.22227 23106.60273 Access Roads 23623.87 4.47
302 Inactive Large Stick J-5 2 - South  24091.38404 23267.9429 Access Roads 23845.04 4.52
303 Inactive Large Stick J-5 2 -South 24128.16612 23244.46613 Access Roads 23882.82 4.52
304 Inactive Large Stick J-5 2 - South 24194.38835 23046.56859 Access Roads 23953.92 4.54
305 Unknown if Active or Not, J-5 2 - South 24868.18306 23619.65804 Access Roads 24630.12 4.66
No Raptors Present,
Appears to have been
repaired in 2006
306 Active, Unknown Species J-5 2 - South 25891.10576 24939.03527 Access Roads 25646.62 4.86
307 Inactive Large Stick J-11 2 -South 23102.15577 22593.35704 Access Roads 22691.76 4.30
308 Inactive Large Stick J-11 2 - South 23197.97865 22687.68356 Access Roads 22808.88 4.32
309 Unknown if Active or Not, J-13 2 - South 19103.66731 18607.31579 Access Roads 18583.98 3.52
No Raptors Present,
Appears to have been
repaired in 2006
310 Swainson’s Hawk J-13 2 -South 15753.72352 15161.89636 Access Roads 15230.82 2.88
311 Inactive Raptor or Other J-13 2 - South  14494.7153 13747.46415 Access Roads 13982.21 2.65
Large Bird Nest
312 Inactive Large Stick J-5 2 -South  17449.8036 16624.04597 Access Roads 17203.11 3.26
313 Inactive Large Stick J-9 2 - South 18520.46293 17691.38509 Access Roads 18282.34 3.46
314 Inactive Large Stick J-11 2 - South 18850.67258 18182.80434 Access Roads 18720.97 3.55
315 Inactive Large Stick J-11  2-South 19006.29894 18308.13932 Access Roads 18893.25 3.58
316 Inactive Large Stick J-11  2-South 19073.87692 18365.22427 Access Roads 18966.23 3.59
317 Inactive Large Stick J-11  2-South 19184.3107 18451.8023 Access Roads 19051.60 3.61
318 Inactive Large StickL J-5 2 -South 19513.46489 18690.82162 Access Roads 19267.23 3.65
320 Inactive Large Stick J-5 2 - South 18203.16964 17228.8246 Access Roads 17960.15 3.40
321 Inactive Large Stick J-5 2 - South  18468.88997 17239.38092 Access Roads 18231.69 3.45
322 Swainson’s Hawk J-5 2 - South 18273.62999 17068.83571 Access Roads 18035.82 3.42
323 Inactive Large StickL J-5 2 - South 17085.12997 16031.36493 Access Roads 16843.99 3.19
324 Swainson’s Hawk 1-8 2 - North  20569.41242 19753.30234 Access Roads 20542.95 3.89
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TABLE P-9
Distance from Raptor Nests to Closest Facilities (2006)

Distance to Distance
Closest Distance to Micrositing to Closest
Species Turbine GE Turbine Corridor Facility  Distance
ID Species Type ID Phase (ft) (ft) Closest Facility (ft) (mi)
325 Inactive Large Stick 1-8 2-North 21744.85108 21247.44904 Access Roads 21717.08 411
327 Inactive Large Stick 1-8 2-North  21680.29753 21182.74241 Access Roads 21652.55 4.10
328 Inactive Raptor or Other J-5 2 - South 13401.39375 12581.57606 Access Roads 13155.81 2.49
Large Bird Nest
329 Swainson’s Hawk J-5 2 - South 13415.65147 12573.64311 Access Roads 13171.64 2.49
330 Inactive Large Stick J-9 2 -South 13171.80208 12430.87115 Access Roads 13059.92 2.47
332 Inactive Large Stick J-16  2-South 6927.691593 5986.626332 Access Roads 6523.13 1.24
333 Swainson’s Hawk J-16  2-South 5118.625556 3951.73302 Access Roads 4009.23 0.76
334 Ferruginous Hawk J-17 2 - South 4752.766951 3028.605192 Access Roads 3214.32 0.61
335 Inactive Large StickL G-8 2-North 2700.546214 1958.593581 Collectors 2562.35 0.49
336 Swainson’s Hawk G-7 2-North 3501.860198 2795.248794 Collectors 3356.35 0.64
337 Inactive Large StickL G-4 2-North 2668.383644 2084.855048 Collectors 2510.96 0.48
338 Prairie Falcon F-1 2 - South 4521.167662 3572.165947 Access Roads 4218.80 0.80
339 Inactive Large Stick G-15 2-North  2810.43291 147.5347964 Substation 358.57 0.07
340 Common Raven H-4 2-North 1160.771651 0 Staging Area 528.64 0.10
341 Inactive Raptor or Other I-1 2-North  6723.934272 5984.001062 Access Roads 6094.15 1.15
Large Bird Nest
342 Prairie Falcon -1 2-North  7380.12157 6990.244557 Access Roads 7255.71 1.37
345 Active, Unknown Species 1-8 2-North  15902.30014 15481.24631 Access Roads 15869.96 3.01
346 Inactive Large StickL 1-8 2-North  19407.8931 18965.5106 Access Roads 19376.08 3.67
347 Inactive Large Stick 1-8 2-North 27296.52248 26810.05767 Access Roads 27267.26 5.16
358 Red-Tailed Hawk J-13 2 - South 20656.39314 20161.47552 Access Roads 20135.76 3.81
360 Common Raven J-5 2 - South 18214.44096 17391.43838 Access Roads 17968.13 3.40
361 Ferruginous Hawk 1-8 2-North  26202.14846 25801.48343 Access Roads 26169.49 4.96
362 Inactive Raptor or Other 1-8 2-North  26438.71006 26056.37773 Access Roads 26268.20 4.98
Large Bird Nest
363 Inactive Raptor or Other 1-8 2-North  26240.19631 25851.56173 Access Roads 25944.59 491
Large Bird Nest
366 Red-Tailed Hawk F-1 2 -South  5735.5527 2734.127427 Substation 2440.37 0.46
367 Swainson’s Hawk F-1 2 - South  6631.955875 6149.811447 Substation 5732.39 1.09
368 Red-Tailed Hawk G-3 2 - North 10798.16029 10253.53463 Collectors 10666.94 2.02
376 Inactive Large Stick Nest G-1 2-North 1224.261104 574.5200925 Collectors 1129.46 0.21
377 American Kestral G-3 2 - North  2363.984617 0 Access Roads 2327.13 0.44
378 Active, Unknown Species H-1 2-North  1836.07848 1103.19017 Access Roads 1353.11 0.26
379 Active, Unknown Species -1 2-North 2139.595333 0 Access Roads 96.25 0.02
380 Swainson’s Hawk 1-8 2-North 2479.622862 2059.329035 Access Roads 2470.44 0.47
381 Inactive Raptor or Other J-4 2 - South 2870.205173 1926.1106 Access Roads 2770.98 0.52
Large Bird Nest
382 Inactive Raptor or Other J-4 2 - South  3268.861279 2305.995385 Access Roads 3172.25 0.60
Large Bird Nest
383 Inactive Large Stick J-5 2 - South 4001.145224 3158.733889 Access Roads 3752.96 0.71
384 Inactive Large Stick J-5 2 -South 4862.764891 3949.634075 Access Roads 4615.78 0.87
386 Barn Owl G-1 2 - North  7156.164093 4927.310257 Access Roads 5489.87 1.04
387 Inactive Large Stick Nest G-1 2-North  10979.33383 9328.065196 Access Roads 10241.49 1.94
443 American Kestral G-1 2-North  26984.61712 23353.44323 Access Roads 23402.33 4.43
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TABLE P-9
Distance from Raptor Nests to Closest Facilities (2006)

Distance to Distance
Closest Distance to Micrositing to Closest
Species Turbine GE Turbine Corridor Facility  Distance

ID Species Type ID Phase (ft) (ft) Closest Facility (ft) (mi)

