












































































































































































































































































































































Attachment D: Certificate Holder Request for Administrative Adjustment (Turbine
Setbacks)



LotusWorks - Summit Ridge I, LLC
9611 NE 1171th Avenue
Suite 2840

SU mmit Ridge Vancouver, WA 98G62-2403
360.737.9692

March 22, 2016

Ms. Katie Clifford

Energy Facility Siting Analyst
Oregon Department of Energy
625 Marion Street NE

Salem, OR 97301

Subject: Request for Administrative Adjustment
Reference: LotusWorks-Summit Ridge |, LLC Site Certificate, Amendment #1
Ms. Clifford,

Amendment #1 to the LotusWorks-Summit Ridge |, LLC Site Certificate includes language that
incorporates new land use standards into our project. This was the result of Wasco County’s 2012
revision of their wind turbine land use ordinances and the incorporation of the updated ordinances into
Addendum #1 of our Site Certificate this past August. The revised ordinances increase the setback
distances for turbines along County roads to 1.5x the tip height of the turbine. Adhering to the new
setback distances results in seventeen of our turbines being outside the current stated set back
distances. Of those seventeen turbines, six or seven may be able to be moved within the existing site
boundary and still meet the new setback requirement.

It should be noted that these turbines were located to take maximum advantage of the available wind
and where placed based on the setback requirements that existed in 2010. Setting the turbines farther
off the ridge has a definite negative impact on the amount of electricity each impacted turbine will
produce. We readily acknowledge the requirements of changed and have examined the available
options to identify the best solution for the project, the landowners and Wasco County.

After evaluating the available alternatives, we believe the best and least impactful solution for all
concerned is to apply for an administrative adjustment to establish the setback distance along County
roads impacted by our project at 1.1x the maximum height at the installed turbine rotor tip. The 1.1
multiplier would result in a safe and reasonable setback distance and should allow all turbines to fit
inside the currently approved site boundary.

Wasco County ordinances clearly state an applicant may request an adjustment to non-project
boundaries using the process described in 19.030(D)(1)(c)(3)(C) which states:

Adjustment Provision: Applicant may, as part of the wind energy permitting process, obtain an
administrative adjustment to authorize a lesser setback from regulations addressing turbine
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Summit Ridge

setbacks from dwellings in resource zones. This may be authorized as part of the CUP pursuant
to the Administrative Action process of Section 2.060(A) by the Director or designee and upon
findings that demonstrate the following criteria are met:

(1) The underlying landowner (or applicable road authority or utility as may be
appropriate for non-project boundary setbacks) has consented, in writing, to an
adjusted setback.

(2) The proposed adjustment complies with DEQ noise standard.

(3) The proposed adjustment will not force a significant change in accepted farm or
forest practices on surrounding lands devoted to or available for farm of forest use.
(4) The proposed adjustment will not unduly burden existing infrastructure

(e.g., underground utilities or leach fields).

(5) The proposed adjustment will not unduly impair safety in the area.

(6) The proposed adjustment will minimize impacts to environmental resources (e.g.,
wetlands or identified EPDs).

Our response to each of the six criteria is as follows:

1. The underlying landowner (or applicable road authority or utility as may be appropriate
for non-project boundary setbacks) has consented, in writing, to an adjusted setback.
We have already confirmed the consent of landowners either side of the roads in
question and provide that consent in writing if so required.

Response: The only non-boundary landowner affected by our request would be the
Wasco County road department as property on either side of the road is within the
current project boundary and owned by participating landowners. By submittal of this
request we are requesting the Wasco County Road department to provide its consent in
writing of our revised setback request.

2. The proposed adjustment complies with DEQ noise standard.

Response: The area along the roads in question in sparsely populated and the road
receives minimal use under normal circumstances. Participating landowners on either
side of the road have signed noise waivers. In addition Section 12.0 “Noise Control and
Noise Complaint Response” of the current approved site permit establishes the criteria
for noise at the site and requires us to submit a noise analysis prior to the start of
construction. We also believe the road and wind noise along the roads in question will
serve to mask turbine noise along the roads.

3. The proposed adjustment will not force a significant change in accepted farm or forest
practices on surrounding lands devoted to or available for farm of forest use.
Response: The proposed administrative adjustment actually lessens the impact on
surrounding lands devoted to or available for farm use. At 1.5x the height of our tallest
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available turbine tip, the setback distance would be 749’ which places seventeen
turbines outside the current project boundary. Using the 1.1x setback that distance is
reduced to 549’ and within the existing site boundary. The lesser setback distance
would use approximately 5 acres less land and eliminate approximately 3400’ in roads.
The lesser setback distance would also prevent the expansion of the current site
boundary by approximately an additional 122 acres to accommodate the 1.5x
requirement.

4. The proposed adjustment will not unduly burden existing infrastructure
(e.g., underground utilities or leach fields).

Response: The proposed adjustment places no additional burden on existing
infrastructure. It actually reduces the quantity of water and chemicals needed for dust
control.

5. The proposed adjustment will not unduly impair safety in the area.

Response: The proposed adjustment does not unduly impair safety in the area. The
roads in question are lightly travelled. Even in the unlikely event a turbine would
collapse, the distance from the road is sufficient for the turbine to extend its full fall
height and not reach the road.

6. The proposed adjustment will minimize impacts to environmental resources (e.g.,
wetlands or identified EPDs).

Response: The proposed administrative setback actually reduces the impacts to
environmental resources. Less farm land will be removed from production. Less habitat
area will be disturbed and as stated previously less water will be used to control dust.

We ask that you pursue our request for an administrative adjustment to the setback requirement along
county roads, included within the existing project boundary, with Wasco County at your earliest
convenience.

Thank you for your support in this matter. Please contact me should you have questions or require
further clarification of this request.

Best regards,

Steven A. Ostrowski, Jr.

Cc: File
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ESTERSON Sarah * ODOE

From: CLIFFORD Katie * ODOE

Sent: Tuesday, August 30, 2016 9:53 AM

To: ESTERSON Sarah * ODOE

Subject: FW: Setback variance - Summit Ridge Wind Farm

Attachments: 20160422-Revised Request for Adjustment.pdf; 20160422-Distance to Road
Analysis.pdf

Katie Clifford

Energy Facility Siting Analyst
Oregon Department of Energy
C: (503) 302-0267

From: Steven Ostrowski [mailto:SOstrowski@energysi.org]

Sent: Friday, April 22, 2016 3:45 PM

To: Clifford, Katie <katie.clifford@state.or.us>

Cc: Angie Brewer <angieb@co.wasco.or.us>; Woods, Maxwell <maxwell.woods@state.or.us>
Subject: RE: Setback variance - Summit Ridge Wind Farm

Hi Katie,
Per your instructions below, please find our formal letter with attachment.
Have an enjoyable weekend.

Steve

From: Clifford, Katie [mailto:katie.clifford@state.or.us]
Sent: Friday, April 22, 2016 12:20 PM

To: Steven Ostrowski

Cc: Angie Brewer; Woods, Maxwell

Subject: RE: Setback variance - Summit Ridge Wind Farm

Hi Steve,

In order for ODOE, in consultation the Wasco County Planning Department, to evaluate this additional information,
please provide ODOE with a formal letter that includes both the information in your March 22, 2016 letter and the new
information in your email below. In other words, we need a comprehensive response/full package that provides
evidence addressing each of the six criteria in Section 19.030(D)(1)(c)(3)(c).

Katie

Katie Clifford

Energy Facility Siting Analyst
Oregon Department of Energy
C: (503) 302-0267



From: Steven Ostrowski [mailto:SOstrowski@energysi.org]

Sent: Friday, April 22, 2016 9:27 AM

To: angieb@co.wasco.or.us; Clifford, Katie (katie.clifford @state.or.us) <katie.clifford @state.or.us>
Cc: arthurs@co.wasco.or.us

Subject: FW: Setback variance - Summit Ridge Wind Farm

Good morning Ms. Brewer,

As you are aware | met yesterday afternoon with Arthur Smith, Wasco County Road Master. As a result of our
conversation, Mr. Smith consented to our requested setback variance. Below is a copy of the email in which Mr. Smith
confirms his consent.

My discussions with Mr. Smith also provided the following daily traffic usage figures from a study Wasco County
performed on the roads in question in 2013:

e  Roberts Market Road — 33 vehicles/day

e  Wrentham Market Road — 10 vehicles/day

e  Summit Ridge Market Road — 11 vehicles/day
e Center Ridge Road — 23 vehicles/day

According to Mr. Smith, depending on whether you use a local or Federal reference, these figures would be considered
either as no traffic or light traffic.

In reviewing the six criteria for approval of the variance Mr. Smith’s consent as road authority would appear to fully
satisfy requirement #1. Landowners along these roads are all project participants. Please confirm that as participating
landowners proof of their consent is not required.

Criteria #2 is a pre-construction requirement and as you pointed out in your response will be determined by the ODOE

Criteria #3 appears self-evident from the information we provided that demonstrates less farm land will be used as a
result of the change in setbacks

Criteria #4 also seems satisfied as there is no addition burden to existing infrastructure as a result of the requested
setback variance.

Criteria #5 also appears satisfied as the setback does not unduly impair safety in the area. At the requested variance
distance, in the unlikely event a turbine would collapse, it would not reach the road and create a safety hazard. The
chance of collapse remains is the same for either position so there is no additional safety risk.

Criteria #6 also appears satisfied as there is no impact to wetlands or other environmental resources. This was
confirmed in our most recent wetlands study performed in March and submitted to the State Department of Lands and
available for your review should you so desire.

In addressing the specific reasons identified in your letter for finding our request incomplete we believe your concerns
have now all been addressed.

Concern #1 — We are not requesting all turbines be subject to the variance. We are only seeking turbines located on
County Roads. Per the attached map we seek to apply the variance to only those turbines that are currently less than
750’ from the County roads. The specific Turbine ID’s are: 21, 22, 23, 24, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30, 54, 55, 56, 57, 58, 59, 60,
61. In addition, for these turbines, where the distance currently exceeds 550’ from the road, we will wherever possible
use the distance from road currently indicated.



Concern #2 — This concern has been addressed by Mr. Smith’s consent email below.
Concern #3 — As previously identified this is the responsibility of ODOE pre-construction review.

Concern #4 — The stated concern here is that our conclusions lacked sufficient evidence and support. Specifically:

e  Our conclusion that safety was not unduly impaired was arrived at by concluding that should the unlikely event
of a turbine collapse occur, the turbines would not reach the road. Therefore the safety risk using the setback
variance of 1.1x would be similar to that of 1.5x. The turbines would collapse on privately owned participating
owner farm land.

e  The traffic study information provided by Mr. Smith as identified above confirms that the roads in question are
lightly travelled.

e The distance between turbines exceeds 1000’ in every instance. There is essentially no topographical
differences between the locations. Previous geotechnical reviews of the entire site indicates similar conditions
across the site. The turbines will be erected on land that is primarily used for agricultural purposes.

