BEECH RIDGE ENERGY LLC, a limited liabitity company,
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PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
OF WEST VIRGINIA
CHARLESTON

. At a session of the Public Service Commission of West Virginia, in the City of
Charleston, on the 11" day of January, 2007. -

CASE NO. 05-1590-E-CS (REOPENED)

Olney, Maryland. _
Application for a Siting Certificate to Authorize the Construction
and Operation of a Wholesale Electric Generating Facility and Related
Transmission Support Line of Less than 200 kV and Associated
Interconnection Facilities in Greenbrier County and Nicholas County,
West Virginia. ‘

(810 SSION ORDER

The points made in the petitions to reconsider were previously evaluated and resolved

by the Commission. Accordingly, other than providing further discussion-and establi

a process for ensuring that the Commission-established conditions have been meft, the
Commission declines to reconsider its order granting a siting certificate.

-BACKGQO_UND_ _

- wind-powered generating facility, to be Iocated nine miles northeast of Rupert in Greenbrier -

Commission orders

_ On August 28, 2006, the Commission granted Beech Ridge Energy, LLC a siting
certificate, pursuant to W. Va, Code §§ 24-2-1(c) and 24-2-11c, for a 186 megawatt MW)

County, and for a 13.8-mile 138 kV transmission line to comnect the generating facility to
Allegheny Power’s Grassy Falls substation near Nettie in Nicholas County. The project is
expected to have 124 1.5 megawatt (MW) wind turbines, mounted on 262-foot tubular steel
towers, and 150 pole structures for the transmission line, at a total cost of $300 million.

- The Commission’s grant of authority to Beech Ridge was contingent upon extensive
conditions, including the following: - '
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- General Preconstruction and Construction Certificate Issues:

Prior to commencing construction, Beech Ridge must file a verified statement
indicating that all pre-construction conditions and requirements of the
certificate have been met. '

ﬁeech Ridge shall require all contractors to use standard noise buffers on all
equipment and frucks. :

Beech Ridge shall require contractors to use pile driving equipment which
have the least noise impact and restrict pile driving, during the weekdays, to
7am.to7 pm. '

All construction activities should take place mostly during daylights hours.

Construction activities should be limited during church hours.

If dynamiting should become necessary, it should be imited to daylight hours
and should follow all State and Federal rules, regulations, and laws.

Beech Ridge must dispose of all contaminated soil and construction debris in
approved landfills in accordance with appropriate environmental regulations.

Beech Ridge must design, install and implementa fire protection system, using

)

industrial best practices, in accordance with all applicable fire safety codes.

Beech Ridge must coordinate with fire, safety and emergency personnel during
all stages of the project to promote efficient and timely emergency
preparedness and response.

[R— .

(10) The siting and support transmission facilities certificates shall become invalid

... ifBeech Ridge has not commenced a continnous course of construction within

five years of the date. the final certificate is granted or has not completed
constructionby the tenth year without petitioning the Commission forapproval
to expand these time frames, provided there are no material changes to the
project that necessitate a reopening. -

(11) Beech Ridge must ﬁle- with the Commission evidence of any necessary

environmental permits and/or certifications prior to commencing construction
(including any letters from U.S. Fish &Wildlife, West Virginia Division of
Natural Resources, W. Va. Division of Cultyral and History and West Virginia
State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) indicating either that Beech Ridge
does not need to take further action or outlining what action Beech Ridge
needs to take to be in compliance with that agency’s rules/laws).
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(12) BeechRidge must file evidence of approval and/or acceptance of the wetlands
delineation (Beech Ridge needs to file with the Commission written evidence
of the Wetlands survey being completed and approved); the final endangered

species study with any required mitigation plans; and the

’ historical/archeological significance study with any required mitigation plans

prior to commencing construction.

(13) Beech Ridge must file copies of the final Interconnection Agreements between
Beech Ridge and PJM prior to commencing operation.