444 Inactive Raptor or Other I-1 2-North  28830.41705 25303.62105 Access Roads 25347.31 4.80
Large Bird Nest

445 Barn Owl -1 2 - North  29468.75781 25979.24051 Access Roads 26021.34 4.93

446 Prairie Falcon -1 2 - North  29403.64482 25912.20604 Access Roads 25954.38 4.92

447 Common Raven -1 2-North  34185.0101 31070.09392 Access Roads 31097.54 5.89

506 Red-Tailed Hawk F-1 2 - South  2387.225353 1245.325818 Collectors 1388.59 0.26

534 Inactive Large Stick J-16 2 -South 5147.125544 4363.009014 Turbine 5142.13 0.97

535 Inactive Raptor or Other J-16 2 - South 3826.327632 3105.200536 Turbine 3821.33 0.72
Large Bird Nest

536 Red-Tailed Hawk J-13 2 - South  2585.250197 2080.422856 Access Roads 2079.62 0.39

538 Swainson’s Hawk J-13 2 - South 22243.71572 21714.80635 Access Roads 21717.35 411

539 Inactive Raptor or Other J-11 2 - South  25325.49765 24769.49179 Access Roads 25016.61 4.74
Large Bird Nest

540 Inactive Large StickL J-5 2 - South 25864.79541 24873.62425 Access Roads 25620.96 4.85

541 Inactive Large Stick J-5 2 -South 27428.46041 26515.05804 Access Roads 27183.26 5.15

542 Swainson’s Hawk J-5 2 -South 27768.55081 26877.0945 Access Roads 27523.03 5.21

543 Inactive Large Stick J-5 2 - South 28264.91496 27301.57529 Access Roads 28020.41 5.31

544 Swainson’s Hawk J-5 2 -South 31695.91722 30601.30539 Access Roads 31453.52 5.96

546 Inactive Large Stick 1-8 2-North 27656.10229 26880.94897 Access Roads 27628.79 5.23

547 Inactive Raptor or Other 1-8 2-North  26101.0735 25605.69285 Access Roads 26072.95 4.94
Large Bird Nest

548 Inactive Large Stick 1-8 2-North 26805.29775 26311.88357 Access Roads 26776.88 5.07

549 Inactive Large StickL 1-8 2-North 29557.99695 29097.49268 Access Roads 29526.88 5.59

551 Inactive Large Stick 1-8 2-North 29585.72982 29161.14212 Access Roads 29553.43 5.60

600 Inactive Raptor or Other I-1 2 -North 1290.704122 0 Access Roads 452.93 0.09
Large Bird Nest

601 Common Raven 1-8 2-North  12250.92245 11824.66265 Access Roads 12218.70 231

602 Inactive Raptor or Other I-1 2-North  1658.622266 23.07893177 Access Roads 123.08 0.02

Large Bird Nest
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TABLE P-10A
Habitat Types and Categories in the Leaning Juniper |l North Analysis Area with Area of Impact

Impacts
Total Acres Temporary* Permanent?
Habitat  Within Lease Facilities (Acres Facilities (Acres
Category and Habitat Description Subtype Boundary Disturbed) Disturbed)

Category 1

Raptor nests (Juniper woodland, escarpment) WJ, ESC <1 0.00 0.00
Category 2

Escarpment ESC 78 0.00 0.00
Open low shrub SSB 27 0.52 0.37
Bitterbrush/Buckwheat, Bunchgrass-Annual SSE 244 13.44 1.98
grass

Perennial bunchgrass GB 3 0.00 0.00
Category 3

Old field DB 4 0.00 0.00
Shrub-grass SSA 14 0.30 0.23
Open low shrub SSB 2,321 78.85 14.82
Category 4

old field® DB 102 0.81 0.00
Exposed basalt EB 44 4.58 0.77
Annual grass and weeds with residual native GA 16 1.86 0.63
bunchgrass

Category 5

Old field DB 85 7.19 1.20
Dryland wheat DW 111 0.00 0.00
Category 6

Farmyard DF 25 0.29 0.23
Quarry DQ 26 0.12 0.06
Other disturbed ground DX 6 0.00 0.00

! Temporary facilities include access roads, construction areas, access for overhead line construction, installation

sites for underground collector cables, and equipment laydown areas for individual turbines, entire strings of
turbines, and laydown areas for in-transit towers, cranes, and miscellaneous construction equipment.

Permanent facilities include turbine pads and towers, substation, meteorological towers, O&M facility or facilities,
and permanent access roads.

A small portion of the temporary disturbance associated with crane paths is geographically located in Leaning
Juniper Il South. However, because these crane paths are necessary for construction of Leaning Juniper Il
North, the crane paths temporary disturbances are included in the Leaning Juniper Il North total. The total acres
identified for the Old Field (DB)—Category 4 is the total for Leaning Juniper Il South.

Note:

Because some Facility impact areas overlap, the total Facility disturbance to habitat is less than the sum of all Facility
impact areas, as represented in Tables C-4 and C-5. The total areas in Tables C-4 and C-5 are not exact estimates
of the Facility’s total impact to land and habitat. Tables C-4 and C-5 do not account for overlapping impact areas.
Consequently, they show a larger overall impact than will occur. When calculating the impacts in the Exhibit P tables
(Tables P-10 and P-15) using geographic information systems (GIS), overlapping impact areas were not double-
counted. As a result, the tables in Exhibit P provide a more accurate total calculation of impact to habitat.
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TABLE P-10B
Habitat Types and Categories in the Leaning Juniper Il North Analysis Area with Maximum Possible Area of Impact

Impacts (Worst Case)

Total Acres Temporary* Permanent?
Habitat ~ within Lease Facilities (Acres Facilities (Acres
Category and Habitat Description Subtype Boundary Disturbed) Disturbed)

Category 1

Raptor nests (Juniper woodland, escarpment) WJ, ESC <1 0.00 0.00
Category 2

Escarpment ESC 78 0.00 0.00
Open low shrub SSB 27 0.73 0.37
Bitterbrush/Buckwheat, Bunchgrass-Annual SSE 244 20.73 2.29
grass

Perennial bunchgrass GB 3 0.00 0.00
Category 3

Old field DB 4 0.00 0.00
Shrub-grass SSA 14 0.30 0.23
Open low shrub SSB 2,321 103.17 15.57
Category 4

old field® DB 102 0.81 0.00
Exposed basalt EB 44 0.51 0.00
Annual grass and weeds with residual native GA 16 2.47 0.63
bunchgrass

Category 5

Old field DB 85 6.72 1.20
Dryland wheat DW 111 0.00 0.00
Category 6

Farmyard DF 25 0.29 0.23
Quarry DQ 26 0.12 0.06
Other disturbed ground DX 6 0.13 0.00

! Temporary facilities include access roads, construction areas, access for overhead line construction, installation

sites for underground collector cables, and equipment laydown areas for individual turbines, entire strings of
turbines, and laydown areas for in-transit towers, cranes, and miscellaneous construction equipment.

Permanent facilities include turbine pads and towers, substation, meteorological towers, Operations and
Maintenance facility or facilities, and permanent access roads.

A small portion of the temporary disturbance associated with crane paths is geographically located in Leaning
Juniper Il South. However, because these crane paths are necessary for construction of Leaning Juniper Il North,
the crane paths temporary disturbances are included in the Leaning Juniper Il North total. The total acres identified
for the OId Field (DB)—Category 4 is the total for Leaning Juniper Il South.

Note:

Because some Facility impact areas overlap, the total Facility disturbance to habitat is less than the sum of all Facility
impact areas, as represented in Tables C-4 and C-5. The total areas in Tables C-4 and C-5 are not exact estimates
of the Facility’s total impact to land and habitat. Tables C-4 and C-5 do not account for overlapping impact areas.
Consequently, they show a larger overall impact than will occur. When calculating the impacts in the Exhibit P tables
(Tables P-10 and P-15) using GIS, overlapping impact areas were not double-counted. As a result, the tables in
Exhibit P provide a more accurate total calculation of impact to habitat.
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Leaning Juniper Il Wind Project: Habitat Mitigation Plan
[DECEMBER 7, 2006]

I. Introduction

This plan describes methods and standards for preservation and enhancement of an area
of land 16 miles to the southeast of the Leaning Juniper Il Wind Project (LJ 11 North and South)
to mitigate for the permanent impacts of the LJ 11 North and South on wildlife habitat.! The
certificate holder shall preserve and enhance the native habitat mitigation site as described in this
plan. A conservation easement for this area will be in effect for the life of the LJ 1l North and
South facility. The objective of the mitigation plan is to conserve the wildlife habitat from direct
and indirect impacts and to improve the habitat value of the mitigation area for long-term (life of
project facility) wildlife use.

This mitigation plan is based on anticipated Facility impacts, knowledge of the proposed
sites, conversations with regional restoration experts, and comments from ODFW and ODOE.
This plan has been prepared to guide the habitat mitigation efforts. The plan specifies monitoring
procedures to evaluate conservation goals and enhancement success and recommended
remediation if the planned enhancement efforts are unsuccessful in any part of the mitigation
site.

I1. Description of the Permanent and Temporary Impacts

The LJ Il North and South would permanently affect approximately 21 and 44 acres,
respectively. Approximately 19 acres of the North and South areas of permanent impact would
be within currently cultivated agricultural fields. This area is lower-value habitat (Category 6).
The LJ 11 North and South facility would occupy approximately 20 and 25 acres of non-
cultivated higher-value habitat, respectively, based on a worst-case estimate. The “worst case”
estimate is based on the acres impacted by the maximum number of turbines and the largest of
the permanent footprints, as well as on a layout in which the turbines and permanent facilities to
locations were moved within the micrositing corridor into the higher rated habitat than where the
turbine is currently shown to be located. The actual area of each habitat category that the LJ 11
North and South will permanently occupy will depend on the final design layout of the facility
after consideration of micrositing factors. The area of permanent impact includes habitat in
Categories 2, 3, 4 and 5.