We believe with this additional information we have fully addressed this concern.

We appreciate the opportunity Wasco County and the Planning Department as afforded us to respond. We trust with
this response we have resolved all items previously considered incomplete.

Best regards,

Steve

Summit H.idL.,'c

Steven A. Ostrowski, Jr.

President

Summit Ridge Wind Holdings, Inc.
9611 NE 117" Ave

Suite 2840

Vancouver, WA 98662

P 360.737.9692

F 360.737.9835

C360.910.7625
sostrowski@energysi.org

From: Arthur Smith [mailto:arthurs@co.wasco.or.us]
Sent: Thursday, April 21, 2016 2:37 PM

To: Steven Ostrowski

Cc: Angie Brewer

Subject: Setback variance - Summit Ridge Wind Farm

Steve,

Thank you for meeting with me and discussing the proposed setback variance for the Summit Ridge wind farm
project. I really appreciate all the information you provided.



With regards to Wasco County LUDO, Section 19.030 (D)(1)(c)(3)(c)(1) and acting as the designated road
authority for Wasco County, I am consenting to the requested setback variance of 1.1. This variance will not
unduly impair safety on the county roads in the project area and it will not unduly burden any county
infrastructure.

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me. Thanks.

Arthur

Arthur Smith, Director
Wasco County Public Works
541-506-2645
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LotusWorks - Summit Ridge I, LLC
9611 NE 117th Avenue
; Suite 2840

Summit Rjdse Vancouver, WA 98G62-2403

360.737.9692

April 22, 2016

Ms. Katie Clifford

Energy Facility Siting Analyst
Oregon Department of Energy
625 Marion Street NE

Salem, OR 97301

Subject: Revised Request for Administrative Adjustment

Reference: LotusWorks-Summit Ridge |, LLC Site Certificate, Amendment #1, March 22, 2016 Letter
Requesting Administrative Adjustment to Turbine Setback Requirements

Ms. Clifford,

This letter is a revision to our March 22, 2016 request for an Administrative Adjustment to change the
setback requirements for Summit Ridge. Amendment #1 to the LotusWorks-Summit Ridge 1, LLC Site
Certificate includes language that incorporates new land use standards into our project. This was the
result of Wasco County’s 2012 revision of their wind turbine land use ordinances and the incorporation
of the updated ordinances into Addendum #1 of our Site Certificate this past August. The revised
ordinances increase the setback distances for turbines along County roads to 1.5x the tip height of the
turbine. Adhering to the new setback distances results in seventeen of our turbines being inside the
current stated set back distances.

Based on using a 64 turbine layout, the seventeen turbines we are seeking setback exception are
identified on the attached map as having Turbine ID # 21, 22, 23, 24, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30, 54, 55, 56, 57 58,
59, 60 and 61.

It should be noted that these turbines were originally located to take maximum advantage of the
available wind and where placed based on the setback requirements that existed in 2010. Setting the
turbines farther off the ridge has a definite negative impact on the amount of electricity each impacted
turbine will produce. We acknowledge the requirements changed and have examined the available
options to identify the best solution for the project, the landowners and Wasco County.

We believe the best and least impactful solution for all concerned is to apply for an administrative
adjustment to establish the setback distance for the turbines listed above along County roads impacted
by our project at 1.1x the maximum height at the installed turbine rotor tip. The 1.1 multiplier would
result in a safe and reasonable setback distance and will allow all turbines to fit inside the currently
approved site boundary. This would also have the minimum impact to the performance of the turbines
in question.
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Wasco County ordinances clearly state an applicant may request an adjustment to non-project
boundaries using the process described in 19.030{D}{1)(c)(3)(C) which states:

Adjustment Provision: Applicant may, as part of the wind energy permitting process, obtain an
administrative adjustment to authorize a lesser setback from regulations addressing turbine
setbacks from dwellings in resource zones. This may be authorized as part of the CUP pursuant
to the Administrative Action process of Section 2.060{A} by the Director or designee and upon
findings that demonstrate the following criteria are met:

(1) The underlying landowner {or applicable road authority or utility as may be
appropriate for non-project boundary setbacks) has consented, in writing, to an
adjusted setback.

(2) The proposed adjustment complies with DEQ noise standard.

(3) The proposed adjustment will not force a significant change in accepted farm or
forest practices on surrounding lands devoted to or available for farm of forest use.
(4} The proposed adjustment will not unduly burden existing infrastructure

(e.g., underground utilities or leach fields).

(5) The proposed adjustment will not unduly impair safety in the area.

(6) The proposed adjustment will minimize impacts to environmental resources (e.g.,
wetlands or identified EPDs).

Our response to each of the six criteria is as follows:

1. The underlying landowner (or applicable road authority or utility as may be appropriate
for non-project boundary setbacks) has consented, in writing, to an adjusted setback.
We have already confirmed the consent of landowners either side of the roads in
question and provide that consent in writing if so required.

Response: The only non-boundary landowner affected by our request would be the
Wasco County road department as property on either side of the road is within the
current project boundary and owned by participating landowners. Arthur Smith,
Director of Wasco County Public Works, in an email dated April 21, 2016 provided his
consent to our requested setback variance. A copy of Mr. Smith’s email is included as
an attachment to this letter.

2. The proposed adjustment complies with DEQ noise standard.

Response: The area along the roads in question in sparsely populated and the road
receives minimal use under normal circumstances. Participating landowners on either
side of the road have signed noise waivers. In addition Section 12.0 “Neise Control and
Noise Complaint Response” of the current approved site permit establishes the criteria
for noise at the site and requires us to submit a noise analysis prior to the start of
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construction. We also believe the road and wind noise along the roads in question will
serve to mask turbine noise along the roads.

3. The proposed adjustment will not force a significant change in accepted farm or forest
practices on surrounding lands devoted to or available for farm of forest use.

Response: The proposed administrative adjustment actually lessens the impact on
surrounding lands devoted to or available for farm use. At 1.5x the height of our tallest
available turbine tip, the setback distance would be 749" which places seventeen
turbines outside the current project boundary. Using the 1.1x sethack that distance is
reduced to 549’ and within the existing site boundary. The lesser setback distance
would use approximately 5 acres less land and eliminate approximately 3400’ in roads.
The lesser setback distance would also prevent the expansion of the current site
boundary by approximately an additional 122 acres to accommodate the 1.5x
requirement.

4, The proposed adjustment will not unduly burden existing infrastructure
{e.g., underground utilities or leach fields).

Response: The proposed adjustment places no additional burden on existing
infrastructure. It actually reduces the quantity of water and chemicals needed for dust
control. In his email informing us of his consent of our request to change the setback
provision, Mr. Smith acknowledges the change in setback will not unduly burden any
county infrastructure.

5. The proposed adjustment will not unduly impair safety in the area.

Response: The proposed adjustment does not unduly impair safety in the area. The
roads in question are lightly travelled. Based on information provided by Mr. Smith
from a 2013 Wasco County traffic study, daily vehicle use on the roads in question is as
follows:

* Roberts Market Road — 33 vehicles/day

e Wrentham Market Road — 10 vehicles/day

* Summit Ridge Market Road — 11 vehicles/day
¢ Center Ridge Road — 23 vehicles/day

According to Mr. Smith, depending on whether you use a local or Federal reference,
these figures would be considered either as no traffic or light traffic.

Mr. Smith also states:
This variance will not unduly impair safety on the county roads in the project
area and it will not unduly burden any county infrastructure.
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in the unlikely event a turbine would collapse, the distance from the road is sufficient
for the turbine to extend its full fall height and not reach the road.

Our conclusion that safety was not unduly impaired was arrived at by concluding that
should the unlikely event of a turbine collapse occur, the turbines would not reach the
road. Therefore the safety risk using the setback variance of 1.1x would be similar to
that of 1.5x. The turbines would collapse on privately owned participating owner farm
land.

The traffic study information provided by Mr. Smith as identified elsewhere in this
document also confirms that the roads in question are lightly travelled.

The distance between turbines exceeds 1000’ in every instance. There are essentially
no topographical differences between the turbine locations. Previous geotechnical
reviews of the entire project site indicate similar conditions across the site. The turbines
wilt be erected on land that is primarily used for agricultural purposes.

6. The proposed adjustment will minimize impacts to environmental resources (e.g.,
wetlands or identified EPDs).

Response: There is no impact to wetlands or other environmental resources. This was
confirmed in our most recent wetlands study performed in March of this year and
submitted to the State Department of Lands. This study is available for your review
should you so desire. The proposed administrative setback actually reduces the impacts
to environmental resources. Less farm land will be removed from production. Less
habitat area will be disturbed and as stated previously less water will be used to control
dust.

We ask that you pursue our request for an administrative adjustment to the setback requirement along
county roads, included within the existing project boundary, with Wasco County at your earliest
convenience,

Thank you for your support in this matter. Please contact me should you have questions or require
further clarification of this request.

Best regards,

Steven A. rowski, Jr.

Cc: File



Steven Ostrowski

From: Arthur Smith <arthurs@co.wasco.or.us>
Sent: Thursday, Aprii 21, 2016 2:37 PM

To: Steven Ostrowski

Cc: Angie Brewer

Subject: Setback variance - Summit Ridge Wind Farm
Steve,

Thank you for meeting with me and discussing the proposed setback variance for the Summit Ridge wind farm
project. I really appreciate all the information you provided.

With regards to Wasco County LUDO, Section 19.030 (D)(1)(c)}(3)(c)(1) and acting as the designated road
authority for Wasco County, I am consenting to the requested setback variance of 1.1. This variance will not
unduly impair safety on the county roads in the project area and it will not unduty burden any county
infrastructure.

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me. Thanks.

Arthur

Arthur Smith, Director
Wasco County Public Works
541-506-2645
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¢ Oregon 6

Kate Brown, Governor

625 Marion St. NE

Salem, OR 97301-3737
Phone: (503) 378-4040
Toll Free: 1-800-221-8035
Fax: (503) 373-7806
www.Oregon.gov/ENERGY

May 26, 2016

Steven A. Ostrowski, Jr.
LotusWorks-Summit Ridge I, LLC
9611 NE 117™ Avenue

Suite 2840

Vancouver, WA 98662-2403

Sent via email: SOstrowski@energysi.org
RE: Summit Ridge Wind Farm Request for Amendment #2; Additional Information Request
Dear Mr. Ostrowski:

The Oregon Department of Energy (department) is in the process of reviewing the Summit Ridge Wind
Farm Request for Amendment (RFA) #2 to the Site Certificate, including a supplemental request for an
administrative adjustment to authorize a lesser setback from non-project boundaries (pursuant to the
Wasco County Land Use and Development Ordinance). The department has determined that additional
information is necessary in order for the department to complete its evaluation of the RFA and prepare
the proposed order. An information request table accompanies this letter. The department may request
further information during development of the proposed order.