(14) Beech Ridge must comply with the Endangered Species Act (16 USC § 1531
et seq.), the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (16 USC § 701 et seq.), and, if
applicable, the National Environmental Policy Actof 1969 (42 USC § 4321 et
seq.) in both the construction and operation of the Project. Should any
atrthorized governmental agency or court with competent jurisdiction find that
Beech Ridge is not complying with any one of the above three acts in either
the construction or the operation of the Project, then Beech Ridge must notify
the Public Service Commission in writing in this case of any such finding
within ten (10) days of any such finding being made. Furthermore, the
Commission may seek any legal remedies it has authority to seek, including
injunctive relief, to address any such findings.

(15) - Beech Ridge must file evidence of its Exeinpt Wholesale Generator (EWG)

status from the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) prior to
_cnmmencinggperaﬁnn :

(16) Beech Ridge must have a decommissioning fund in place prior to
- commencement of operation. The fund will cover dismantling of the turbines
and towers, as well as land reclamation. The fund should be an escrow

l - h -~ accotinit, of a bond of 4 sifféty that is held by an independent party; suchiasthe -

| 'County Commission. This fund shall not be a part of Beech Ridge’s assets. §j

------------- e e L '-BeechuRidge--must-}ﬁreanexpert—teassessr,mﬁ'om'ﬁme-to time; the size of the-- - f - .- - :
fund that would be needed; taking into consideration resale or salvage value.

- Beech Ridge must obtairi the Commission’s approval of the evaluative expert,
as well as Commission approval of the periodic reports. The Commission
reserves the right to also hire its own evaluative expert to evaluate any of the
periodic reports. '

(17) The construction of .the-I lines of turbines shall not occur unless all property
owners agtree to participate in the project.

(18) Beech Ridge should prbvide, if it has not already, a copy of the guaranty |
. agreement between Beech Ridge and the Greenbrier County Commission
whereby Beech Ridge agrees to pay at least $400,000 a year to the County.

|
|
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The Greenbrier County Commission may designate a fund for this minimum

payment.
‘General Operational Phase Certificate Issues:

This condition applies at anytime — not just in the operational stage: If Beech
Ridge should transfer its certificate, Beech Ridge must, pursuant to Siting Rule
7.1, notify the Commission in writing of the identity of the transferee and
submit an affidavit from the transferee attesting to its willingness to abide by
the terms of a siting certificate as issned. :

Beech Ridge must use licensed certified herbicide applicators.

Beech Ridge must have the Material Safety Data Sheet filed on the plant site
for all herbicides used on the transmission line right-of-way. :

Beech Ridge shall not use aerjal spraﬁn_g on jts transmission line right-of-way.

Beech Ridge shall provide the PSC with copies of all future interconnection
studies and any interconnection agreement. '

Beech Ridge shall prohibit the use of lighting in the project area as much as
possible. Beech Ridge may light the project as required by the Federal
Aviation Administration (FAA), or any applicable fire or safety code,
regulation or accepted good utility practice. | '

(7)

Beech Ridge will consult with a Technical Advisoi-y Committee regarding the
post-construction bat and bird studies. Membership shall be open to a
representative of each of the following: . '

e e e |
. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service _________ . . N

West Virginia Division of Natural Resources

Bat and Wind Energy Cooperative :

A statewide environmental organization w/ 500+ members and in
~ existence for at least 10 years '

A statewide bird group

A private or academic institution with a background in avian issues

Beech Ridge shall consult with the Technical Advisory Committee on the
following:

(a) Three years of post-construction bat mortality and adaptive'

management studies, after operations commence, to assess 1) the

T,
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project’s impact, if any, upon bat life, 2) the potential for adaptive
management techniques to mitigate such impacts, and 3) the expected
costs over a range of mitigation effectiveness levels.

(b) Three years of post-construction bird studies, after operations
: commence, to assess the impact, if any, on birds,

(¢) A one-year post-construction eagle/osprey study.

(d)  If the project causes significant levels of bat or bird mortality and

adaptivemanagement techniques are proven effective and economically
feasible, Beech Ridge and its successors will make a good faith effort

to work with the Commission to apply parameters to implement -

facility-wide adaptive management strategies on an on-going basis.