The LJ Il North and South would temporarily affect approximately 136 and 328 acres,
respectively. Approximately 1 and 159 acres of the North and South areas of temporary impact
would be within currently cultivated agricultural fields or other developed areas, respectively.
This area is lower-value habitat (Category 6). Construction of the LJ Il North and South facility
would impact approximately 123 and 168 acres of non-cultivated higher-value habitat,
respectively, based on a worst-case estimate. The actual area of each habitat category that the LJ
I1 North and South will temporarily disturb will depend on the final turbine selection and design
layout of the facility after consideration of micrositing factors. The area of temporary impact
includes habitat in Categories 2, 3, 4 and 5.

! This plan is incorporated by reference in the site certificate for the LJ Il North and South and must be understood
in that context. It is not a “stand-alone” document. This plan does not contain all mitigation required of the
certificate holder.
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Data collected at other wind energy facilities indicate that the operation of wind turbines
may adversely temporarily or permanently affect the quality of nearby habitat that is important or
essential for grassland avian species. The certificate holder has developed a Grassland Bird
Study with a goal of measuring obvious changes in presence of native grassland birds during the
spring breeding season within a 1,100-acre portion of the leased land, as described in Attachment
A of the Order. If the study concludes that a measurable adverse impact may have occurred from
the operation of the facility to sensitive status species such as long-billed curlew and grasshopper
sparrow, the certificate holder will consult with the ODFW and Department regarding additional
mitigation. The affected habitat near the LJ Il North and South wind turbines primarily includes
grassland, open low-shrub and shrub/grass in Categories 2 and 3.

As defined by the fish and wildlife habitat mitigation goals and standards of the Oregon
Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW), the affected habitat and corresponding mitigation
goals are as follows:

e Category 2: essential habitat for a fish or wildlife species, population, or unique
assemblage of species that is limited either on a physiographic province or site-
specific basis depending on the individual species, population or unique
assemblage.

Mitigation Goal: no net loss of either habitat quantity or quality and provision of
a net benefit of habitat quantity or quality.

Mitigation of impacts, if unavoidable, through reliable in-kind, in-proximity habitat
mitigation to achieve no net loss of either pre-development habitat quantity or quality. In
addition, a net benefit of habitat quantity or quality must be provided. Progress towards
achieving the mitigation goals and standards shall be reported on a schedule agreed to in
the mitigation plan performance measures. The fish and wildlife mitigation measures
shall be implemented and completed either prior to or concurrent with the development
action.

e Category 3: essential habitat for fish and wildlife, or important habitat for fish
and wildlife that is limited either on a physiographic province or site-specific
basis, depending on the individual species or population.

Mitigation Goal: no net loss of either habitat quantity or quality.

Mitigation of impacts, if unavoidable, through reliable in-kind, in-proximity habitat
mitigation to achieve no net loss in either pre-development habitat quantity or
quality. Progress towards achieving the mitigation goals and standards shall be
reported on a schedule agreed to in the mitigation plan performance measures. The
fish and wildlife mitigation measures shall be implemented and completed either prior
to or concurrent with the development action.

e Category 4: important habitat for fish and wildlife species.
Mitigation Goal: no net loss in either existing habitat quantity or quality.

LEANING JUNIPER Il WIND PROJECT
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Mitigation of impacts, if unavoidable, through reliable in-kind or out-of-kind, in-
proximity or off-proximity habitat mitigation to achieve no net loss in either pre-
development habitat quantity or quality. Progress towards achieving the mitigation goals
and standards shall be reported on a schedule agreed to in the mitigation plan
performance measures. The fish and wildlife mitigation measures shall be implemented
and completed either prior to or concurrent with the development action.

e Category 5: habitat having high potential to become either essential or important
habitat for fish and wildlife species.

Mitigation Goal: net benefit in habitat quantity or quality.

Mitigation of impacts, if unavoidable, through actions that contribute to essential or
important habitat.

I11. Mitigation Objectives

The objective of the mitigation site would be to mitigate for permanent impacts to native
habitat and temporary impacts to native habitat with sagebrush or bitterbrush cover that may
require 10 to 30 years to reach pre-construction conditions to sensitive wildlife species. The
proposed habitat mitigation plan includes preservation of a greater number of acres of high
quality native habitat than the number of acres permanently impacted by the Leaning Juniper 11
facility. By protecting and enhancing a greater number of acres of native shrub-steppe habitat of
equal or better quality within the Columbia Basin Plateau than the number of acres permanent
impacted by the Facility, the proposed habitat mitigation plan results in a net benefit related to
permanent footprint impacts of the Facility. In addition, the Applicant has recognized that
temporary impacts to some types of habitats (namely mature sage and bitterbrush) can take a
number of years to restore, and that during the intervening years, some habitat function is lost or
degraded. For that reason, the Applicant has also agreed to mitigate for that lost habitat function
by protecting and enhancing additional habitat.. . The Applicant also proposes several measures
to enhance the habitat for wildlife use.

Protection of remaining native habitat parcels in the Columbia Basin will benefit native
flora and fauna of the region by ensuring dependable habitat availability in the area for the next
30 years, resulting in habitat security that would not occur except where land is protected except
by federal, state, or other agency ownership. Loss of habitat is often cited as a primary reason for
putting fish and wildlife species on the Threatened and Endangered Species List (NHI, 2006).
Under the proposed HMP, ecosystem components that play a role in the overall health of the
habitat will be protected from human-caused impacting activities. Proposed enhancement
activities will accentuate habitat components needed by many Columbia Basin wildlife species,
especially those that are dependant on big sagebrush for nesting, escape, migration resting, or
thermal cover. In addition, opportunities may occur to conduct ecological research on the
conservation easement, subject to landowner approval.

IV. Calculation of Mitigation Area
The area that is needed to mitigate for the amount of higher-value (non-cropland habitat
in Categories 2-5) habitat occupied by LJ 11 North and South turbines and related facilities is
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determined by the “footprint” of the LJ Il North and South within each habitat category. It was
assumed that the final design locations of wind turbines within the micrositing corridors would
be such that the maximum area of native habitat would be affected (the “worst case”). The
permanent footprint for the Facility equals approximately 64 acres under the worst case scenario,
as described in Exhibit P.

Specifically for the permanent footprint within Category 2 habitat, the mitigation amount
was calculated on a 3:1 ratio to meet the ODFW goal of a “no net loss of either habitat quantity
or quality and to provide a net benefit of habitat quantity or quality.” For the footprint impacts in
Category 3 and 4, the mitigation amount was calculated on a 1:1 ratio to meet the ODFW goal of
“no net loss”. For footprint impacts in Category 5, the mitigation amount was calculated based
on a ratio of 1:1.

To mitigate for temporal “worst-case” impacts to sagebrush (SSA) and bitterbrush (SSE)
habitat that is temporarily disturbed during construction and may require 10 to 30 years to reach
maximum height and vertical branching, the mitigation amount was calculated on a 0.5:1 or 50%
ratio.

The area of impact within each affected habitat category and the corresponding
mitigation area for each category are as follows:

LJ 1l North

Cateqgory 2 (shrub-steppe habitat)

Permanent Footprint impacts: 2.67 acres

Temporary impacts to SSA or SSE: 20.73

Mitigation area: (2.67 acres x 3) + (20.73 x 0.5) = 18.36 acres

Category 3 (shrub-steppe habitat)

Permanent Footprint impacts: 15.80 acres
Temporary impacts to SSA: 0.30

Mitigation area: 15.80 + 0.30 x 0.5 = 15.95 acres

Category 4 (grassland)
Permanent Footprint impacts: 0.63 acres
Mitigation area: 0.63 acres

Category 5 (old field)
Permanent Footprint impacts: 1.20 acres
Mitigation area: 01.20 acres

Total mitigation area for LJ Il North: 36.14 acres

LJ 11 South

Category 2 (shrub-steppe and grassland)

Permanent Footprint impacts: 16.44 acres

Temporary impacts to SSA: 41.15

Mitigation area: (16.44 acres x 3) + (41.15 x 0.50) = 69.90 acres

Cateqgory 3 (shrub-steppe and old field)

LEANING JUNIPER Il WIND PROJECT
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Permanent Footprint impacts: 6.65 acres
Temporary impacts to SSA: 4.33
Mitigation area: 6.65 + (4.33 x 0.50) = 8.81 acres

Category 4 (old field and grassland)
Permanent Footprint impacts: 1.48 acres
Mitigation area: 1.48 acres

Total mitigation area for LJ 1l South: 80.19 acres

Total mitigation area (rounded): 116

The amount of additional area needed to mitigate for a potential displacement effect is
uncertain and cannot be precisely calculated. If the grassland bird study described above
concludes that a significant adverse impact on the level of use by grassland birds during the
breeding season may have occurred, the certificate holder will consult with the ODFW and
Department regarding appropriate mitigation. Mitigation could be based on the results of this
study as well as on data collected at the Stateline Wind Project and reported in the Stateline Wind
Project Wildlife Monitoring Final Report, July 2001 - December 2003 (2003 report).? If the
ODFW recommends mitigation, the Department shall recommend appropriate mitigation to the
Council, and the certificate holder shall implement mitigation as approved by the Council.