Please provide the requested information in a single consolidated file, as red-line edits to the RFA
document, no later than the end of the day on June 26, 2016. If you anticipate that you will need more
time to complete the responses, or if you have any questions, please do not hesitate to call or email.

Sincerely,

Katie Clifford

Energy Facility Siting Analyst
Katie.clifford@state.or.us
(503) 302-0267

cc via e-mail distribution:
Todd Cornett, Oregon Department of Energy
Virginia Gustafson, Oregon Department of Energy
Max Woods, Oregon Department of Energy
Renee France, Oregon Department of Justice



Summit Ridge Wind Farm Request for Amendment (RFA) #2 - Additional Information Request (AIR)

AIR RFA Page(s)
Number
1 6,12,13, 14,
17,52
2 12 & 13, and
page 2 of
Attachment 2
3 63
4 General

Oregon Department of Energy

Additional Information Request

Clarify the minimum ground clearance for the
blade tips under the requested 3.0 MW turbine
option.

Clarify the overall height (ground-to-blade tip) of
the turbines under the requested 3.0 MW
turbine option.

Provide a list of the projects for which Mr.
Ostrowski oversaw the development and
construction while at LotusWorks and upon
which the certificate holder relies to
demonstrate compliance with the Council’s
Organizational Expertise Standard.

In the description of the facility, provide the
number of acres that would be temporarily
disturbed as well as the number of acres that
would be occupied by permanent facility
structures and roads under the 3.0 MW turbine
option.

Comment

Pages 6, 13, 14, 17, and 52 of the RFA refer to a blade tip
clearance of 18 meters above ground, whereas page 12 refers to
a clearance of 17 meters.

Rule: OAR 345-021-0010(1)(b)(A)

Page 12 of the RFA refers to a 151 meter overall height. This is
inconsistent with the reference on Page 13 of the RFA and page 2
of Attachment 2, which refer to a ground-to-tip distance of 150
meters.

Rule: OAR 345-021-0010(1)(b)(A)

Page 63 states, “Prior to Summit Ridge Wind Holdings, LLC, Mr.
Ostrowski led the Construction Management group of
LotusWorks. At LotusWorks Mr. Ostrowski oversaw the
development and construction of over 2000 MW's of energy
projects including 1000 MW's of wind projects in the Pacific
Northwest.” More thorough explanation is needed to establish
how this statement supports the certificate holder’s conclusion of
compliance with the Organizational Expertise Standard.

Rule: OAR 345-021-0010(1)(d)(A) and OAR 345-022-0010

OAR 345-021-0010(1)(c)(B) requires a description of areas of
temporary disturbance and permanent disturbance. The RFA
does not include this required information for the 3.0 MW
turbine option.

Rule: OAR 345-021-0010(1)(c)(B)



Summit Ridge Wind Farm Request for Amendment (RFA) No. 2 - Additional Information Request (AIR) May 26, 2016

Summit Ridge Wind Farm Request for Amendment (RFA) #2 - Additional Information Request (AIR)

AIR RFA Page(s) Additional Information Request
Number
5 Attachment 2 Provide higher resolution versions of Figures 1

through 6 of Attachment 2.

Oregon Department of Energy

Comment

It is difficult to determine, based on looking at the figures, where
differences in visibility between the two turbine options assessed
in Attachment 2 would occur. For example, in Figures 3 and 6
there are two designations on the legend that are not readily
visible within the map itself: “New Areas Where Proposed
Turbines Now Likely Visible,” and “Areas Where Proposed
Turbines No Longer Visible.”

The Council must find that the design, construction, and
operation of a facility, taking into account mitigation, are not
likely to result in a significant adverse impact to scenic resources
and values identified as significant or important in management
plans (OAR 345-022-0080), important recreational opportunities
(OAR 345-022-0100), and the protected areas listed in OAR 345-
022-0040. Higher resolution figures in the Summit Ridge Wind
Farm-Evaluation of Visual Changes memorandum (Attachment 2
to the RFA) will assist the department in evaluating the potential
visual impacts of the 3.0 MW turbine option on these resources.

Rule: OAR 345-021-0010(1)(1), OAR 345-021-0010(1)(r), OAR 345-
021-0010(1)(t), OAR 345-022-0040, OAR 345-022-0080, OAR 345-
022-0100
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Salem, OR 97301-3737
Phone: (503) 378-4040
Toll Free: 1-800-221-8035
Fax: (503) 373-7806
www.Oregon.gov/ENERGY
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Kate Brown, Governor

July 6, 2016

Steven A. Ostrowski, Jr.
LotusWorks-Summit Ridge I, LLC
9611 NE 117™ Avenue

Suite 2840

Vancouver, WA 98662-2403

Sent via email: SOstrowski@energysi.org
RE: Summit Ridge Wind Farm Request for Amendment #2; Additional Information Request
Dear Mr. Ostrowski:

The Oregon Department of Energy (department) is in the process of reviewing the Summit Ridge Wind
Farm Request for Amendment (RFA) #2 to the Site Certificate, including a supplemental request for an
administrative adjustment to authorize a lesser setback from non-project boundaries (pursuant to the
Wasco County Land Use and Development Ordinance). The department requested additional
information on May 26, 2016 and received the requested information on June 3, 2016. The department
has determined that further information is necessary in order for the department to complete its
evaluation of the RFA and finish preparing the proposed order. An information request table
accompanies this letter.

Please provide the requested information in a single consolidated file no later than the end of the day
onJuly 20, 2016. If you anticipate that you will need more time to complete the responses, or if you
have any questions, please do not hesitate to call or email.

Sincerely,

Katie Clifford

Energy Facility Siting Analyst
Katie.clifford@state.or.us
(503) 302-0267

cc via e-mail distribution:
Todd Cornett, Oregon Department of Energy
Max Woods, Oregon Department of Energy



Summit Ridge Wind Farm Request for Amendment (RFA) #2 - Additional Information Request (AIR)

AIR RFA Page(s) Additional Information Request Comment
Number*
RFA #2 states, “EFSC previously found that Summit
Ridge complied with the Land Use Standard...No
changes have been made that would warrant
additional review or reconsideration of the prior
finding.” However, additional evidence is requested to

Provide confirmation that all facility structures, confirm that the facility, as amended, would be in
as amended, with the exception of the proposed  compliance with Wasco County’s setback

6 p. 26 transmission line, would be located a minimum requirements. Please confirm that all facility
of 200 feet from the property line of adjacent structures, as amended, with the exception of the
land used for perennial or annual crops. proposed transmission line, would comply with

WCLUDO 3.210(F)(1)(a).

Rule(s): OAR 345-022-0030(2)(b)(A) and WCLUDO
3.210(F)(1)(a) Setbacks, Property Line

RFA #2 states, “EFSC previously found that Summit

Ridge complied with the Land Use Standard...No

changes have been made that would warrant

additional review or reconsideration of the prior
Provide confirmation that the facility foundations finding.” However, additional evidence is requested to
and permanent structures, as amended, with the  confirm that the facility, as amended, would be in

7 0. 26 exception of the proposed access roads and compliance with Wasco County’s setback
transmission line, would be located at least 100 requirements. Please confirm that the locations of
feet away from seasonal or permanent facility foundations and permanent structures as
waterways. proposed under RFA #2 would comply with WCLUDO

3.210(F)(1)(b)(1).

Rule(s): OAR 345-022-0030(2)(b)(A) and WCLUDO
3.210(F)(1)(b)(1) Setbacks, Waterways

Oregon Department of Energy Table page 1 of 7



Summit Ridge Wind Farm Request for Amendment No. 2 — Additional Information Request (RAI)

Summit Ridge Wind Farm Request for Amendment (RFA) #2 -

AIR RFA Page(s) Additional Information Request
Number*

Using the most current Flood Insurance Rate Map
available for Wasco County, provide confirmation
that no facility components, as amended, would
be located within the 100-year floodplain.

Provide confirmation that the facility, as
amended, would not include development within

9 p. 26 50 feet of the centerline of an irrigation ditch
that continues past the subject parcel to provide
water to other property owners.

Oregon Department of Energy

July 6, 2016

Additional Information Request (AIR)

Comment

RFA #2 states, “EFSC previously found that Summit
Ridge complied with the Land Use Standard...No
changes have been made that would warrant
additional review or reconsideration of the prior
finding.” However, additional evidence is requested to
confirm compliance with Wasco County’s setback
requirements. Please provide confirmation that no
facility components would be located within the 100-
year floodplain, and the sources that were reviewed
to make this confirmation.

Rule(s): OAR 345-022-0030(2)(b)(A) and WCLUDO
3.210(F)(1)(b)(2) Setbacks, Waterways

RFA #2 states, “EFSC previously found that Summit
Ridge complied with the Land Use Standard...No
changes have been made that would warrant
additional review or reconsideration of the prior
finding.” However, additional evidence is requested to
confirm compliance with Wasco County’s setback
requirements. Please confirm that the facility, as
amended, would comply with WCLUDO 3.210(F)(1)(c).

Rule(s): OAR 345-022-0030(2)(b)(A) and WCLUDO
3.210(F)(1)(c) Setbacks, Irrigation Ditches

Table page 2 of 7



Summit Ridge Wind Farm Request for Amendment No. 2 — Additional Information Request (RAI) July 6, 2016

Summit Ridge Wind Farm Request for Amendment (RFA) #2 - Additional Information Request (AIR)

AIR RFA Page(s) Additional Information Request Comment
Number*
RFA #2 states, “EFSC previously found that Summit
Ridge complied with the Land Use Standard...No
changes have been made that would warrant
additional review or reconsideration of the prior
finding.” In the April 22, 2016 Revised Request for
Administrative Adjustment, the certificate holder
stated that, “There is no impact to wetlands.”
However, additional evidence is requested to confirm
compliance with Wasco County’s setback
requirements. Please provide evidence demonstrating
that the energy facility components, as amended,
would be sited to minimize or avoid impacts to
wetlands and waterways.

Provide evidence (e.g., description, maps/figures)

10 p. 26 demonstrating that the facility components, as
amended, would be located to avoid impacts to
wetlands and waterways.