Beech Ridge shall update the' Commission in writing twice a year on the
studies being conducted. The update shall be directed to the attention of the
Commission’s Exécutive Secretary. Unless Beech Ridge obtains Commission
consent for other deadlines, the updates shall be filed on or before January 30
and July 31 each year. Beech Ridge shall provide a copy of each report to the
members of the Technical Advisory Committee. | ‘

Beech Ridge’s agreement to test adaptive management strategies shall be in
effect immediately upon operation of the project. Beech Ridge may request

(10)

mod:ﬁcatxsns-oﬁ;ts-sh:ategmsm-ﬁlmgsmthihe-cmwen

There have been concerns expressed at the Backbone Mountain wind power
site in Tucker County, under certain atmospheric conditions, that unnecessary
lighting can contribute to additional bird mortality. Thus, Beech Ridge shall

"

work with its employees and the FA'A 16 miiiitiize the impact that lighting will =

have upon the proj ect’s visibility.

All of ‘these terms apply to Beech Ridge, and to any. subsequent

ownetrs/operators.

Comm’n order pp. 87-91 (Aug. 28, 2006).

On September 5, 2006, the Commission briefly extended the time to. petition to
reconsider until September 18, 2006, and also concluded as follows: -

4,

As the detailed Angust 28, 2006, order establishes, the Commission

reviewed in detail the various positions set forth in this case.

Public Service Coramission
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5. Parties are advised that reconsideration offers an opportunity to point
out matters Whjch the Commission overlooked, but is not for the purpose of
considering new arguments or evidence not in the record.

Comm’n Order pp. 2-3 (Sept. 5, 2006).

Petitions to reconsider were filed by different parties on different days. On September
14, 2006, the Commission allowed each party to file by September 28, 2006, a consolidated
response to the various petitions. -

Petitions to reconsider
Stephanie Mendelson’s petition to reconsider, September 5 , 2006

Stephanie Mendelson, a pro se intervenor, \_nrtote that while she was grateful that the
Commission required a decommissioning fund, the construction and operating conditions
“are extremely minimal with no avenue of accountability delineated.” Petition p. 1.

] She also said that Commission Staff had to use Mountain Communities for
Responsible Energy’s (MCRE’s) five-mile map because Beech Ridge’s map was insufficient.
Further, Beech Ridge’s map was submitted late, she wrote, Id,

Ms. Mendelson said that she submitted extensive local sites which the West Virginia
'Division of Culture and History considered to be of historical significance. Petition p. 1.
While her surveys are now dated, they provide a starting place to investigate historical

concerns. She also argued that her evidence was more extensive than anything Beech Ridge
~ submitted. “T believe the onus is on Beech Ridge to assure that each of these hundreds of
historical sites would not be negatively impacted,” she wrote. Id,

— |~ —————Beech-Ridge did-not present-assurances. that the facility will not affect the physical—. .
and mental health of persons living near the turbines, she wrote. Petition p. 1. While 90%
—.__ofthe t&rbﬂm&ﬁllb&mq&ﬂmng.mﬂc&ngfnqm_rgsisie_mcs, theremaining 10% werenot
‘addressed, she said, Ms, Mendelson also wrote that LaCrosse encephalitis concerns should

not be cavalierly dismissed, 1d, : .

Although the Commission noted the project had local support, far more protests were
filed, she said. Petition p. 1. Most support letters came from outside the county; and those
from within Greenbrier County mainly came from the western end, with jobs being the
reason for the support, Ms. Mendelson asserted. I1d. Beech Ridge has never promised that
the jobs would go to Greenbrier County residents, and it has not negotiated training courses
with the local community college, she wrote. '

While all Americans should be concerned about the health of the electric grid, the
PSC’s mandate is to protect interests specific to West Virginia, she said. Petition p. 2.