V. Description of the Mitigation Site

The certificate holder shall select a 116-acre mitigation site in proximity to the facility
where habitat preservation and enhancement are feasible. The certificate holder shall determine
the final location of the mitigation area consistent with this plan in consultation with ODFW and
the affected landowners and subject to the approval of the Oregon Department of Energy
(Department). The certificate holder shall acquire the legal right to create, maintain and protect
the habitat mitigation area for the life of the facility by means of an outright purchase,
conservation easement or similar conveyance and shall provide a copy of the documentation to
the Department.

During the project planning phase several potential mitigation sites have been explored
within the project site and elsewhere within the Columbia Basin Plateau. One primary site has
tentatively been selected due to its size, overall quality and functionality for native grassland and
shrub-steppe wildlife, diversity of soil types, topography and plant communities, lack of human
or other disturbances, and enhancement opportunities.

The mitigation area of interest is within a large, 440-acre block of native habitat in a
relatively remote setting and is surrounded by CRP grassland, native grassland and sagebrush
dominated shrub-steppe habitat, an intermittent stream, and cropland. It is located approximately
16 to 18 miles southeast of the Facility in the Columbia Basin, and within the same Eight Mile
Canyon watershed as Leaning Juniper I1. The area is southeast of Olex, Oregon, in the “East half
of Southeast Quarter Section 9, Township 2 North, Range 23 East,” in Morrow County.

% The final survey data was collected at Stateline in 2006 and (if any Stateline 3 turbines are built) additional areas
will be studied in 2010 (insert reference, the Stateline WMP, revised January 20, 2006).
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According to the landowner, there has been one other landowner during the previous 27 years.
Before that, the land was owned by the federal Bureau of Land Management (BLM). Grazing
has been the primary use in the past. Eighty (80) acres of the 440-acre area are already being
protected from development, domestic livestock grazing, or other land use activities as part of an
existing conservation easement for Leaning Juniper Phase I.

The mitigation area for Leaning Juniper Il North and South consists of native grassland
and shrub-steppe habitat. VVegetation is variable and many Columbia Basin native plant
communities are present onsite. Native plant communities include (dominant plant species
listed): bluebunch wheatgrass, western needle-and-thread grass, Sandberg’s bluegrass,
sagebrush, with snakeweed and buckwheat species scattered intermittently throughout. Lithosol
with forbs and sparse grass is found on steeper slopes and rim edges. There are several dry
drainages with small seeps onsite, and one drainage had small pools of water at the end of July.
Basalt outcroppings and basalt rim edges are also present (potential nesting habitat for raptors,
roosting by bats).

Weeds are limited in the area. Although non-native cheatgrass is found onsite like most
areas in the Columbia Basin, native vegetation persists and out-competes undesirable plants and
grasses, setting the area apart from most rangeland sites visited in the region. The protective soil
surface biotic crust (cryptogam) is in excellent condition and offers opportunities for ecology
studies to further the knowledge of this under-studied, but important, unique biotic feature.

Wildlife use was assessed at the proposed mitigation area during two site visits in March
and July 2006 and a walk-though in November 2006. In March 2006, sage sparrows were seen
onsite, although no visits occurred during the typical wildlife breeding season to confirm nesting.
In late July, the following species were observed: Western meadowlarks, horned lark, vesper
sparrow, savannah sparrow, two species of swallows, loggerhead shrike, rock wren, American
kestrel, side-blotched lizard, fence lizard, (3) mule deer and (2) elk. Swallow nesting occurs just
off the property and swallows were foraging throughout the 440-acre parcel. There are historical
(1990) Washington ground squirrel (WGS) records within 2 miles of the parcel, and the soils and
vegetation onsite are suitable for WGS. While no colonies have been confirmed, there could be a
colony onsite. In November, a potential ferruginous hawk nest was discovered near the border of
the existing Leaning Juniper | and proposed LJ Il mitigation sites.

While the overall ecological condition is very good in the area, there are some areas of
lower quality habitat that could benefit from supplemental sagebrush planting. A hard freeze
appears to have occurred in limited portions of the mitigation area, affecting some of the
sagebrush cover in certain areas. Sage plantings could speed the recovery of sagebrush. Grazing
by domestic livestock has been light in recent years. Eliminating all current and potential
domestic livestock (cattle, horses, sheep, Ilamas) grazing would be appropriate to alleviate the
site of any unnecessary trampling by heavy-hoofed animals which could result in disturbance of
soil surface and native mature and recovering vegetation which is cover for a variety of wildlife.

Topography in the area is variable. Deep soils are present on upper slopes and plateaus
and consist of Ritzville silt-loam, Mikkalo silt loam. Soils on steeper slopes are Lickskillet stony
loam (lithosol) and Lickskillet rock outcrop complex. The shallower soil sites (Lickskillet) have
pockets of deeper soil in swales and drainages.

LEANING JUNIPER Il WIND PROJECT
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Additional detail and photos of the representative habitat types are found in Attachment
P-4 of the Application for Site Certificate, Proposed Habitat Mitigation Plan for Leaning Juniper
I1 Wind Power Facility.”

V1. Habitat Enhancement Methods

The objective of the HMP is to facilitate selection of mitigation sites that are functional for
wildlife and have not been significantly degraded by human-caused or other (e.g., hot wildfires)
impacts, yet still offer portions that are ideal for enhancement of vegetative structure or other
habitat values for grassland and shrub-steppe dependant wildlife species. The certificate holder
has proposed to conserve two mitigation sites, one for LJ Il North and one for LJ Il South, within
a contiguous mitigation area that is a relatively intact, high quality native habitat parcel. The
mitigation area is currently functional for some special status species identified within the
Facility lease boundary, and contains similar soils and vegetation as the facility site.

The primary goal of establishing the habitat mitigation sites would be to ensure the
conservation of the sites from loss of quality or functionality by protecting the site from domestic
livestock grazing pressure, plowing or other impacting disturbances and developments. In
addition, for portions of the area that currently have lesser quality vegetative conditions but yet
provide opportunities for enhancement, the goal would be protection and enhancement. This
combined approach provides a net-benefit for species through obvious benefits such as
increasing the amount of important wildlife cover (sagebrush and native bunchgrass) and, other
less obvious but immediate benefits such as retention of valuable native habitat for a long period
(30 years).

The enhancement measures would proceed in phases. Before or during construction of the LJ
I1 North and South, the certificate holder shall begin the enhancement measures. The first phase
IS to determine enhancement needs in the spring of 2007 or later. During this initial spring-
season site assessment, the qualified investigator will also conduct avian surveys and note any
sign of mammals, especially Washington ground squirrels. The avian survey will be conducted
during the morning on days with low or no wind and will occur between April 21 and May 21. It
will consist of an “area search” whereby the surveyor records all birds seen and heard in specific
“areas”. These areas could be square or circular plots consisting of 5 to 10 acres in size. The
number of plots will be determined in consultation with ODFW. The investigator will also map
and describe the overall health of patches of poor-quality sagebrush or weedy patches, both
being targeted for enhancement actions. Based on the initial site assessment, the following steps
summarize the anticipated vegetative enhancement process:

1) Modification of Livestock Grazing Practices. Eliminating livestock grazing on the parcels
will enable recovery of native bunchgrass and sagebrush in areas where past grazing has
occurred, resulting in better vegetative structure and complexity for a variety of wildlife.
Livestock grazing can be used as a vegetation management tool in future years, subject to
approval of ODFW, should it be determined this action will accentuate wildlife cover and
other values. If approved, the number of cattle will be limited and grazing would be
limited to a short period, February 1 through April 15, before most ground-nesting
nesting birds initiate nesting.

2) Shrub Planting. At this time, it appears that supplementing the disturbed sagebrush
portions with sagebrush seedlings would assist the recovery of this valuable shrub-steppe
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component that appears to have been grazed hard or impacted by a hard freeze.
Approximately 5 to 6 acres would be planted. Sagebrush shrubs will be planted in the fall
or early winter, so they can soak up moisture during the winter. Young sagebrush in 10”
containers will be planted in clusters at a rate of approximately 200/acre. The shrubs will
be obtained from a qualified nursery. An option will be explored during the early winter
prior to the year of planting for hand-collecting native sagebrush seeds from the habitat
conservation site and growing them in containers at a nursery for planting at the site 6-8
months later. This insures that plants with the same genetic material will be on site. The
planted sagebrush clusters will be sufficiently marked at planting for monitoring purposes
with either wooden markers or uniquely-marked rocks. After the young shrubs show
signs of being well-established (likely determined by the fourth year after planting) the
quality of the habitat will be maintained for the life of the LJ 1l North and South by
continued weed control and fire control.