Rule(s): OAR 345-022-0030(2)(b)(A) and WCLUDO
19.030(D)(1)(c)(3)(c) Setbacks, Criterion 6

Oregon Department of Energy Table page 3 of 7



Summit Ridge Wind Farm Request for Amendment No. 2 — Additional Information Request (RAI)

11 p. 29

Oregon Department of Energy

Provide a more detailed analysis of the impacts
(under the proposed 3.0 MW turbine option as
compared to the approved 2.7 MW turbine
facility) to Cottonwood Canyon State Park and
each protected area within the analysis area
shown in the table entitled “Protected Areas

Within 20 Miles of the Facility” in the Final Order.

July 6, 2016

RFA #2 states, “EFSC previously found that Summit
Ridge complied with the Protected Area Standard.
These requirements were previously reviewed with
Wasco County. To provide the Council additional
clarification on the matter we have included a third
party independent review performed by David Evans
and Associates (Attachment 2). We believe this
independent review confirms that LotusWorks-
Summit Ridge I, LLC meets the intent of the standard
and EFSC should find Summit Ridge in compliance with
the Protected Area Standard.” Attachment 2 states
that, “Figures 3 [sic] illustrates the change in visibility
for Protected Areas. The results indicate that visibility
for Alternative C would remain about the same or
slightly less than Alternative B.” However, with the
exception of a brief analysis of impacts to the
Deschutes River, the analysis fails to include a
discussion of the specific impacts to each protected
area within the analysis area shown in the table
entitled “Protected Areas Within 20 Miles of the
Facility” in the Final Order. In addition, compliance
with WCLUDO 19.030(C)(4) requires a finding that the
design, construction and operation of the energy
facility, taking into account mitigation, are not likely to
result in significant adverse impact to scenic resources
and values identified in Subsection (b) (Protected
Areas) of that criterion. The one protected area that is
not addressed by the Council’s Protected Area
Standard is Cottonwood Canyon State Park. The
assessment should therefore also include an analysis
of impacts to Cottonwood Canyon State Park in order
to evaluate compliance with WCLUDO 19.030(C)(4).

Rule(s): OAR 345-022-0040 and WCLUDO
19.030(C)(4) Visual Impact

Table page 4 of 7



Summit Ridge Wind Farm Request for Amendment No. 2 — Additional Information Request (RAI)

July 6, 2016

Summit Ridge Wind Farm Request for Amendment (RFA) #2 - Additional Information Request (AIR)

AIR RFA Page(s)

Number*

12 p. 30

Oregon Department of Energy

Additional Information Request

Provide a more detailed analysis of the impacts
(under the proposed 3.0 MW turbine option as
compared to the approved 2.7 MW turbine
facility) to the following scenic resources
identified by the applicable resource plans within
the analysis area: Columbia River Gorge National
Scenic Area (CRGNSA), the White River Canyon,
resources in the John Day River Canyon, the Mt.
Hood National Forest, Oregon National Historic
Trail, the Journey Through Time Scenic Byway,
Wasco County Resources, and Sherman County
Resources.

Comment

RFA #2 states, “EFSC previously found that Summit
Ridge complied with the Scenic Resources Standard.
These requirements were previously reviewed with
Wasco County. To provide the Council additional
clarification on the matter we have included a third
party independent review performed by David Evans
and Associates (Attachment 2). We believe this
independent review confirms that LotusWorks-
Summit Ridge I, LLC meets the intent of the standard
and EFSC should find Summit Ridge in compliance with
the Scenic Resources Standard.” Attachment 2 states
that, “Figure 6 illustrates the change in visibility for
Scenic and Aesthetic Values. The results indicate that
visibility for Alternative C would remain about the
same or slightly less than Alternative B for the same
reasons explained for Protected Areas. Specifically, the
greatest concentration of net difference - that is, red
or blue shading — would occur within the Deschutes
River corridor.” However, the analysis fails to include a
discussion of the specific impacts to the following
additional scenic resources identified by the applicable
resource plans within the analysis area: CRGNSA, the
White River Canyon, resources in the John Day River
Canyon, Mt. Hood National Forest, Oregon National
Historic Trail, the Journey Through Time Scenic Byway,
Wasco County Resources, and Sherman County
Resources.

Rule(s): OAR 345-022-0080

Table page 5 of 7



Summit Ridge Wind Farm Request for Amendment No. 2 — Additional Information Request (RAI) July 6, 2016

Summit Ridge Wind Farm Request for Amendment (RFA) #2 - Additional Information Request (AIR)

AIR RFA Page(s) Additional Information Request Comment

Number*
Under ORS 469.503(3) and under the Council's
General Standard of Review (OAR 345-022-0000), the
Council must determine whether the proposed facility
complies with "all other Oregon statutes and
administrative rules identified in the Project Order, as
amended, as applicable to the issuance of a site
certificate for the proposed facility," including the
Oregon Removal-Fill Law. The Oregon Removal-Fill
Law (ORS 196.800 through .990) and DSL regulations
(OAR 141-085-0005 through 141-085-0090) require a

Provide confirmation that the project would not Removal-Fill Permit if 50 cubic yards or more of

require 50 cubic yards or more of material to be material is removed, filled, or altered within any

removed, filled, or altered within any “waters of  “waters of the state” at the proposed site. The

the state.” requested information would enable a determination
of whether or not a Removal-Fill Permit would be
required. In the April 22, 2016 Revised Request for
Administrative Adjustment, the certificate holder
stated that “there is no impact to wetlands;” however,
RFA #2 does not provide sufficient evidence to
demonstrate that the project would not require 50
cubic yards or more of material to be removed, filled,
or altered within any waters of the state.

pp. 42-44 and 54; and
p. 4 of the April 22,
13 2016 Revised Request
for Administrative
Adjustment

Rule(s): OAR 345-022-0000

Oregon Department of Energy Table page 6 of 7



Summit Ridge Wind Farm Request for Amendment No. 2 — Additional Information Request (RAI)

July 6, 2016

Summit Ridge Wind Farm Request for Amendment (RFA) #2 - Additional Information Request (AIR)

AIR RFA Page(s) Additional Information Request
Number*

Provide confirmation that the Air Contaminant
Discharge Permit required to operate the

14 p- 60 temporary batch plant would be obtained by the
certificate holder and not by a third-party.
Provide a copy of Figure 1 of the Habitat

15 n/a Mitigation Plan (HMP; as revised October 22,

2014).
*AlRs 1-5 were issued on May 26, 2016

Oregon Department of Energy

Comment

ASC, Exhibit B states, “A temporary batch plant will be
set up to prepare concrete for the project. It will be on
a graveled 2-acre site, located within the site
boundary, as shown on Figure C-2.” ASC, Exhibit E
states that an “Air Contaminant Discharge Permit will
be required to authorize operation of sources of air
contaminants, such as those from the proposed batch
plant.” ASC, Exhibit E further states that, “The
Applicant will not rely on any third-party state or local
third-party permit approval.” However, ASC, Exhibit E
states that, “Washdown will be done by the contractor
and will occur at a contractor-owned batch plant,
either located in a proposed staging area or offsite at a
contractor-owned facility.” RFA #2 does not request
changes related to the batch plant but states that,
“The applicant will not rely on any third-party permits
or approvals to accomplish the project.” The
requested information is needed to provide the
information required by OAR 345-021-0010(1)(a)(B)
and to ensure compliance with the Organizational
Expertise Standard.

Rules: OAR 345-021-0010(1)(a)(B) and OAR 345-022-
0010(3)

The revised HMP refers to a Figure 1 but does not
appear to include Figure 1 as part of the file.

Table page 7 of 7



Summit Ridge Wind, LL.C
9611 NE 117th Avenue
Suite 2840

Summlt R]dEe Vancouver, WA 98662-2403

360.737.9692

June 3, 2016

Ms. Katie Clifford

Energy Facility Siting Analyst
OREGON DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
625 Marion St. NE

Salem OR 97301-3737

Subject: Response to ODOE Additional information Request #1 dated May 26, 2016
Reference: Summit Ridge Wind Farm, Wasco County, OR
Dear Ms. Clifford.

This letter and accompanying attachments serve as our consolidated response to your request for
additional information dated May 26, 2016. We are responding to each of the five requests.
Unfortunately two items are the result of our providing inconsistent information. We apologize for
these errors and any inconvenience they may have caused.

AIR Number 1

The correct minimum ground clearance for the blade tips under the requested 3.0 MW turbine from the
ground is 18 meters. A corrected copy of page 12 of our Request for Amendment #2 is included as an
attachment to this letter.

AIR Number 2

The correct overall height (ground-to-blade tip) of the turbines under the requested 3.0 MW turbine
option is 150 meters. A corrected copy of page 12 of our Request for Amendment #2 is included as an
attachment to this letter.

AIR Number 3
The following is a list of wind projects where Mr. Ostrowski as President of LotusWorks CM division was
responsible for overseeing the development and construction:

¢ White Creek Wind Project — Roosevelt Washington
LotusWorks was the project manager and provided staff for the 205MW wind project.
Responsibilities included pre construction management and construction management services,
budget development, schedule, cash flow, training closeout and owner interface were also
provided. LotusWorks also provided site inspectors, accounting services and support staff to the
project.



Oregon Department of Energy
June 3, 2016

it Ridge
M Page 2 of 3

¢ Harvest Wind Project — Roosevelt Washington
LotusWorks was the project manager and provided staff for the 2200MW wind project.
Responsibilities included pre construction management and construction management services,
budget development, schedule, cash flow, training closeout and owner interface were also
provided. LotusWorks also provided site inspectors, accounting services and support staff to the
project.

e Wild Horse Wind Project — Ellensburg Washington
LotusWorks was project manager and provided staff for a 250MW wind project. Construction
Management, project closeout and owner interface services were also provided.

s Elkhorn Wind Project — La Grande Oregon
LotusWorks Project and site management for a 100MW wind project. Responsibilities included
turbine erection and managing all contractors responsible for construction of the BOP, including
the roads, electrical collection systems and foundations. LotusWorks also had responsibility for
cost and schedule and project the necessary site inspectors and support staff to the project.

e Summit Power Group at White Creek Wind
LotusWorks provided asset management on an 89 turbine wind farm and supported the
ownership group in the operation and maintenance of the wind project.

#  Summit Ridge — Wasco County Oregon
LotusWorks acquired and developed a 200 MW wind farm in Wasco County Oregon. Site
Certificate was obtained. Project was subsequently acquired by Mr. Ostrowski.

