ISA ANNE TAYLOR

Attorney at Law
(541) 905-1950 isa@isaannetaylor.com
7751 Baseline Drive, Mt. Hood, OR 97041

Sent by Certified Mail

Valerie Franklin, Project Manager
Antelope Ridge Wind Power Project, LLC
c/o Horizon Wind Energy

53 SW Yamhill

Portland, OR 97204

July 29, 2011

Re: City of Union

Dear Ms. Franklin:

With good faith and a spirit of acceptance, the City of Union submits this letter to Antelope Ridge Wind
Power Project, LLC to communicate about issues raised in a recently released report. The
ECONorthwest report “Evaluation of Public Service Provision Costs,” dated July 2011 (“Report”), raises
some new issues regarding public service impacts to the City of Union.

The City is mindful of the pledges it made in the January 10, 2011 agreement between the City and
Antelope Ridge regarding benefits that the City will receive from the Strategic Investment Project (SIP)
Agreement with Union County. The City intends to work with Antelope Ridge in the spirit of that
agreement, even though that agreement is not effective until Union County approves the SIP. Of
course, if the County does not approve the SIP, the City and Antelope Ridge will need to renegotiate the
issues addressed therein.!

'The City assumes that the concerns discussed in this letter can and will be resolved by good faith negotiations
between the City and Antelope Ridge. In the event that these negotiations fail, the City believes that its ability to
provide certain public services to its residents will be significantly adversely affected. Due to the short time frame
between the release of the report (mid July 2011) and the deadline to submit comments to the Energy Facility
Siting Council (July 29, 2011), the City is obligated to submit this letter to EFSC in order to preserve its right to
appeal approval of the Project based on these issues—pending private negotiation of these issues. See letter to
Valerie Franklin, July 29, 2011.
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1. The Project May Significantly Adversely Affect the City of Union’s Ability to Provide Emergency
Services

The City of Union is concerned about its ability to provide fire, ambulance, and police (“EMS”) services
to its citizens concurrent with the Project’s predictable potential demands on these services. As noted
by the Report, the City “has limited capacity to provide services additional to those currently provided to
its residents. In that respect, any increase in demand for the City’s services likely would negatively
impact the City’s ability to provide services to its resident population.” Report at 3. In contrast to this
and other similar findings, the ECONorthwest Report inconsistently and erroneously concludes that the
Project is unlikely to have a major impact on the City’s ability to provide services to its citizens. Report
at 22. The City strongly disagrees with this conclusion.

The City currently has precious few police, fire and emergency resources. The Project would swell the
resident population by 1/8", potentially requiring up to 80 additional police officer hours per month
(with associated police car costs), 4 additional fire volunteers (assuming available residents, this would
cost of up to $12,000 per trainee), and 10 additional EMT trainees (assuming available residents, this
would require $15,000). Report at 12-13. Fire-fighting equipment for the period of the Project
construction alone could be $100,000. Report 13.

Any police officer or fire truck or EMT that leaves the City to respond to a Project incident will leave the
City even more short-staffed. Can you imagine how devastated the community would be if a house
burnt down while the only available fire truck was responding to a hazardous materials fire at the
Project?

The City would like to discuss with Antelope Ridge how to prevent a predictable tragedy, starting with
the Report’s recommendations on this topic (Report at 14).

2. The Project Needs a Fire Prevention and Response Plan.

The explosion of the Deepwater Horizon oil rig in the Gulf of Mexico was predictable. The subsequent
environmental disaster in the Gulf of Mexico could have been lessened if adequate emergency response
plans had been made, and equipment to implement those plans available.

A wildfire in the Antelope Ridge Project site is predictable. Due to its location in the undeveloped, arid
hills surrounding the city, construction and operation of Antelope Ridge presents unique fire risks to the
City of Union. In the City and County of Union, fire response equipment and personnel are limited.

The citizens of Union should not be subject to increased fire danger due to the Project. The City would
like to see a thorough Fire Prevention Plan prior to issuance of a Site Certificate in order to prove that
adequate fire prevention and fighting resources currently exist. Post-approval submission of such a plan
is not sufficient because no entity will be able to enforce the plan or fund additional needed resources.
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Although a full professional evaluation is likely needed, the City believes that an adequate Fire
Prevention and Response Plan would:

a. Identify Specific Fire Hazard Risks. What are the most likely fire scenarios? Where are the
hazardous materials?

b. Identify Sensitive Areas. Where fire would present the most direct threat to the City of Union?
What response plan would reduce danger?

c. Identify Fire Fighting Resources. What equipment and personnel would be needed to contain a
predictable fire? Where are those equipment and personnel available?
Identify the roads that make fire barriers.

e. Notrely on a variance to fire road standards.