3) Weed Control. Weed control on the mitigation site will contribute to lessening noxious
weed expansion on the site and on any nearby grassland, CRP or cultivated agricultural
land. Weed control would also result in lessening competition to the desirable native
vegetation and planted sagebrush. Weeds would be controlled with herbicides, which can
reduce persistent weeds after seeding. The landowner will be briefed on which chemicals
will be used on site and when spraying will occur. Hand-pulling weeds can also be very
effective for small areas but would be limited to noxious weeds listed by Gilliam County.
Spot-spraying can be used instead of total area spray to protect locations where young
desirable forbs that may be growing. Spot-spraying of persistent and potentially
problematic weeds that are not designated as “noxious” by the County will also be done
where needed. While onsite planting shrubs and during the vegetation-monitoring years,
experienced restoration specialists or botanists will inspect the parcel for sign of noxious
weeds and will hand-pull or spot-spray these areas as needed during that year (one to two
applications).

4) FEire Control. The certificate holder will develop a fire control plan for wildfire
suppression on the mitigation site for the life of the LJ 11 North and South projects. This
plan will be finalized by the start of operations of the Facility.

5) Nest platforms — The certificate holder will construct artificial raptor nest platforms on
the mitigation site tailored to the needs of the site, using best professional judgment of
raptor use in the general area.

VI11.Monitoring
1. Monitoring Procedures

In the year following the shrub planting and continuing as described below, the certificate
holder shall hire a qualified investigator (an independent botanist, wildlife biologist or
revegetation specialist) to conduct a comprehensive monitoring program focusing on vegetative
recovery and use by avian and mammal species during the wildlife breeding season. This
consists of the following tasks:

1) Recording of environmental factors such as precipitation at the time of surveys and
precipitation levels for the year,

LEANING JUNIPER Il WIND PROJECT
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2) Examination of the recovery of native bunchgrass and natural recruitment of sagebrush
resulting from removal of livestock grazing pressure,

3) Inspection for weed control needs
4) Repeat of the “area search” avian surveys,
4) Recording of any use by special status species, and

4) Inspection of the site’s perimeter fence for effectiveness for excluding potential
trespass cattle, if neighboring parcels are being grazed.

The planted sagebrush clusters will be sufficiently marked at planting for monitoring
purposes with either wooden markers or uniquely-marked rocks. Several planted clusters will be
identified for photo monitoring and a close-up and long-distance digital image will be taken
during each monitoring year. The number of clusters to be monitored will be based on the final
number of areas planted. ODFW will be consulted for input on monitoring design. Photo plots of
naturally recovering sagebrush (as noted in 2006) and native bunchgrass will be established
during the first year and photos taken each monitoring year to assess trends in vegetative
structure recovery and growth. The investigator will inspect all shrub-planted areas to assess
establishment of shrubs (survival rate, etc.). The investigator will also collect information on the
growth and health of young plants within the selected monitoring plots. During the appropriate
time for weed growth and proper identification, meandering transects will be walked through the
mitigation site to assess presence of noxious weeds and the need for weed control. Due to the
need to spray weeds while they are young, the Facility owner will be notified immediately if
spraying should occur that season. A detailed monitoring plan will be developed in consultation
with shrub restoration specialists and ODFW, after the final planting plan is designed.

The qualified investigator shall revisit the mitigation area during the first growing season
after initial planting and every other year for first four years or until the certificate holder and the
Department agree that the area is trending toward meeting the success criteria. Detailed notes
will be recorded during the fourth year of monitoring and will include overall health and vigor of
native bunchgrass, and the range in height and extent of branching of the naturally recovering
sagebrush and each surviving planted shrub. Thereafter, the qualified investigator shall revisit the
mitigation area every five years for the life of the LJ Il North and South projects to assess
vegetation cover and success and note any weed infestation. No specific wildlife surveys will be
conducted during these monitoring years but any use by special status species (avian and
mammal) will be recorded. Any special status rare plant species discovered will also be reported
as part of the annual reporting to the Department.

The certificate holder shall report the investigator’s findings and recommendations
regarding habitat mitigation progress and success to the Department following each monitoring
year. In the non-monitoring years, any notable changes in the habitat at the mitigation site would
be reported on an annual basis as part of the annual report on the LJ Il North and South.

2. Success Criteria

The habitat mitigation site will be considered successful if it mitigates for project impacts
in accordance with the definition of mitigation under OAR 635-415-0005 (16d) and OAR 635-
415-0025.

LEANING JUNIPER Il WIND PROJECT
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As described previously, for LJ Il North there are 2.67 acres of permanent impacts to
Category 2 shrub-steppe habitat and 20.73 acres of temporary impacts to Category 2 mature
shrub habitat. To meet a “net benefit” for this permanently impacted Category 2 habitat, the
number of mitigation acres was increased to from 2.67 to 8. To meet a “net benefit” for
temporarily impacted Category 2 mature shrub habitat, the number of mitigation acres was
increased from 0 to 10.36. Restoration of temporarily impacted Category 2 shrub-dominated
habitat will also occur, following an approved Revegetation Plan. For LJ Il South there are 16.44
acres of permanent impacts to Category 2 shrub-steppe and grassland habitat and 41.15 acres of
temporary impacts to Category 2 mature shrub habitat. To meet a “net benefit” for this
permanently impacted Category 2 habitat, the number of mitigation acres was increased from
16.44 t0 49.32. To meet a “net benefit” for temporarily impacted Category 2 mature shrub
habitat, the number of mitigation acres was increased from 0 to 20.58. Restoration of temporarily
impacted Category 2 shrub-dominated habitat will also occur, following an approved
Revegetation Plan. Combined, for LJ 11 North and LJ Il South, an additional 25.91 acres
protected and enhanced.

The habitat mitigation parcel consists of a mosaic of high-quality and lesser quality
grassland and shrub-dominated habitat. Details of the monitoring methods and associated success
criteria will be prepared in consultation with ODFW. The enhancement goal for the “net benefit”
will be attained when 85% of the whole site is at Category 3 or better and 15% is at Category 2
or better. These percentages are approximate, depending on the final Facility configuration. The
following describes each method and success criteria that can be used to determine trends
towards recovery.

Modification of Grazing Practices will be implemented throughout the site. Cattle
grazing will be eliminated starting with the first year of implementation of this HMP.
Improvement in habitat quality resulting from lack of livestock grazing is likely to be subtle in
the current higher-quality areas and more measurable in the lesser quality areas. Photo plots of
the native perennial bunchgrass will be established for the monitoring period. Success criteria
will be when native bunchgrass shows signs of more abundant seed production. In each
monitored plot (size to be determined), 75% of the individual bunchgrass clumps will show
measurable increase in seed production.

Shrub Planting will occur in clusters. Based on past experience of restoration specialists
for other sagebrush planting projects monitoring indicates a success rate as high as 50% can be
achieved if there are years of high soil moisture. A more typical response in normal precipitation
periods may be 2 shrubs per 10 planted that survive to an age of 4 years (the last year of
proposed monitoring).

Weed Control is needed but will occur in small, previously disturbed areas. Non-native
broad-leafed forbs will be targeted for spraying. Success criteria will be when these undesirable
plants have been eliminated or, as a minimum, reduced by 75% (or are controlled to a tolerable,
non-competing level, depending on the weed species).

After native perennial bunchgrass and sagebrush vegetation has been restored to a higher
quality, the investigator shall verify, during subsequent visits, that the plant communities within
the mitigation site continue to meet the success criteria for restoration and enhancement. In
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addition, the investigator, in consultation with ODFW, shall evaluate the percentage of the
mitigation site that has been enhanced so that, where lesser-quality habitat exists, there is a
positive trend toward a higher-quality vegetative stage Category 2 quality. This is defined as
progressing toward mature sagebrush and more abundant production of bunchgrass seed. Based
on the results of the initial year of avian surveys, results of future monitoring year’s surveys will
be compared to the initial year to note any increase in species diversity or abundance.

If all or part of the habitat within the site falls below the revegetation or enhancement
success criteria levels, the investigator shall recommend corrective measures. The Department
may require supplemental planting or other corrective measures in those areas that do not meet
the success criteria.

VIIl. Amendment of the Plan

This Habitat Mitigation Plan may be amended from time to time by agreement of the
certificate holder and the Oregon Energy Facility Siting Council (“Council”). Such amendments
may be made without amendment of the site certificate. The Council authorizes the Department
to agree to amendments to this plan. The Department shall notify the Council of all amendments,
and the Council retains the authority to approve, reject or modify any amendment of this plan
agreed to by the Department.

LEANING JUNIPER Il WIND PROJECT
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Leaning Juniper Il Wind Project: Revegetation Plan
[DECEMBER 11, 2006]

I. Introduction

This plan describes methods and standards for restoration of areas temporarily disturbed
during the construction, maintenance or repair of the Leaning Juniper 11 Wind Project (LJ 11
North and South).! The objective of revegetation is to restore the temporarily disturbed areas to
pre-construction condition or better. Restoration of these areas is required by the site certificate
for the facility.