An additional example of Mr. Ostrowski’s expertise relative to the development and construction of
wind farms is the Mehoopany Wind farm located in Eaton Township Pennsylvania. Mr. Ostrowski
served as an expert witness in a legal dispute between the installation contractor and owner involving
the development and construction of a 140MW wind farm.

A red-lined copy of pages 63 and 64 are included as attachments to this letter.

AIR Number 4

We would expect the area of disturbance for the 3 MW turbines to be very similar to the area previously
identified for the approved 72 turbine layout. This would be especially true of temporary disturbance.
Our conservative estimate for our temporary disturbance is 100 acres. This is temporary only and does
not include the areas that will be permanently disturbed that will be used during construction.

While there would be 8 fewer turbines using the three MW turbines, the turbines are spread over
essentially the same area. We would expect our final permanent lay-out to consume about 83 acres.

Both amounts will be confirmed upon completion of our final design of the wind farm.



Oregon Department of Energy
June 3, 2016

Summit Ridge
U__g& Page 3 of 3

AIR Number5

In response to your request for higher resolution we have taken Figures 1-6 and divided each into six
segments and provided a drawing for each segment. Drawing numbers will be Figure 1, sheet 1 of 6,
sheet, 2 of 6 and so on. We believe this satisfies your request for additional resolution.

We trust the information above satisfies all requests of AIR #1. Please advise if you believe that is not
the case.

Sincerely,

Attachments

Cc: File



Oregon Department of Energy
Summit Ridﬁe June 3, 2016
Page 4 of 5

Attachment #1

Redlines of Pages, 12, 63 & 64 of RAD #2
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approximately 194 MW. The facility will be located on private land, approximately 17 miles southeast of
The Dalles, Oregon. As currently permitted the facility consists of:
® 72 turbines with a maximum facility output of 194.4 MWs. Each turbine will be limited to a
hub height no greater than 91 meters, a blade tip height no greater than 152 meters or a
blade tip clearance not less than 23 meters above the ground.
» Substation with an approximately seven mile transmission line interconnecting to a new
Bonneville Power Authority (BPA) on the Big Eddy — Maupin 230kV transmission line
¢ Operations and Maintenance (O&M) facility of approximately 10,000 square feet
= The project site boundary encompasses approximately 25,000 acres on privately owned
land subject to long term wind leases with the landowners
» The Site Certificate was issued August 19, 2011 with Amendment #1 issued August 7, 2015
and has a current requirement to start construction by August 19, 2016 and complete
construction activity by August 19, 2019

LotusWorks-Summit Ridge |, LLC is requesting that the Siting Council approve the following changes to
the existing site certificate:
* Antwo year extension of The Site Certificate was issued August 19, 2011 with a resulting
requirement to start construction by August 19, 2016 and complete construction activity by
August 19, 2019
® The addition of a 3.0 MW turbine option that, if selected to be implemented, would reduce
the total MW'’s of the facility to 192MWs. This turbine selection would also reduce the
total number of turbines to 64 with each turbine having:
s 34 meter hub height
s 132 meter rotor diameter
= 187 meter ground clearance
® 1501 meter overall height

OAR 345-027-0060 (1){(c) A detailed description of the proposed change and the certificate holder’s
analysis of the proposed change under the criteria of OAR 345-027-0050(1).

Response: A detailed description of the proposed change and the certificate holder’s analysis of the
proposed change under the criteria of OAR 345-027-0050(1)

The following changes are proposed for the Summit Ridge wind farm:

= The site certificate is extended for another two years thereby establishing a new
construction start date of August 19, 2018.

» Likewise the completion date for construction is extended an additional two years so that
construction must be complete within three years from the proposed new construction start
date, August 19, 2021

= The siting corridor acreage of the project would remain at approximately 11,000 acres

¢ That an additional turbine option be approved that would meet the following parameters.
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Attachment 1 - Exhibit D — Organization, Managerial and Technical Expertise

OAR 345-021-0010(1){d) Information about the organizational expertise of the applicant to construct
and operate the proposed facility, providing evidence to support a finding by the Council as required by
OAR 345-022-0010, including:

(A) The applicant's previous experience, if any, in constructing and operating similar facilities.

Response: Summit Ridge Wind Holdings, LLC as a new company has no prior direct experience as an
entity building projects such as Summit Ridge. However the management team of Summit Ridge Wind
Holdings has the combined experience of delivering more than 10,000 MWS of wind project combined
experience. Steve Ostrowski, the member manager of Summit Ridge Wind Holdings was the President
of LotusWorks-Summit Ridge |, LLC since the projects inception.

(B) The qualifications of the applicant's personnel who will be responsible for constructing and operating
the facility, to the extent that the identities of such personnel are known when the application is
submitted.

Response: Steven Ostrowski - Mr. Ostrowski brings nearly four decades of experience in heavy
industry with the vast majority of that time focused in the energy industry. Over the course of
his career Mr. Ostrowski has participated in the development and construction of over 10,000
MW’s of energy projects across the US. The first 15 years of Mr. Ostrowski’s career was spent
in the nuclear industry where he served in various capacities including Project Manager for both
the mechanical and Instrumentation and Controls installation contracts. The next ten years was
spent primarily developing and constructing co-gen facilities, both as peaking and base load
facilities and retrofitting control systems for utility sized coal fired power plants. Prior to
Summit Ridge Wind Holdings, LLC, Mr. Ostrowski led the Construction Management group of
LotusWorks. At LotusWorks Mr. Ostrowski oversaw the development and construction of over
2000 MW'’s of energy projects including 1000 MW'’s of wind projects in the Pacific Northwest.
In addition Mr. Ostrowski has lead the development effort for the LotusWorks-Summit Ridge |
Wind Farm located in Wasco County, Oregon. Mr. Ostrowski received a Bachelor of Science
Degree in Business Management from Elmhurst College in ElImhurst, lllinois and holds an
Electrical General Administrator’s License in the State of Washington.

The following is a list of wind projects where Mr. Ostrowski as President of LotusWorks CM division was
responsible for overseeing the development and construction:

® _ White Creek Wind Project — Roosevelt Washington
LotusWorks was the project manager and provided staff for the 205MW wind project.
Responsibilities included pre construction management and construction management services,




Page 64 of 74

Su}nlmit Ridae

budget development, schedule, cash flow, training closeout and owner interface were also
provided. LotusWorks also provided site inspectors, accounting services and support staff to the

project.

e __Harvest Wind Project — Roosevelt Washington

LotusWorks was the project manager and provided staff for the 2100MW wind project.
Responsibilities included pre construction management and construction management services,
budget development, schedule, cash flow, training closeout and owner interface were also
provided. LotusWorks also provided site inspectors, accounting services and support staff to the

project.

s Wild Horse Wind Project — Ellensburg Washington
LotusWorks was project manager and provided staff for a 250MW wind project. Construction
Management, project closeout and owner interface services were also provided.

¢ Elkhorn Wind Project ~ La Grande Qregon
LotusWorks Project and site management for a 100MW wind project. Responsibilities included
turbine erection and managing all contractors responsible for construction of the BOP, including
the roads, electrical collection systems and foundations. LotusWorks also had responsibility for

cost and schedule and project the necessary site inspectors and support staff to the project.

¢ __Summit Power Group at White Creek Wind
LotusWorks provided asset management on an 89 turbine wind farm and supported the
ownership group in the operation and maintenance of the wind project.

s Summit Ridge — Wasco County Oregon
LotusWorks acquired and developed a 200 MW wind farm in Wasco County Oregon. Site

Certificate was obtained. Project was subsequently acquired by Mr. Ostrowski.
An additional example of Mr. Ostrowski’s expertise relative to the development and construction of

wind farms is the Mehoopany Wind farm located in Eaton Township Pennsylvania. Mr. Ostrowski
served as an expert witness in a legal dispute between the installation contractor and owner involving
the development and construction of a 140MW wind farm.

Scott Nelson (Independent Contractor} - Mr. Nelson has approximately twenty-three years of
development, utility negotiations, construction, financing, and operations experience. He has been a
part of over 5,000 MW’s of successfully constructed wind and solar projects throughout the world. Mr.
Nelson negotiated multiple frame agreements with wind turbine manufacturers, including but not
limited to GE, Vestas, & Repower as well as negotiated international frame agreement with Vestas for
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Attachment #2

Expanded Drawings Figures 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 & 6 w/ 6 sheets per figure
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LotusWorks - Summit Ridge I, LLC
9611 NE 117th Avenue
Suite 2840

Sufnmit Rﬁdﬁﬁ Vancouver, WA 98662-2403

360.737.9692

May 09, 2016

Ms. Katie Clifford

Energy Facility Siting Analyst
Oregon Department of Energy
625 Marion Street NE

Salem, OR 97301

Subject: Response to Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife letter of April 25, 2016
Reference: Summit Ridge Wind — Request for Amendment #2
Ms. Clifford,

In their April 25, 2016 letter, ODFW recommends six actions to be incorporated into Amendment #2 of
the Summit Ridge Site Certificate. These recommendations deal with the performance of raptor nest
surveys; use of current raptor survey protocols; use of pre-emergent herbicide to target annual grasses;
coordination with adjacent Columbia Plateau Ecoregion wind farms on avian fatality monitoring;
curtailment of construction activities from December 1% to April 15% and a revision to our Habitat
Mitigation Plan to reflect Habitat Category 2 mitigation goals. The purpose of this letter is to
demonstrate to the Department of Energy how we have or will comply with ODFW'’s recommendations.

Raptor Nest Surveys and Raptor Survey Protocols — We have performed additional raptor nest surveys
in 2015 and 2016. The 2015 survey results have been provided to the Department of Energy. We
anticipate the 2016 survey results to be provided to the Department of Energy next month. Attached is
a string of emails between Northwest Wildlife {(our consultant), the Department of Energy, and Jeremy
Thompson of the Department of Fish and Wildlife. In his May 2, 2016 email (attached) response Mr.
Thompson identifies that the 2015/2016 raptor survey satisfies ODFW’s request for pre-construction
raptor surveys. Since these raptor surveys were accepted by ODFW we conclude the protocol used is
also acceptable.

Use of Pre-Emergent Herbicide to Target Annual Grasses - Our current weed control plan states the
following:

21 Control of cheatgrass during the fali cstablishment period is cssential in order 10 reduce

22 competition with seeded plants. Asa peneral strategy, the herbicide Platcau® may be applied
23 during the fall prior to fall rains, as a pre-emergent cheatgrass treatment; however, this should
24 only be done where seed application will be by rangeland drill such that the desirable grass seed
25 will have minimal contact with the herbicide.

26
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Although Cheatgrass is typically the most common species of concern, we will modify our plan to say
“cheatgrass and other non-native annual grasses.”

