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Q4. Share any comment

1. Why is EFSEC considering this for approval when the SCA for the windfarm is currently being litigated in
the Washington Supreme Court? HAB 6 appears to be an effort on Scout's part to confuse the legal issues
currently being evaluated. No action should be taken on this issue until legal challenges are resolved. This
specifically incudes authorization to begin construction. 2. The proposed changes would significantly alter
the configuration of the windfarm as presented in the EIS. 30% increase in Tower heights, new locations
etc. Changes on these scale should require a Supplemental EIS, not an addendum as proposed by EFSEC
and Scout. I believe EFSECS's staff mentioned in the memo that this proposal would result in changes to
the environmental analysis in the EIS. IN addition, I heard the FAA is going to reject transponder triggered
collision lights. So a nighttime visual analysis should be required. 3. The addendum appears to be trying to
recharacterize the significant environment impacts in the EIS as "no new environmental impacts." Given
the scale of the configuration changes, I believe this is false, and an attempt by Scout to do an end run
around the SEPA process. 4. The significant (30%) increase in tower heights is a significant increase in
visual impact. This means the visual impacts presented in the EIS are no longer valid. The visual impact
studies and visual should be redone, and presented in a supplement to the EIS. 5. The proposed
transmission line across I-182 is a significant change, a significant visual impact, and should be evaluated.
Ive done SEPA a few times professionally, and Ive never seen a situation where proposed impacts would be
evaluated on anther agencies NEPA proposal. Scout seems to be trying to use BPA's NEPA study to avoid
legally required SEPA reviews. 6 . I don't believe concurrence by the PTAG is the same thing as meeting
SEPA requirements. I don't know of any basis for PTAG to legally approve anything. 7 . If, as according to
Scout, the layout of the project is not final, why are you issuing an Addendum for the configuration? Again,
this appears to be an effort by Scout and EFSEC to blur the legal challenge to the SCA. In conclusion, I
request that EFSEC refrain from taking any action, withdraw the addendum, and do not authorize any
construction, until all SCA legal issues are resolved. Thanks for the opportunity to comment,
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