Putlic Sexvice Commission
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Ms. Mendelson also noted that Commission Staff recommended that certain turbines

‘be moved. She argued that water, rioise, ecological impact, health, negative economic
impact, endangered species, viewshed, and historical impact are all reasons to dismiss the
project. Alternatively, at a minimum, she asked the Commission to require more data and
study. Id. p. 2. '

- Michael Woelfel’s petition 0 reconsider, September 8, 2006

Michael Woelfel wrote that the Commission’s order is contrary to the letter and spirit
of W, Va. Code § 24-2-1(c). Petitionp. 1. Itis clearly wrong because it does not balance the
interests of the parties and the public as W, Va. Code § 24-2-11c requires, and because it
does not properly apply the Siting Rules, he wrote. 1d. -

 He argued that the Commission arbitrarily ignored Staff's recommendation that some
of the turbines could be moved or relocated to limit the project’s visibility and to reduce the
chance of creating noise problems. He cited the following statement by Staff:

- - . Staff feels that with the removal/movement of some or all of the turbines

- mentioned above (11-5, H1-2, Al-18,B1-7, B1-12, B16, C1-6, D3-8, and D-
19-22), the balancing becomes even stronger in favor of granting the certificate
because that would eliminate most of the potential negative-impacts of this
project. .. '

Petition pp- 1-2.

-Mr. Woelfel also said that the order prejudiced his fundamental property rights
- without due process; violated his equal protection; is affected by legal errors and factual
inaccuracies; is clearly wrong in view of the entire record; is arbitrary, capricious and an

abuse of discretion; and is the result of selective application and enforcement of the Siting

- Rules.” lgpp2~3

_ Bu;zd@mm%dﬁfwmmsmm

The West Virginia State Building and Construction Trades Council, AFL-CIO
'- (Building Trades) noted that Rule 19.3 of the Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure,
150 C.S.R. Series 1, requires petitions to reconsider to be verified, and Ms. Mendelson’s
petition was not. Petition p. 2. Since her petition was not properly filed, it should be -
- rejected, Building Trades argued. S

In its September 5, 2006, order the Commission advised that reconsideration is not an
opportunity to present new arguments or evidence. Instead, the parties are to bring matters
to the Commission’s attention which had been overlooked. Id. p. 2. Ms. Mendelson and M.,
‘Woelfel “simply fail to provide the Commission with any ‘matters which the Commission
overlooked,” but instead urge this Commission, in essence, to rebalance the various
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interests,” Building Trades wrote. Mr. Woelfel urges the Commission to adopt Staff’s
position on certain matters and argues, in an unspecified manner, that the Commission’s
order is clearly wrong. 1d.p. 2. Similarly, Ms. Mendelson says the Commission should have
adopted Staff's recommendations, Id. p. 3. Both argue that the Commission did not
sufficiently balance the interests, Building Trades wrote. Although Mr. Woelfel asserts that
the order is arbitrary and capricious, “saying that the Order violates the Constitution or is
- arbitrary or capricious does not make it s0,” Building Trades argued. Id. p. 3.

Building Trades asserted that the Commission’s work was complete and needed no
reconsideration. Id. p. 3.

Jefirey and Alicia Eisenbeiss’ petition to reconsider, September 18, 2006

Jeffrey and Alicia Eisenbeiss wrote that W. Va. Code § 24-2-11(c) requires the
Commission to balance the interests of the public, the general interests of the state and local
economy and Beech Ridge. Pefition p. 1. A siting certificate may be issned only if the
Commission determines that the terms and conditions of any public funding/property tax
abatement do not offend the public interest, and the facility will have a substantial positive
impact on the local economy and local employment. Id.p. 2.

'As pro se intervenors, they said that they attempted to educate the Commission “of
our legitimate concerns . . . through the submission of supporting documents, It is
unreasonable of the commission to expect ‘pro se’ intervenors to provide expert witnesses
forevery aspect of the issues raised in relation to the development of a large-scale industrial

project as such,” they wrote. Id. p. 2. Ifthe Commission had provided independent experts

. as they had asked, Beech Ridge’s studies and experts could have been refuted, Mr. and Mrs. _
Eisenbeiss argued. Id. p. 2. Although the Commission declared that, on balance, the
facility’s negative impacts would be minimally disruptive, they asserted that “in actuality
there has been no balance for pro se intervenors like ourselves.” Id. pp. 2-3.