Coordination with Adjacent Columbia Plateau Ecoregion Wind Farms on Avian Fatality Monitoring —
We will work with adjacent Columbia Plateau wind farm to coordinate Avian Fatality Monitoring studies
after our initial year of post-construction surveys.

Curtailment of construction activities from December 1% to April 15" This requirement is already a
condition of Amendment #1 to the Summit Ridge Site Certificate. We refer you to paragraph 10.12 and
10.15 of Amendment #1 of the Summit Ridge Site Certificate.

Revision to our Habitat Mitigation Plan to Reflect Habitat Category 2 Mitigation Goals — This
requirement is also addressed in Amendment #1 of the Summit Ridge Site Certificate. We refer to
paragraphs 10.4. Also included for your information is our as amended Habitat Mitigation Plan dated
October 21, 2014 which was submitted in response to RAI #1 of the Amendment #1 permit extension
process. The site boundary has not changed in Amendment #2 so there would be no additional changes
to the plan to accommodate additional mitigation needs.

We believe with the submission of this response we have addressed all of ODFW’s recommendations
and that our Summit Ridge project is compliant in all regards to ODFW’s recommendations.

Please contact me should you have any additional questions or require further clarification.

Best regards,

Steven A. Ostrowski, Jr.

Cc: File

Attachments



Steven Ostrowski
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From: Rick Gerhardt <R.Gerhardt@NwW-WildlifeConsultants.com>
Sent: Monday, May 02, 2016 2:44 PM

To: Steven Ostrowski

Subject: FW: ODFW comments on Summit Ridge Amendment #2
Steve:

Go to the bottom to read the entire thread; | think this should take care of things.

Rick

From: Jeremy Thompson {mailto:Jeremy.L.Thompson@coho2.dfw.state.or.us]
Sent: Monday, May 02, 2016 10:22 AM

To: CLIFFORD Katie; THOMPSON Jeremy L

Cc: WOODS Maxwell; REIF Sarah J; Rick Gerhardt

Subject: RE: ODFW comments on Summit Ridge Amendment #2

The 2015/16 raptor surveys will satisfy our request for pre-construction raptor surveys.

Rick and | briefly discussed the other comments from our letter, and the applicant is aware that the Mitigation plan will
need tc be revisited, which is the other major component to our comment letter.

No other issues were discussed in our call.

(];m ’ Rﬁﬂy Lz

From: Clifford, Katie [mailto:katie.clifford @state.or.us]

Sent: Monday, May 02, 2016 10:16 AM
To: THOMPSON Jeremy L <jeremy.l.thompson@state.or.us>

Cc: WOODS Maxwell <Maxwell.Woods@state.or.us>; REIF Sarah J <sarah.].reif@state.or.us>; Rick Gerhardt
<R.Gerhardt@NW-WildlifeConsultants.com>
Subject: RE: ODFW comments on Summit Ridge Amendment #2

Thanks Jeremy. | assume the 2015 and 2016 raptor surveys will address ODFW'’s request that ODOE/the Council require
the applicant to reassess raptor nesting on the site for a two year period prior to initiation of construction activities. Is
that correct?

Did that discussion resolve any of the other issues raised in ODFW’s letter?
Katie

Katie Clifford

Energy Facility Siting Analyst

Oregon Department of Energy
C: (503) 302-0267



From: Jeremy Thompson [mailto:jeremy.|.thompson@state.or.us]

Sent: Friday, April 29, 2016 3:23 PM
To: CLIFFORD Katie <katie.clifford@state.or.us>; Rick Gerhardt <R.Gerhardt@NwW-wildlifeConsultants.com>»

Cc: WOODS Maxwell <Maxwell. Woods@state.or.us>; REIF Sarah J <sarah.j.reif@state.or.us>
Subject: RE: ODFW comments on Summit Ridge Amendment #2

Katie,

i spoke with Rick today. His concern was that we did not make specific mention of the 2015 raptor surveys that have
already been conducted. | assured him that our concern was that the 2015 and the ongoing 2016 raptor survey data
were utilized in assessing potential impacts during final micrositing.

From my conversation with Rick | don’t see the need for a conference call. If you would stiil like to put one together iet
us know.

J&I‘Mf 72&/7?/5’&4

From: Clifford, Katie [mailto:katie.clifford@state.or.us)
Sent: Thursday, April 28, 2016 3:39 PM

To: THOMPSON Jeremy L <jeremy.l.thompson@state.or.us>

Cc: WOODS Maxwell <Maxwell.Woods@state.or.us>; REIF Sarah | <sarah.i.reif@state.or.us>»
Subject: RE: ODFW comments on Summit Ridge Amendment #2

Hi Jeremy,

| requested information from the site certificate hoider based on ODFW’s letter. Steve Ostrowski and one of his
consultants (Rick Gerhardi) would like to have a phone call with ODFW to discuss a few of the agency’s comments,
which ODOE agrees could be helpful to make sure we’re all on the same page. My understanding is that Rick will be
reaching out soon, if he hasn’t already, to set up & phone call between the applicant team, ODFW, and ODOE.

Katie

Katie Clifford

Energy Facility Siting Analyst
Oregon Department of Energy
C: (503) 302-0267

From: Jeremy Thompson [mailto:ieremy.|.thompson@state.or.us]

Sent: Tuesday, April 26, 2016 7:49 AM

To: CLIFFORD Katie <katie.clifford @state.or.us>
Cc: GERMOND lJon P <jon.p.germond @state.or.us>; MOORE Michael <michael.moore@state.or.us>; HOOTON Robert M

<robert.m.hooton@stateor.us>; REIF Sarah J <sarah.j.reif@state.or.us>; WRAY Simon N <simon.n.wray@state.or.us>

Subject: ODFW comments on Summit Ridge Amendment #2

Katie,
Please see the attached letter regarding the proposed amendment to Summit Ridge Wind facility.

If possible, could you provide me with the updated shapefiles for the project boundary? The map on the website
appears to still include areas no longer under consideration for development.

Please let me know if | can provide you any other information.
2



Jeremy Thompson

District Wildlife Biologist
Mid-Columbia District, ODFW
3701 W. 13% st.

The Dalles, OR 97058
541-296-4628 office
541-980-8524 cell
541-298-4993 fax
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Introduction

This document was originally prepared for the Summit Ridge Wind Project (Project) Site
Certificate Application (SCA) submitted to the Oregon Department of Energy (ODOE) in
2010. It has been updated in association with a request by LotusWorks for an Amendment
to the Site Certificate In order to address two sets of changes. One is a decrease In the
number of turbines proposed for installation, which resulted in a decrease in the acreages of
both permanent and temporary impacts. The other is a change (in 2013) in the way the
Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW) categorizes several habitat types (including
exotic annual grassland, old field, revegetated grassland, native perennial grassland, and
rabbitbrush/buckwheat shrub-steppe habitats) when they lie within designated deer and/or
elk winter habitat (ODFW, 2013). The proposed concepts of this Habitat Mitigation Plan
(HMP) were originally discussed with the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife in
December 2009 and again on March 30, 2010; the changes contained herein were made in
response to ODFW comments on the Request for an Amendment and were discussed with
ODFW personnel in October 2014.

The Summit Ridge Wind Project is located in Wasco County, Oregon. As part of the SCA
(Exhibits P and Q), Northwest Wildlife Consultants, Inc., (NWC) completed habitat mapping
and quality assessment of the Project area, and conducted site-specific biological studies
that included rare plant surveys, avian use surveys, a grassland bird displacement study,
special status vertebrate wildlife species surveys, a raptor nest survey, an inventory of bat
species, and big game observations, as well as reviews for potential occurrence of or
records of special status species (Gerhardt et al,, 2009a, 2009b). Based on a combination of
the results of these studies, Project impact estimates provided by LotusWorks and David
Evans Associates (DEA), experience with such mitigation, and knowledge of the wildlife and
habitats impacted by wind energy development in the Columbia Plateau, NWC offers the
concepts in this document as recommendations for inclusion in the Project’s final Habitat
Mitigation Plan. Details on habitat types, subtypes, and Categories 1-6 can be found in the
SCA, Exhibit P.

Description of Project Impacts

As presently designed (as of October 17, 2014), the Summit Ridge Wind Project will consist
of up to 72 2.7 megawatt (MW) turbines. The Project is expected to have a generating
capacity of 200 megawatts. Other associated facilities include turbine pads, maintenance
roads, overhead and underground electrical cables, an operations and maintenance building,
a batch plant, and one 230-kilovolt overhead transmission line.

Most of the Project’s footprint (area to be covered by permanent facilities) will occupy
dryland agriculture, which is Category 6 habitat. No Category 1 habitat will be impacted, but
a small amount of habitat traditionally designated Category 2 (big sagebrush shrub-steppe)
will be permanently impacted. Most of the remaining footprint will occupy habitats originally
designated Category 3 (revegetated grassland, native perennial grassland, or
rabbitbrush/buckwheat shrub-steppe) or Category 4 (old field or exotic annual grassland)

Summit Ridge Habitat Mitigation Plan 1
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but now designated by ODFW as Category 2 because the land lies within designated deer
and/or elk winter range (ODFW, 2013).

In addition to the permanent impacts mentioned above, construction of the Project will
entail temporary impacts to the same types and categories of habitat. Temporary impacts
are summarized as follows: no Category 1 impacts, a small amount of impact to traditional
Category 2 habitat, some impacts to habitats traditionally designated Category 3 and
Category 4 but now designated by ODFW as Category 2, and mostly Category 6 habitat will
be impacted. Grassland habitats that were traditionally Category 3 (revegetated grassland
and native perennial grassland) are expected to require two to five years after restoration
activities start to achieve a trend towards recovery to a mature state of grassland cover. Old
field and exotic annual grassland habitats are expected to be improved—within two or three
years—as restoration will result in more native grasses and far fewer of the invasive,
noxious weeds that existed prior to disturbance). Native forbs in perennial grasslands (as
well as in shrub-steppe) may not recover to pre-construction diversity or will take longer to
recolonize the restored areas. Shrub-steppe habitats—Category 2 and (traditionally)
Category 3—may take much longer to achieve the shrub species maturity and height that
existed prior to construction.

Calculation of the Size of the Mitigation Area

The Habitat Mitigation Area (HMA) must be large enough and have the characteristics to
meet the standards set by the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW) in their
Wildlife Habitat Mitigation Policy (OAR 635-415-0025). These standards include “no net
toss” and a “net benefit” in habitat quality and quantity for Category 2 habitats, and “no net
loss” of habitat for Categories 3 and 4. Mitigation standards for Category 6 involve
minimizing direct habitat loss and avoiding impacts to off-site habitat.