An estimated 124 acres of land will be temporarily affected during construction of the LJ
I1 North portion of the facility.? The majority of the temporarily disturbed area is grassland or
shrub-steppe range land zoned as exclusive agricultural farmland. Less than one acre is
cultivated or used for active farming. For LJ Il South, up to 328 acres of land will be temporarily
affected during construction.® Approximately 159 acres of the temporarily disturbed area is
cultivated or otherwise developed agricultural land and the remainder is grassland, shrub-steppe
or old field (may be previous CRP land*). The intensity of the temporary impacts is expected to
vary, based on results of past construction activity at projects in similar habitats and topography.
Some areas may receive light impacts whereas others may be impacted to the degree that none of
the original vegetative cover remains. The certificate holder shall maintain erosion and sediment
control measures put in place during construction until the affected areas are restored as
described in this plan and the risk of erosion has been eliminated.

This plan has been prepared to guide the revegetation efforts. Seed mixes, planting
methods and weed control techniques have been developed for the project area in consultation
with the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW). The plan specifies monitoring
procedures to evaluate revegetation success and recommended remediation if revegetation
appears unsuccessful in certain areas.

I1. Description of the Project Area

The facility is located in Gilliam County, Oregon. The project area is on private
agricultural land used primarily for livestock grazing and some dry land winter wheat
production. Soils are typically loess formations of well-drained, moderately permeable, fertile
silt loams over basalt. The area receives approximately 11 inches of precipitation annually, most
of which occurs between October 1 and March 31.

The project area is within the Columbia Plateau physiographic province. The Facility is
located on an upland plateau at elevations ranging up to 980 feet msl, with relief of about
130 feet. The Facility is bounded on the south by the east-west trending Alkali Canyon and to the
east by the Chemical Waste Management, Inc., facility. Most of the native vegetation in the
project area has been modified by recent patchy hot fires coupled with periods of lower than
normal precipitation. Very little extensive intact sagebrush habitat exists, occurring

! This plan is incorporated by reference in the site certificate for the LJ 11 and must be understood in that context. It
is not a “stand-alone” document. This plan does not contain all mitigation required of the certificate holder.

Z In addition to the area permanently occupied by LJ I North facility structures (approximately 21 acres).

® In addition to the area permanently occupied by LJ II South facility structures (approximately 44 acres).

* “CRP” is formerly cultivated land that the landowner has enrolled in the Conservation Reserve Program.
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predominantly along the plateau margins and steep side slopes of Juniper Woodland Canyon.
Category 2 open low shrub, shrub-steppe habitat is present in the eastern portion of LJ Il South,
and some Category 2 bitterbrush shrub-steppe habitat is present in the northern portion of LJ Il
North. Plant communities in these areas consist of low-stature snakeweed and rabbitbrush
dominated shrub lands with patches of sagebrush and native bunchgrass grasslands, each with
varying degrees of non-native invasive type grass and forb species.

I11. Revegetation Methods

The certificate holder shall restore areas of temporary disturbance by preparing the soil
and seeding using common application methods. The certificate holder shall use mulching and
other appropriate practices to control erosion and sediment during facility construction and
during revegetation work. The certificate holder shall restore agricultural topsoil to pre-
construction condition. The certificate holder shall select the grass, shrub, forb seed mix to apply
based on the pre-construction land use, as described below.

1. Seed Planting Methods

Restoration of temporarily disturbed areas should begin as soon as possible after
completion of facility construction, maintenance or repair activity in the area to be restored.
Planting should be done at the appropriate time of year based on weather conditions and the time
of year when ground disturbance occurs. The certificate holder shall choose planting methods
based on site-specific factors such as slope, erosion potential and the size of the area in need of
revegetation. Disturbed ground may require chemical or mechanical weed control before weeds
have a chance to go to seed. Two common application methods are described as follows.

(a) Broadcasting

Broadcast the seed mix at the specified application rate. Where feasible, apply half of the
total mix in one direction and the second half of mix in direction perpendicular to first half.
Apply weed free straw from a certified field or sterile straw at a rate of two tons per acre
immediately after applying seed. Crimp straw into the ground to a depth of two inches using a
crimping disc or similar device. As an alternative to crimping, a tackifier may be applied using
hydroseed equipment at a rate of 100 pounds per acre. Prior to mixing the tackifer, visually
inspect the tank for cleanliness. If remnants from previous hydroseed applications exist, wash
tank to remove remnants. Include a tracking dye with the tackifier to visibly aid uniform
application. Broadcasting should not be used if winds exceed five miles per hour.

(b) Drilling

Using an agricultural or range seed drill, drill seed at 70 percent of the recommended
application rate to a depth of % inch or as recommended by the seed supplier. Where feasible,
apply half of the total mix in one direction and the second half of mix in direction perpendicular
to first half. If mulch has been previously applied, seed may be drilled through the mulch
provided the drill is capable of penetrating the straw resulting in seed-to-soil contact conducive
for germination.

LEANING JUNIPER Il WIND PROJECT
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2. Seed Mix
(a) Seed Mix 1 — Dry Land Wheat

The certificate holder shall seed temporarily disturbed agricultural areas with wheat or
other crop seed. The certificate holder shall consult with the landowner and farm operator to
determine species composition, seed and fertilizer application rates and application methods. In
areas scheduled for fallow for the period when restoration occurs, no seeding will be required.

(b) Seed Mix 2 — Grassland and Shrub-Steppe

The certificate holder shall apply Seed Mix 2 to all temporarily disturbed grassland, old
field and shrub-steppe areas that are not cultivated farmland or areas. The composition and
application rate of Seed Mix 2 will be determined in consultation with ODFW and the
landowners and will be subject to the approval of the Oregon Department of Energy
(Department). The certificate holder shall use seed provided by a reputable supplier and
complying with the Oregon Seed Law. The mix should contain native species selected based on
relative availability and compatibility with local growing conditions. Factors that will be taken
into consideration are soil erosion potential, soil type, seed availability and the need for using
native or native-like species. Bitterbrush shrub habitat (LJ North) that is temporarily impacted
will be seeded the same as other sites but in this area, bitterbrush seeds will be included in the
mix.

V. Monitoring
1. Monitoring Procedures

In the year following each seeding, the certificate holder shall employ a qualified
investigator (an independent botanist or revegetation specialist) to examine all seeded shrub-
steppe, grassland and old field areas to assess vegetation cover (species, structural stage, etc.)
and progress toward meeting the success criteria. The qualified investigator shall revisit the
revegetation areas on an annual basis for the first five years after construction or until the
certificate holder and the Department agree that the areas are trending toward meeting the
success criteria. Thereafter, the qualified investigator shall revisit the revegetation areas every
five years for the life of LJ Il North and South or until the land use practices convert habitat to
other uses to assess vegetation cover and success. The certificate holder shall report the
investigator’s findings and recommendations regarding revegetation progress and success to the
Department on an annual basis as part of the annual report on the LJ Il North and South.

In consultation with the ODFW, the certificate holder’s qualified investigator shall
choose reference sites near the revegetated areas to represent the target conditions for the
revegetation effort. The target conditions for each revegetated area are conditions that would be
realistically attainable for the area. Land use patterns, soil type, local terrain and noxious weed
densities should be considered in selecting reference sites. It is likely that several reference sites
will be necessary to adequately represent the various habitat conditions within the project area.

Once the reference sites are chosen, they will be used for comparison during all
subsequent monitoring visits, unless some event (such as wildfire or tilling) significantly changes
vegetation conditions so that a particular reference site no longer represents a realistically

LEANING JUNIPER Il WIND PROJECT
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attainable goal for the associated revegetated area. In that case, the qualified investigator shall
choose a new reference site.

At each monitoring location, the investigator shall evaluate the following parameters
(both within the revegetated area and within the reference site):

e Degree of erosion due to construction activities (high, moderate or low).

e Average number of stems of desirable vegetation per square foot or an ocular
assessment (visual scan) of the area, noting overall recovery status.

The investigator shall evaluate the revegetated area and compare to the reference site to
determine revegetation success.

2. Success Criteria

A temporarily disturbed grassland, old field or shrub-steppe area is successfully
revegetated when the average desirable vegetation stem density within the revegetated area is
greater than, or equal to, that observed in the comparable reference site. Desirable vegetation
means those species included in the seed mix or native or naturalized species common to similar
areas.

In each monitoring report to the Department, the certificate holder shall provide an
assessment of revegetation success in grassland old field and shrub-steppe restoration areas. The
Department may require reseeding or other corrective measures in those areas that do not meet
the success criteria. Landowner use of the old field parcels will need to be taken into
consideration. The Department may exclude small areas from the reseeding requirement, if
erosion from construction activities is low, if total vegetative cover (of native and non-native
species together) exceeds 30% and if weed encroachment has made native seed establishment
impossible.