Mr. and Mrs. Eisenbeiss said that Dr. Nina Pierpont’s clinical and scientific
___________ documents “‘give logic and justification to defend our concerns.” Id. p. 3. The Commission _..... Jf ..
did not accept the documents as evidence, but demoted them to public comment, eventhough
they were participating without an attorney, they said. They asked the Commission to weigh
their documents as evidence. 1d. They asked the Commission to address topics that Dr.
" Pierpont covered, including noise, a set back and health effects, Id. pp. 3-4.

M. Eisenbeiss criticized the selection of ambient noise site 6 astoonoisybecausethe
site is along Spring Creek and a mountain spring which goes through aculvert, Accepting
this location, because it was selected by Beech Ridge’s acoustics expert, disregards Mr.

- Eisenbeiss’ testimony, they wrote. Petition p. 4. '

Mr. and Mrs. Eisenbeiss also objected to the Commission’s June 8, 2006, decision,
in a separate proceeding, to terminate a Noise Rule Task Force. Id. pp. 4-5. “By dissolving
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the Task Force, not providing any independent expertise in relation to noise, essentially
disregards, overlooks and fajls to balance the public interest in siting industrial wind
turbines,” they wrote. Id. p. 5. ' -

They criticized Beech Ridge’s sound evidence because structures on their property do

not appear on all of the maps. Id. p. 5. Thus, this evidence is not accurate, they argued. Id. .

Mr. and Mrs. Eisenbéiss also alleged that the potential negative economic impact has
been grossly overlooked. Petition p. 6. “Clearly, the record indicates that an industrial wind
turbine facility would adversely and materially affect the property values of a landowner in
close proximity to such a project as a result of view shed degradation, noise poltution, light
pollution and the associated health risks of such a facility,” they wrote. Id. p. 6.

Jay Goldman testified for Beech Ridge that adverse noise, lack of view and light
pollution could be external obsalescence, but Mr. Goldman’s report does not provide the
methodologyto define external obsolescence, they complained. Further, the MeadWestvaco
witness’ conclusion, that declining property value concerns were not justified, was based on

-speculation and substantially understated the negative impacts, they wrote. Petition pp. 6-7.
Mz. and Mrs. Bisenbeiss urged the Commission to reconsider accepting Mr. Goldman’s study
as the best prediction of property values. Id, p. 7. ' - I

They also asked the Commission to reconsider accepting MCRE’s viewshed maps,
which do not reflect any ve getation, to determine the project’s visual impact because leaves
appear only six months of the year. Id. p. 7. '

The project’s economic viability “is hard to justify without the huge federal tax
subsidies and accelerated depreciation granted to businesses such as Beech Ridge,” Mr. and
Mus. Eisenbeiss wrote. Petition p. 7. These benefits create a tax burden on Greenbrier

County residents and state citizens, which offends the public interest, they argued. - N

Mr. and hdré, Eisenbeiss also urged the Commission to receive the U.S. Fish and

U.8. Fish and Wildlife is the.'primary federal agency to enforce federal wildlife laws, they
asked the Commission to weigh Fish and Wildlife’s recommendations more heavily. Id.

Mr. Eisenbeiss testified that he has seen a mountain lion on his property and his |

testimony was unrefited.  Petition p. 8. Thus, they asked the Commission to reconsider
requiring pre-construction studies, as were recommended by U.S. Fish and Wildlife, 1d. pp.
8-9. o . B -

The order violates ﬂleir due process rights because it too heavily weighs Beech
Ridge’s interests, they asserted. Petition p. 9. “The record clearly indicates too numerous

Public Service Commission
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deceptions, and outright inaccuracics with the studies Beech Ridge provided for the
requirements of a siting certificate,” they wrote. _ , :
MCRE’s petition to reconsider, September 18, 2006

Mountain Communities presented the foliowing arguments;

1. The Commissior should have granted MCRE’s and Mr. Woeifel’s motionsfo
: dismiss for failure to comply with the Siting Rules. '