For the purposes of this discussion, the acreages of impact are the current estimate of the
maximum affected area. The actual areas of disturbance will be determined based on the
final design layout of the Project. It is anticipated that ODOE and ODFW will require that
they be provided with the final design layout and the associated impact acreages prior to
the beginning of Project construction.

Current maximum habitat impact estimates of the Summit Ridge Wind Project (including the
transmission line) are:

Habitat Category Permanent Impacts Temporary Impacts
Category 2 (traditional) 0.43 0.37
Category 2 (big game) 25.80 35.15
Category 6* 41.78 47.16
Total Acres 68.01 82.68

* no mitigation required

Based on these impact estimates, calculation of the mitigation area requirement is as
follows:

Summit Ridge Habitat Mitigation Plan 2
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Category 2 (Traditional

Footprint: 0.43 acres (2:1 ratio)

Temporary impacts: 0.37 acres (2:1 ratio)

Mitigation area required: (0.43 x 2) + {0.37 x 2) = 1.60 acres

Category 2 (Big Game

Footprint: 25.80 acres (>1:1 ratio)

Temporary impacts: revegetated grassland 17.19 acres (1:1); native perennial grassland and shrub-
steppe 6.23 acres (1:1 ratio); old field and exotic annual grassland 10.86 acres (1:1)

Mitigation area required: 25.80 + 17.19 + 6.23 + 10.86 = > 60.08 acres

Total mitigation area required: Approximately 65 acres (i.e., > 61.68 acres)

Description of the Habitat Mitigation Area (HMA)

According to ODFW standards, areas appropriate for mitigation of Category 2 habitat
impacts must be “in proximity” to the Project and have potential for habitat and
enhancement. The applicant has identified four habitat parcels for consideration by ODFW
and ODOE (Figure 1). These range in size from 15 to 77 acres, and are revegetated
grasslands of varying quality. NWC believes that the identified parcels have adequate
potential for mitigating the habitat loss expected to occur and for providing benefit for the
wildlife species most likely to be impacted by habitat loss associated with the Project,
including grasshopper sparrow (Ammodramus savannarum), Brewer's sparrow (Spizefla
breweri), vesper sparrow {Pooecetes gramineus), and loggerhead shrike (Lanius
fudovicianus). The referenced parcels for mitigation have been discussed with ODFW,
LotusWorks, NWC, and the associated landowners, and other parcels may be considered as
well.

Possible Habitat Enhancement Options

It is assumed that the habitat designated for mitigation will be conserved and protected
from alteration for the life of the Project. Besides such legal protection, actions that are
proposed for enhancement of the mitigation area include fencing out livestock (if not
already fenced), modification of livestock grazing (wildlife habitat values take precedence
over livestock grazing), weed control, revegetation with native plants, and fire control.

Monitoring

It is expected that a comprehensive program of monitoring the HMA and the success of its
protection and enhancements will be required by ODOE and ODFW. Such monitoring will be
conducted by an independent and qualified specialist (wildlife biologist/botanist). Annual
monitoring will include assessments of quality of vegetation, success of weed control
measures, recovery of native grasses and forbs (in response to reductions in livestock
grazing), and success of revegetation measures (where applicable). In addition, some
requirement for periodic monitoring of avian species use of the area (especially during the
breeding season) is recommended for understanding the enhancement success. Details of
monitoring time frames and success criteria will be designed after the final site is selected.
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Results of all monitoring will be reported to ODOE and ODFW on an annual basis, along with
a report of the mitigation/enhancement measures undertaken that year.

Criteria for Success

Success of this Habitat Mitigation Plan will be predicated upon several criteria. These include
increased vegetative cover consisting of desired native vegetation (relative to the structure
prior to initiation of enhancement actions), similar or increased avian use of the area
(similar or increased diversity of species), success of noxious weed control, increased
recruitment of native forbs, and increased seed production of native bunchgrasses.
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Summit Ridge Wind, LLC
9611 NE 1171h Avenue
Suite 2840

Summit R!dﬁe vancouver, WA 98662-2403

360.737.9692

July 20, 2016

Ms. Katie Clifford

Oregon Department of Energy
625 Marion Street NE

Salem, OR 97301

Sent via emaii: Clifford, Katie <katie.clifford@state.or.us>
Subject: Response to AIR Request #2

Reference: July 6, 2016 ODOE Additional Information Request #2; Summit Ridge Wind Farm Request for
Amendment #2

Dear Ms. Clifford,

This letter serves as our response to the above referenced Request for Additional information. Qur
response addresses all ten items (AIR #6 — AIR #15). AIR #6 through AIR # 13 are responded to via the
attached July 19, 2016 David Evans and Associates memo and associated drawings. Air #14 and AIR # 15
are addressed below.

AIR #14 — Summit Ridge Wind, LLC confirms that the Air Containment Discharge Permit required to
operate the Batch Plant will be obtained by the certificate holder.

AIR #15 — A copy of the Figure 1 of the Habitat Mitigation Plan {HMP: as revised October 22, 2014) is
included as an attachment to this letter. An informal copy was provided to ODOE via email on July 14,
201s.

We trust you will find our response complete. Please advise should you have questions or require
additional clarification.

Sincerely,

Steven A. Ostrowski, Jr.

Cc: File

Attachments
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DAVID EVANS
AnD ASSOCIATES inc.

MEMORANDUM
DATE: July 19, 2016
TO: Steve Ostrowski
LotusWorks — Summit Ridge I, LLC
Katie Clifford
Oregon Department of Energy

FROM: Sean P. Sullivan

SUBJECT: Summit Ridge Wind Farm - Request for Amendment #2; Additional Information Request #1
Response

PROJECT: LRNG0000-0001

COPIES: File

On July 6, 2016, Oregon Department of Energy (ODOE) provided LotusWorks — Summit Ridge |, LLC
(LWSR 1) with an Additional Information Request (AIR) pertaining to LWSR I’s Request for Amendment #2
(RFA 2) for the Summit Ridge Wind Farm (herein “Project”) in Wasco County. This memorandum provides
responses to AIR 6 through 13.

Project facilities subject to the AIR are shown on Figure 1. The Bonneville Power Administration (BPA)
interconnect substation is included for context; BPA will be responsible for the siting and design of its facility.

AIR 6

Provide confirmation that all facility structures, as amended, with the exception of the proposed transmission line,
would be located a minimum of 200 feet from the property line of adjacent land used for perennial or annual
crops.

Response:

David Evans and Associates, Inc. (DEA) assumes the property line of adjacent land pertains to
non-participating landowners only. In other words, the request applies to parcels beyond the lease boundary.
Figure 2 illustrates the lease boundary, a 200-foot buffer inward from the boundary, and facility structures.
No facilities occur within the 200-foot buffer. Therefore all facilities would be located a minimum of 200 feet
from the property line of adjacent land used for perennial or annual crops.

2100 SW River Parkway Portland Oregon 97201 Phone: 503.223.6663 Facsimile: 503.223.2701



Steve Ostrowski, LotusWorks — Summit Ridge I, LLC
Katie Clifford, Oregon Dept. Of Energy

July 19, 2016

Page 2

AIR7

Provide confirmation that the facility foundations and permanent structures, as amended, with the exception of the
proposed access roads and transmission line, would be located at least 100 feet away from seasonal or permanent
waterways.

Response:

Regarding waterways, Wasco County Land Use & Development Ordinance (WCLUDO) 3.216(A)(2)(a)
establishes that “all bottoms of foundations of permanent structures, or similar permanent fixtures shall be
setback from the high water line or mark, along all streams, lakes, rivers, or wetlands.” The best available
information for identifying the high water line or wetlands for the Project is Wetland Delineation Report
#2009-0445R, for which Oregon Department of State Lands (ODSL) issued concurrence on April 5, 2010,
and re-issued concurrence on May 31, 2016.

Facility foundations and structures subject to this AIR include the turbine foundations, and substation and
O&M buildings and associated foundations. As shown in Figure 3, these facilities and structures avoid the
100-foot setback from seasonal or permanent waterways (i.e., delineated wetlands and waters of the state).

AIR 8

Using the most current Flood Insurance Rate Map available for Wasco County, provide confirmation that no
facility components, as amended, would be located within the 100-year floodplain.

Response:

Figure 4 illustrates the relationships between the 100-year floodplain and facility components. DEA acquired
the digital data for the National Flood Hazard Layer from Federal Emergency Management Agency in July
2016. As shown in Figure 4, project components avoid the 100-year floodplain (i.e., Type A Flood Zone).
Flood Insurance Rate Maps for the Project area are included as Attachment 8-1.

AIR9

Provide confirmation that the facility, as amended, would not include development within 50 feet of the centerline
of an irrigation ditch that continues past the subject parcel to provide water to other property owners.

Response:

Agriculture in the Project area is predominately comprised of dry-land wheat and cattle ranching. As such,
there are no irrigation ditches or pipelines in the Site Boundary. LWSR I confirmed this with local rancher
and project participate KC Kortge (Kortge, pers. comm., 2016). Therefore, development will not occur within
50 feet of the centerline of an irrigation ditch or pipeline.



Steve Ostrowski, LotusWorks — Summit Ridge I, LLC
Katie Clifford, Oregon Dept. Of Energy

July 19, 2016

Page 3

AIR 10

Provide evidence (e.g., description, maps/figures) demonstrating that the facility components, as amended, would
be located to avoid impacts to wetlands and waterways.

Response:

As shown in Figure 3, facility components avoid impacts to wetlands and waterways. While the transmission
line crosses wetlands and waters, it is reasonable to assume the transmission line can span these resources and
that the transmission poles can be sited to avoid them.

AIR 11

Provide a more detailed analysis of the impacts (under the proposed 3.0 MW turbine option as compared to the
approved 2.7 MW turbine facility) to Cottonwood Canyon State Park and each protected area within the analysis
area shown in the table entitled “Protected Areas Within 20 Miles of the Facility” in the Final Order.

Response:

As part of LWSR I’s RFA 2, DEA prepared a comparative analysis of Alternative B and Alternative C to
illustrate the net changes in visibility patterns for Protected Areas. The analysis used computer modeling to
predict where turbines would be newly visible, where turbines would no longer be visible, and where
visibility would remain relatively unchanged. Figure 5 (which includes an Index Map and Sheets 1 through 6)
details the results of this analysis.

In the figure, blue shading represents areas where any portion of any turbine(s) would be visible in
Alternative B, but would not be visible in Alternative C (i.e., a decrease in visibility). Red shading illustrates
areas where any portion of any turbine(s) would be visible in Alternative C, but would not be visible in
Alternative B (i.e., an increase in visibility). Yellow shading identifies areas where visibility would remain
about the same. As with the original visual impact analyses used by ODOE to develop the Final Order, it is
important to note the model does not consider vegetation, distance, and atmospheric conditions which limit
visibility.