3. The Project’s Need for and Potential Contamination of City Water Resource Warrants Further

Discussion.

In August 2009, the City indicated that it had sufficient water to satisfy the Project’s needs. In light of
new information in the Report, however, the City may need to revise its offer. The City is interested in
selling water to Antelope Ridge, but it lacks funds to improve the current system. Also, the City is
concerned about potential contamination of its drinking water by Project activities, as discussed in the
Report. The Report’s recommendations are a good place to start discussions on this topic.

4. The City Expects Complete Site Restoration.

Imagine this scenario: your new neighbor from out of state tells you he’s going to erect huge industrial
machines across the street from your family’s front yard. He promises he will be a good neighbor and
take the machines away in a few years when he’s done using them. Would you believe him? Would you
want your children to inherit the family home if you knew the machines would become an industrial
graveyard?

To issue a site certificate, the Council must find that the Site “can be restored adequately to a useful,
non-hazardous condition following permanent cessation of construction or operation of the facility.”
OAR 345-021-0010(1)(w). The citizens of Union take this criterion very seriously, because the
surrounding land is effectively their front yard. To demonstrate that Antelope Ridge also takes this
seriously, the City would like to work with it to define the end result (“useful” and “nonhazardous”), and
see further assurances that the Antelope Ridge can handle the logistical and financial demands.

For example, the City would like to see Antelope Ridge:

a. Define Specific Restoration Triggers. The residents of Union want clear triggering event(s) for
removal and restoration of the Site. Nothing says when project becomes dysfunctional or limits
how long turbines could stay in place even if not producing power. No one wants to live next to
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a wind turbine graveyard. The City wants to know exactly the circumstances that will trigger
removal of the corpses.

b. Define Restoration Performance Goals. Antelope Rldge should clearly define what conditions
will be present, and what conditions must be absent, in order to establish a “useful, non-
hazardous” condition. For example, “useful” includes restoration and/or removal of certain
roads; “non-hazardous” surely requires complete removal of all hazardous substances.

c. List Specific Restoration Tasks. The final application fails to provide the list of “specific actions
and tasks” required by OAR 345-021-0010(1)(w)(B). Sample specific tasks would include
“remove all towers completely from Site,” and “remove all hazardous materials from Site.”
Instead, the application simply mentions the expected actions (removal of turbines, etc) and
then states that Applicant “will use restoration the site using best management practices in
place at the time of Facility retirement.” That is a big loop whole. Would you trust your new
neighbor to remove the turbine in your front yard if he told you “I'll restore your yard when I'm
done using it only if the other turbine operators are restoring yards then too?”

d. Establish Reasonable, Enforceable Time Frame for Restoration. Industrial clean-ups are
notoriously costly and slow. The City of Union is not responsible for the former and will not
tolerate the latter.

e. Prepare Realistic Cost Analysis. The Restoration Cost Analysis (W.5) is full of assumptions that
make it unrealistic at best, misleading at worst.

1. Does the application estimate future costs of deconstruction? This is unclear. If not,
how realistic is the restoration cost estimate?

2. Eliminate the scrap metal credit. The first major assumption, which underlies the full
analysis, is that the “above-grade steel structures and turbine nacelles are assumed to
have sufficient scrap value to a salvage contractor to offset a large portion of the
removal costs.” W-4. Itisimpossible to predict what the actual scrap metal value could
be in the future. The estimated value of $134.04 per ton is high.

3. Include cost of hazardous materials removal. How much will it cost to dispose of the
tens of thousands of gallons of gear oil, substation oil, ethylene glycol and other
hazardous materials? Where is the collection site? How much will it cost to transport
and dispose of the materials there?

4. Identify disposal locations. If not on site, where will the concrete pads and electrical
wires and fiberglass propellers go? How much will that cost?

f.  Provide More Specific Financing Assurances.

1. The Financial Surety Letter dated December 2009 (M-2) is not currently adequate or
assuring. The City would like to see an updated letter that describes the variables which
could affect the realistic (and large) amount of money which will be needed to restore
the site.

2. What happens to the restoration funding if Antelope Ridge sells the Project? The City
seeks assurance that should no transfer of ownership of the Project will reduce the
funding available for restoration.
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5. Conclusion

Until the Antelope Ridge Wind Power Project is dismantled and the last load of turbine debris trucked
away, the residents of the City of Union will hope and pray that the Project delivers all of the benefits it
promises, and that none of the predictable adverse consequences occur. By this letter the City seeks to
protect its residents by negotiating with Antelope Ridge to reduce risks presented by the Project. We
look forward to good faith negotiations on the subjects presented in this letter.

Sincerely,

Isa Anne Taylor

cc. Lloyd Bennack, Project Counsel