Cultivated agricultural areas are successfully revegetated if the replanted areas achieve
crop production comparable to adjacent non-disturbed cultivated areas. The certificate holder
shall consult with the landowner or farmer to determine whether these areas have been
successfully revegetated and shall report to the Department on the success of revegetation in
these areas.

V. Amendment of the Plan

This Revegetation Plan may be amended from time to time by agreement of the
certificate holder and the Oregon Energy Facility Siting Council (“Council”). Such amendments
may be made without amendment of the site certificate. The Council authorizes the Department
to agree to amendments to this plan. The Department shall notify the Council of all amendments,
and the Council retains the authority to approve, reject or modify any amendment of this plan
agreed to by the Department.

LEANING JUNIPER Il WIND PROJECT
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ATTACHMENT P-3

Leaning Juniper Il Grassland Bird Study

Introduction

This document describes the proposed approach to a 2-year, postconstruction evaluation of
grassland bird use and potential change in that level of use in the Leaning Juniper II Wind
Power Facility (the Facility) area.

Leaning Juniper Wind Power II, LLC (the Applicant) proposes to construct the Facility in
Gilliam County, Oregon. The proposed Facility will have a generating capacity of up to
approximately 279 megawatts (MW), and will consist of two main components: (1) Leaning
Juniper II North (the north portion of the Facility with up to 93 MW), and (2) Leaning
Juniper II South (the south portion of the Facility with up to 186 MW).

Background

The Applicant is proposing placement of wind turbines and supporting facilities in native
habitat suitable for various ground-nesting grassland, open low shrub habitat birds. This
group includes long-billed curlew (a shorebird) and several others, generally referred to as
passerines or songbirds. Grassland birds that were documented onsite (and likely nesting
onsite) during protocol-level surveys conducted in 2006 were long-billed curlew, grass-
hopper sparrow, savannah sparrow, Western meadowlark, and horned lark. The loggerhead
shrike was not recorded although it was suspected to occur. While the diversity of species
found on the site is not high, this avian species assemblage is typical for the general Facility
area in similar habitats located in low-elevation, low-precipitation zones of northeastern and
north-central Oregon.

The long-billed curlew, grasshopper sparrow, and loggerhead shrike (and one mammal,
Washington ground squirrel) were the target species for preconstruction breeding season
surveys. The data resulting from the year 2006 surveys were used for determining potential
Facility-related impacts to these special-status species and for quality rating of the habitat
types, as required for the EFSC Application. As described in Exhibit P> of the Application for
Site Certificate, 50- to 60-meter-wide (approximately 165- to 200-foot-wide) transects were
walked twice during the peak period of activity for the target species (March-May).
Specifically, at Leaning Juniper II North, all leased lands were surveyed with this method,
whereas other portions of the Facility site were surveyed out a perpendicular distance of
300 meters (approximately 1,000 feet) from proposed facilities known at the time of surveys.
These are generally referred to as survey corridors.

During the 2006 preconstruction surveys of Leaning Juniper II North, approximately 57
transect lines were surveyed within the two proposed postconstruction grassland bird study
areas, totaling approximately 150 linear miles. These transect lines were tracked with GPS
units. During these surveys, the primary objective was to document use by special status
wildlife. However, all wildlife species along transect lines walked were recorded.

PDX/062690032.D0C 1
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For sensitive species, locations of territorial male grasshopper sparrows were recorded with
a GPS unit. Locations of (assumed) paired long-billed curlews or approximate location of
the pair’s primary activity area, and nests were recorded with a GPS unit. Abundant special
status species that flew readily in the surveyor’s presence were tracked visually. Surveyors
also hand-marked up maps with notes on the general location of special status species use,
and any noted behavior (for example, nesting, staging, courtship, nonbreeders foraging in
loose groups).

For common species, all detections, whether visual, auditory, or sign of use, were noted for
blocks of areas surveyed (several transects combined). GPS points were not recorded for
these observations. Surveyors tracked abundant species that flew readily in the surveyor’s
presence, but focused on special status species. The presence of common species was noted
on field data forms but these individuals were not counted.

Experienced surveyors with Northwest Wildlife Consultants, Inc. conducted the surveys,
and qualified biologists will conduct the post-construction grassland study. Because there is
just one landowner of the property, planning multiple-year field studies will be simplified.

Objective

The objective of this qualitative postconstruction grassland bird study is as follows:

Within 1,100 acres of representative habitat, determine if there are noticeable
changes in the presence and overall use by special status native grassland bird
species from those recorded prior to construction in 2006 and those recorded after
construction during the two year postconstruction grassland bird study. A
comparison may provide useful data for a discussion with Oregon Department of
Fish and Wildlife (ODFW) and Department of Energy persistence (or not) of
nesting/breeding grassland and open shrub-grass dependant species in an area
developed and operated for wind power. By surveying a large area that includes the
undisturbed area between turbine strings, the study could provide information on
whether the project discourages use of the entire 1,100 acre area by sensitive species
such grasshopper sparrows or long-billed curlews, which could be used as indicator
species.

The study will also record postconstruction data on the location of common species
at distances near and far from turbines and other facilities, which could also be used
to discuss whether wind turbines have an affect on species use of habitat adjacent or
in close proximity to the turbines if sufficient numbers of individuals are observed
for this level of interpretation. Common species such as western meadowlark,
savannah sparrow, and horned lark will be recorded during postconstruction
surveys for each transect and numbers will be estimated. Although this data cannot
be directly compared to the preconstruction data due to different data collection
methods, it will provide information on the presence and distribution of these
species within the study area where turbines will be placed.

2 PDX/062690032.D0C
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Method

The Applicant proposes to replicate the 2006 survey method used for censusing birds and
also collect more specific locational and abundance data on common (no special status)
avian species.

Study Area Descriptions

The study area is located within the Leaning Juniper II North lease boundary, and covers
approximately 1,100 acres, as shown on Figure 1. For purposes of this discussion, the area
north of Rattlesnake Road is referred to as the “north study area,” and the area south of the
road is referred to as the “south study area.”

The north study area is triangular and bound by the leased land boundary on the northeast
and west sides and Rattlesnake Road on the southeast side, encompassing 1,000 acres. The
south study area is 100 acres, and is bound by an existing powerline on the west, and
natural topography on the other sides. The exact shape of this additional area could be
modified based on consultation with the ODFW and ODOE.

The north study area selected is large and will likely contain two turbine strings of
potentially 12 to 17 turbines (G 1-15 and H 1-3), associated access roads and one crane path
between the strings (temporary disturbance only). The smaller south study area will not
have as extensive turbine development but will likely include access roads and one or two
turbines (H-10 and H-11). This study area includes potential burrowing owl dens not found
in the north study area and was added in response to comments from ODFW. The habitat in
the north study area is primarily shrub-steppe and large wildfires have removed mature
shrubs in places, resulting in an open low shrub, mostly grassland-like vegetative recovery
stage. The south study area includes relatively flat ground like the north study area but also
includes gentle slopes and a dry drainage. Habitat for both the north and south study areas
is not highly variable and is representative of a large portion of the remainder of the L] II
North lease boundary where up to 22 additional turbines may be installed. Habitat types are
presented in Exhibit P, Figures P-1 and P-2.

As a result of wildfires and land use, the habitat is structurally an open low shrub,
grassland-like, early recovery stage area. Some shrubs remain but the habitat is relatively
open. The north study area also contains bitterbrush habitats, which is used by shrub-
grassland-type birds (western meadowlark). The more shrub-dependant loggerhead shrike
may also use this habitat for nesting. Habitat categories with the north and south study area
include Categories 2, 3 and 4.

This areas were selected because of the representative habitat types and corresponding
avifauna, some of which are classified by the ODFW as Sensitive. The areas are somewhat
removed from human activity (except Facility roads and one main Gilliam County road
with low traffic use), and also include a large area of grassland/shrub-steppe (mapped as
SSB) that is not proposed to be altered during project construction or operations.

Surveys

The postconstruction grassland bird surveys would repeat the same transects surveyed as
part of the 2006 preconstruction surveys. The study would include a repetition of the
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approximately 57 transects walked prior to construction, and would include two transects
per year; one in April, one in May. The same north-south oriented transect lines used during
the 2006 preconstruction surveys will be used for all postconstruction monitoring surveys.
Further details are provided below.

For sensitive species, the post-construction surveys would record data on the location and
abundance of grasshopper sparrow and long-billed curlew (the species most likely to occur),
using the same methodology used in 2006. For sensitive species, locations of territorial male
grasshopper sparrows will be recorded with a GPS unit. Locations of (assumed) paired
long-billed curlews or approximate location of the pair’s primary activity area, and nests
will be recorded with a GPS unit. Abundant special status species that fly readily in the
surveyor’s presence will be tracked visually to attempt to determine defended territories
and to limit potential double-counting of individuals. Surveyors will also hand-mark up
maps with notes on the general location of special status species use as indicated by
behavior (for example, defensive responses, nesting, staging, courtship, non-breeders
foraging in loose groups). This plotted data will provide information on the location of
sensitive species at distances near and far from turbines and other facilities.