The results indicate that visibility for Alternative C would remain about the same or slightly less than
Alternative B. The reduction in visibility becomes intuitive when one considers two factors. First, the ground-
to-tip distance for the Alternative B turbines is 152m,; the distance for Alternative C turbines is 150m. Second,
Alternative C includes eight fewer turbines than Alternative B. Slight increases in visibility (i.e., the red
areas) occur because turbine locations in Alternative C have shifted within the Site Boundary and the new
locations may be more visible than previous locations.

According to the modeling results and DEA’s best professional judgment which considers the entire Project
record, viewing distance, and the presence of vegetation in certain areas, Alternative C would not be visible
from the following Protected Areas. Therefore no impact would occur.

e Botanical/Scenic Areas within Columbia Gorge ACEC
e Columbia Hills (Horsethief Lake) State Park



Steve Ostrowski, LotusWorks — Summit Ridge I, LLC
Katie Clifford, Oregon Dept. Of Energy
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Cottonwood Canyon State Park

Doug’s Beach State Park

John Day Federal Wild and Scenic River
John Day State Scenic Waterway

JS Burres State Recreation Site (BLM)
Lower Klickitat Federal Wild and Scenic River
Maryhill State Park

Mayer State Park

Memaloose State Park

Tom McCall Preserve ACEC

White River Falls State Park

Similar to the results ODOE relied upon to develop the Final Order, portions of the facility may visible from
these Protected Areas:

Badger Creek Wilderness Area

Deschutes River State Recreation Area
Heritage Landing (Deschutes) State Park
John Day Wildlife Refuge

White River Federal Wild and Scenic River
White River State Wildlife Area

As evidenced in Figure 5, the significant amount of yellow shading indicates there is very little change in
visibility patterns among these Protected Areas. The facility would be visible from isolated, limited rims of
White River Canyon and John Day River Canyon, but not from the rivers themselves. Badger Creek
Wilderness features significant vegetation that would screen views of the facility which is located at least

18 miles away. Views of the facility from Deschutes River Recreation Area and Heritage Landing are also
impaired by vegetation and distances of at least nine miles. For these reasons, it is reasonable to conclude that
Alternative C will result in negligible, if any, impact to these Protected Areas.

Model results predict that the facility will be visible from these Protected Areas:

e Columbia Basin Agricultural Research Center — This research facility is located approximately six miles
from the facility and is not managed for scenic quality. In the Final Order, ODOE concludes the Project is
not expected to adversely impact the research center or interfere with its management objectives. Given
the similar nature in impacts and the Center’s management objectives, it is reasonable to conclude
Alternative C will not adversely affect this Protected Area.
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Katie Clifford, Oregon Dept. Of Energy
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AIR 12

Columbia Hills Natural Area Preserve — This preserve is located at least 14 miles from the facility and is
managed for rare plant habitat rather than scenic quality. In the Final Order, ODOE concludes the facility
is not expected to adversely impact the preserve or interfere with its management objectives. As shown in
Figure 5, visibility patterns within this resource remain almost identical to previous analyses. Therefore, it
is reasonable to conclude that Alternative C will not adversely impact the preserve or interfere with its
management objectives.

Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area — As shown in Figure 5, visibility patterns remain very
similar when viewed from the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area (CRGNSA). Much of the land
within CRGNSA from which the facility would be visible is not accessible to the public, as there are
limited roads and most land is privately owned. The most likely locations from which the facility may be
visible occur along SR-14 in the vicinity of Wishram, Washington at distances of over 14 miles. In the
Final Order, ODOE concludes that the facility is not expected to adversely impact the CRGNSA. Given
the similar patterns in visibility and viewing distances, it is reasonable to conclude that Alternative C will
not adversely impact CRGNSA.

Deschutes Federal Wild and Scenic River; Deschutes State Scenic Waterway; and Lower Deschutes
Wildlife Area (collectively “Lower Deschutes River Canyon”). Modeling predicts that views from the
river for Alternative C would be about the same or slightly less than previous analyses. Computer
simulations for Alternative C suggest the facility would no longer be visible from Viewpoints 1, 4, and 5.
Views would be about the same from Viewpoints 2 and 3. However, the model results predict that
visibility will increase slightly in isolated, generally inaccessible areas along the canyon walls and rim, as
evidenced by red shading in Figure 5. Because these areas are generally inaccessible, and the previously
submitted simulations predict a reduction in visibility from the river, it is reasonable to conclude the
facility will not result in significant adverse impacts to the Lower Deschutes River Canyon, which is
consistent with the conclusions of the Final Order.

Provide a more detailed analysis of the impacts (under the proposed 3.0 MW turbine option as compared to the
approved 2.7 MW turbine facility) to the following scenic resources identified by the applicable resource plans
within the analysis area: Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area (CRGNSA), the White River Canyon,
resources in the John Day River Canyon, the Mt. Hood National Forest, Oregon National Historic Trail, the
Journey Through Time Scenic Byway, Wasco County Resources, and Sherman County Resources.

Response:

Consistent with the approach used to assess impacts to Protected Areas (see AIR 11 response), DEA prepared
a comparative analysis of Alternative B and Alternative C to illustrate the net changes in visibility patterns for
Scenic and Aesthetic Resources. Figure 6 (which includes an Index Map and Sheets 1 through 6) details the
results of this analysis.

The results indicate that visibility for Alternative C would remain about the same or slightly less than
Alternative B for the same reasons stated in the AIR 11 response.
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The Project record, including the Final Order, identifies nine scenic resources within the analysis area for
Scenic and Aesthetic Values. AIR 12 requests additional information for eight of these resources, discussed
below.

Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area — As evidenced in Figure 6 (and consistent with the response
to AIR 11), visibility patterns from CRGNSA remain about the same for Alternative C. In the Final
Order, ODOE concludes that based on the amount of existing development in the foreground and
middleground, viewing distances, and limited opportunities to view turbines, the facility would likely
result in minimal impacts, if any, to CRGNSA. Given the similarity in visibility patterns modeled for
Alternative C, it is reasonable to conclude that Alternative C will not have significant adverse impacts on
the CRGNSA.

White River Canyon — Computer modeling and previous field investigations indicate the facility would
not be visible from White River Falls State Park, and that portions of turbines may be visible at distances
greater than eight miles from higher canyon walls and rims. Access to the canyon walls and rim are very
limited. The facility would not be visible from the river itself. In the Final Order, ODOE concludes the
facility is not likely to have significant adverse impacts on the White River Canyon. Given the similarity
in visibility patterns, viewing distance, and limited access to canyon rims and walls, it is reasonable to
conclude Alternative C will not have significant adverse impacts on the White River Canyon.

John Day River Canyon — Computer modeling results for Alternative C are consistent with previous
analyses, indicating the facility will not be visible from the John Day River, and may be visible from
extremely limited portions of the canyon rims at distances over 18 miles. Given these factors, it is
reasonable to conclude Alternative C will not likely have significant adverse impacts on the John Day
River Canyon, which is consistent with ODOE’s conclusion in the Final Order.

Mt. Hood National Forest — Figure 6 indicates very similar visibility patterns for Alternative C when
compared to previous analyses. While modeling suggests the facility will be visible from significant
portions of the Forest, these results are skewed because the Forest is heavily treed, which the model does
not consider. Further, access is rather limited and viewing distances are greater than 15 miles. Given these
considerations, it is reasonable to conclude Alternative C will not result in significant adverse impacts on
the Mt. Hood National Forest, which is consistent with ODOE’s conclusion in the Final Order.

Oregon National Historic Trail — Computer modeling indicates the facility will not be visible from the
four identified high-potential sites: Deschutes River Crossing, The Dalles Complex, Tygh Valley, and
Biggs Junction. Therefore, the facility will not impact these resources of the Oregon National Historic
Trail.

Journey Through Time Scenic Byway — Visibility patterns for Alternative C closely mimic previous
analyses as shown in Figure 6. While turbines will be visible primarily between Wasco and Grass Valley,
ODOE states in the Final Order that the facility is compatible with the byway’s stated goals, particularly
the goals of job creation and building regional identity. Further, ODOE concludes the facility will not
significantly impact the byway. Since the visibility patterns of the facility viewed from the byway are
largely the same, it is reasonable to conclude the Alternative C will not result in significant adverse
impacts to the Journey Through Time Scenic Byway.
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e Wasco County Resources — Scenic and aesthetic values in Wasco County include CRGNSA, Pine Hollow
Lake, and three scenic highways within the analysis area: Interstate 84 (1-84) east of The Dalles city
limits; Oregon Highway 197 (Hwy 197) between 1-84 and Dufur; and a second segment of Hwy 197
beginning at the summit of Tygh Ridge continuing south approximately 13 miles before leaving the
analysis area.

Regarding Wasco County Resources, CRGNSA is addressed above. The facility is not visible from Pine
Hollow Lake; therefore impacts to this resource will not occur. The facility is not visible from 1-84 and
intermittently visible along Hwy 197. In the Final Order ODOE concludes the facility would have
minimal impacts, if any, on the scenic highways given the intermittent nature of the views, distance,
presence of other infrastructure including transmission and distribution facilities, and the fact that the
turbines and transmission line would be subordinate to the surrounding landscape. Considering these
circumstances and the similar patterns in visibility for Alternative C, it is reasonable to conclude
Alternative C will not result in significant adverse impacts to the scenic and aesthetic values in Wasco
County.

e Sherman County Resources — Scenic and aesthetic values in Sherman County include the rural nature of
the Sherman County landscape and trees. The facility is located completely within Wasco County and
will not impact trees in Sherman County or affect the rural nature of the Sherman County landscape.
Therefore, the facility will not impact Sherman County scenic and aesthetic values.

AIR 13

Provide confirmation that the project would not require 50 cubic yards or more of material to be removed, filled,
or altered within any “waters of the state.”

Response:

As shown in Figure 3, the Project avoids impacts to wetlands and waters of the state. Therefore, the Project
will not require 50 cubic yards or more of material to be removed, filled, or altered within any wetlands or
waters of the state.

REFERENCES
Kortge, KC. Personal Communication. July 14, 2016.

Attachments/Enclosures:
Figures 1 through 6
Attachment 8-1: FIRM Maps
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Figure 2
Project Facilities Locations
Relative to Adjacent Cropland
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Figure 1. Summit Ridge Potential Habitat Mitigation Parcels
Legend

OSpecial Status Wildlife Survey Corridor “ Escarpment
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