For common species, surveyors will record more information than was recorded in 2006.
Surveyors will record data on the location and abundance of common species. All
detections, whether visual, auditory, or sign of use will be recorded along the transect line
with a GPS unit. Abundant common species that fly readily in the surveyor’s presence will
be tracked visually to avoid double counting. GPS locations of all common grassland species
will be recorded with the exception of the horned lark, a very abundant bird. Horned lark
observations will be totaled for each survey area completed in one survey day. This relative
abundance and distribution data will provide some information on the location of common
species at distances near and far from turbines and other facilities.

Two complete walking transect surveys of the areas would be conducted, one in April and
one in May during each of the two survey years. If the surveyor determines a third visit is
needed to specific potential burrowing owl dens (2006 data and any new ones) to confirm
use, a third visit to these sites will be conducted during the late May to early July period,
focusing on noting presence of juveniles or other sign to confirm use.. The April and May
time period is the seasonal period to span the periods of the range of activities for a variety
of species. These activities include staging (prenesting) of long-billed curlews in April, and
the major period of territorial calling of grasshopper sparrows, which also coincides with
the nesting period for long-billed curlews and other species in May.

The first year of postconstruction surveys will be conducted in the first spring following the
initial operation of the Facility. The second survey will take place 2 to 5 years after the first
survey, once it has been ascertained that the seeded, temporarily disturbed construction
zones have reestablished grassland cover.

Products and Other Data Collected

A draft summary report will be prepared for the first year’s monitoring results and a
second, more comprehensive report will be prepared after completion of the second year of
surveys. For each monitoring year maps will be prepared showing transects walked, and
specific areas of use by grasshopper sparrows, long-billed curlews, loggerhead shrikes and
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common species (except horned larks). After the Facility is built and a final Facility map
prepared, a grid system will be overlaid on the study area for describing results by
area(scale of area to be determined after facilities are known).

Vegetation will be described relative to preconstruction (2006) conditions. This description
is likely to include notes on changes in land use by landowner, wildfire influences, and
cattle aggregations, among other groups, causing areas of intense vegetation impact.
Vegetation communities will be sampled by the transect method and a description of plant
communities will be provided for each survey year.

The summary report will provide notes on obvious changes in use by special status
grassland birds (long-billed curlew, grasshopper sparrow) will be provided. For example,
the report will compare the location and number of grasshopper sparrows plotted during
the preconstruction surveys in the north study area (14 individuals, see Figure P-6 of
Application) to the location and number of this species plotted during the monitoring years.

Use by new species not previously recorded will also be provided. For example, in addition
to looking for burrowing owls while conducting walking transect surveys, burrows with
characteristics of potential burrowing owl use that were discovered in 2006 will be checked
during each monitoring year and if burrowing owls are discovered their locations will be
mapped. This may require up to three visits.

GPS locations for common species such as western meadowlark (excluding horned larks)
will be provided. From these data points distance from turbines or other facilities can be
calculated. Data on common species will not be compared to preconstruction data because
the 2006 surveys did not record the location or abundance of these species by transect line.

These qualitative-level descriptions will then be reviewed to identify noticeable changes on
a landscape (study area) scale in particular for long-billed curlew, grasshopper sparrow, and
loggerhead shrike and their primary areas of use (occupied territories) and proximity to
their proximity to the Facility will be reviewed. The comparison of pre and postconstruction
data will provide some information on the persistence (or not) of nesting/breeding
grassland and open shrub-grass dependant species in an area developed and operated for
wind power. By surveying a large area that includes the undisturbed area between turbine
strings, the study could provide information on whether the project discourages use of the
entire 1,100 acre area by grasshopper sparrows or long-billed curlews.

In addition, the post-construction gradient data on the location of common species at
distances near and far from turbines and other facilities could also be used to discuss
whether wind turbines have an affect on species use of habitat adjacent to and in close
proximity to the turbines.
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Leaning Juniper Il Wind Project: Wildlife Monitoring and Mitigation Plan
[DECEMBER 12, 2006]

This plan describes wildlife monitoring that the certificate holder shall conduct during
operation of the Leaning Juniper 11 Wind Project (LJ Il North and South).* The monitoring
objectives are to determine whether the facility causes significant fatalities of birds and bats and
to determine whether the facility results in a loss of habitat quality. The LJ Il North and South
facility consists of up to 133 wind turbines, four non-guyed meteorological towers and other
related or supporting facilities as described in the site certificate.

The certificate holder shall use experienced personnel to manage the monitoring required
under this plan and properly trained personnel to conduct the monitoring, subject to approval by
the Oregon Department of Energy (Department) as to professional qualifications. For all
components of this plan except PPM Energy’s Leaning Juniper 1l Wind Project Wildlife
Reporting and Handling System, the certificate holder shall hire an independent third party (not
employees of the certificate holder) to perform monitoring tasks.

The Wildlife Monitoring and Mitigation Plan for the Leaning Juniper 11 Wind Project has
the following components:

1) Fatality monitoring program including:
a) Removal trials
b) Searcher efficiency trials
c) Fatality search protocol
d) Statistical analysis
2) Raptor nesting surveys
3) Washington ground squirrel surveys

4) PPM Energy’s Leaning Juniper Il Wind Project Wildlife Reporting and
Handling System

Following is a discussion of the components of the monitoring plan, statistical analysis
methods for fatality data, data reporting and potential mitigation.

The selection of the mitigation actions that the certificate holder may be required to
implement under this plan should allow for flexibility in creating appropriate responses to
monitoring results that cannot be known in advance. If the Department determines that
mitigation is needed, the certificate holder shall propose appropriate mitigation actions to the
Department and shall carry out mitigation actions approved by the Department, subject to review
by the Oregon Energy Facility Council (Council).

! This plan is incorporated by reference in the site certificate for the LJ Il North and South and must be understood
in that context. It is not a “stand-alone” document. This plan does not contain all mitigation required of the
certificate holder.
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Leaning Juniper 11 Wildlife Monitoring and Mitigation Plan
[ , 2006]

1. Fatality Monitoring
(a) Definitions and Methods

Seasons
This plan uses the following dates for defining seasons:

Season Dates

Spring Migration March 16 to May 15
Summer/Breeding May 16 to August 15
Fall Migration August 16 to October 31
Winter November 1 to March 15

Search Plots

The certificate holder shall conduct fatality monitoring within search plots. The
certificate holder, in consultation with the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW),
shall select search plots based on a systematic sampling design that ensures that the selected
search plots are representative of the habitat conditions in different parts of the site. Each search
plot will contain one turbine. Search plots will be square or circular. Circular search plots will be
centered on the turbine location and will have a radius equal to the maximum blade tip height of
the turbine contained within the plot. “Maximum blade tip height” is the turbine hub-height plus
one-half the rotor diameter. Square search plots will be of sufficient size to contain a circular
search plot as described above. If fatality monitoring results at this facility or at other wind
projects indicates that the majority of fatalities are found within a certain distance from the
tower, the certificate holder may propose a reduction in search plot size for consideration by the
Department. The certificate holder shall provide maps of the search plots to the Department
before beginning fatality monitoring at the facility. The certificate holder shall use the same
search plots for each search conducted during a monitoring year.

Scheduling

In each monitoring year, the certificate holder shall conduct fatality monitoring searches
at the rates of frequency shown below. Over the course of one monitoring year, the certificate
holder would conduct 16 searches, as follows:

Season Frequency

Spring Migration 2 searches per month (4 searches)

Summer/Breeding 1 search per month (3 searches)

Fall Migration 2 searches per month (5 searches)

Winter 1 search per month (4 searches)
Sample Size

The sample size for fatality monitoring is the number of turbines searched per monitoring
year. During each monitoring year, the certificate holder shall search a minimum of one-third of
the total number of turbines that are built.

As described in the site certificate, the certificate holder may choose to build the LJ 11
North and South using turbine types in two size classes:
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Leaning Juniper 11 Wildlife Monitoring and Mitigation Plan
[ , 2006]

e Small: turbines having a rotor diameter of 82 meters or less
e Large: turbines having a rotor diameter greater than 82 meters

If the final design of the LJ Il North and South includes both small and large turbines,
the certificate holder shall, at a minimum, sample one-third of the total number of turbines in
each monitoring year. Before beginning fatality monitoring, the certificate holder shall consult
with an independent expert with experience in statistical analysis of avian fatality data to
determine whether it would be possible to sample a sufficient number of the LJ 11 North and
South turbines in each size class to allow a statistical comparison of fatality rates for all birds as
a group. The certificate holder shall submit the expert’s written conclusions to the Department. If
sampling of one-third of the total number of all turbines in each monitoring year would provide a
sufficient number of turbines in each size class to allow the comparison, the certificate holder
will sample the appropriate number of turbines from each class and conduct 