Due process requires tﬁe PSC to abide by its own rules, and the Commission should
-have found the application insufficient under the rules, Mountain Communities argued,
Petition pp. 1-2. : X :
A.  BeechRidge did not comply with Siting Rules 3.1.h.1 (A-G) (five-mile
map) and 3.1.0.1.A-B (cultural impacts). :

Petition pp. 2-4. Beech Ridge’s five-mile map used a smaller scale because the project was
too large to fit on a single sheet, and that choice results in the area being much smaller than
required, making it difficult to distinguish relevant Jocal features, Mountain Comnmmities
argued. Id. p. 4. The Commission accepted Beech Ridge’s scale, preferring to have the
project on one page. - : ' |

At the hearing, Beech Ridge tried to introduce two new five-mile maps, with the
proper scale, to show the new transmission line route. MCRE objected, and then ultimately
adopted one of the new Beech Ridge maps as evidence, to show that Beech Ridge was

attempting to rehabilitate its original maps, MCRE wrote. Petition PpP- 4«5..

Beech Ridge’s original map does not show- existing utility corridors, major
transportation routes, water bodies, topographic contours, récreational_areas, churches and
—_— e -cemeteries,-historical-areas, and-land-use classifications;- MCRE-argued. -Petition pp. 5-8.—— -
The map. failed to even substantially comply with the requirement to set forth cultural -
B . landmarks, the group alleged. 14, pp. 9-10.. Beech Ridge has not yet completed a cultural _ . f|_
" resource study, but has only consulted with SHPO. In late April 2006, just weeks before the

evidentiary hearing, Beech Ridge had not completed the Phase I A cultural resource study,
which Beech Ridge promised in its application. 1d. p. 11. |

In a May 12, 2006, letter, Culture and History asked the PSC “within its authority to
assure that this project can reasonably avoid substantial direct or indirect adverse effects to _
historic resources.” Id, pp. 11-12. Yet, the Commission’s order contained to. findings or
conclusions regarding historical or cultural sites, or plans to mitigate any potential adverse
impacts, MCRE asserted. Instead, the Commission conditioned the siting certificate upon

| ! On September 28, 2006, Justin R. St. Clair filed notice that he was substituting as
comnsel for MCRE.
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| —~—#nd-Commission precedent.1d; _ e -

Beech Ridge obtaining any necessary permits from SHPO. Id. pp. 12-13. However, a five-
mile map which identiﬁeg areas of cultural significance is a condition precedent to approval
of a siting certificate, MCRE argued. '

B..  The motions to dismiss relied upon the Commission’s own rules and
prior orders. .

Siting Rules 3;1.h.1(A—G) (ﬁve-mile meap) and 3.1.0.1.A-B (cultural impacts) were

local communities, MCRE wrote. Petition pp. 13-15. Thus, when the information is not
disclosed, the Commission is denied information it should consider as part of W. Va, Code
§ 24-2-11(c)’s balancing test. Id, p. 15. Since the PSC commissioners cannot know every
nook and cranny of the state, an applicant must provide local information, MCRE argued.

The Commission was asked to dismiss Beech Ridge’s application due to the

insufficiency of its map, just as the Commission dismissed AEP’s application on May 10,
1993, in Case Number 93-0123-E-CN, MCRE wrote. Id. pp. 15-16 (citing from the
- Commission’s AEP order, “The plain language of the rule requires a ‘map.” The purpose of
- the rule to give the Commission, parties and the public an overview of the potential impacts
of siting the line.”) o ' -

The Commission adopted Staff’s position that Beech Ridge’s filing minimally
complied with the rule, and once a threshold filing is made, the Commission may consider

DWever, ths effect; Nl o . oh th
rule places the burden on the applicant, the group complained. Id. pp. 17-18. Generally,

~ project applicants have far greater resources than community members, and project

LG TNATYIN ST D OO ON U2 Inlervenors. even 00

applicants should be held strictly responsible for any insufficiencies in their applications. Id.

p- 18. Moreover, on May 5, 2006, the Commission advised that “each party in a case is

" ~ "responsible for presenting his OF hieT oWl position.” Td. p- 18, Thus, ifi MOViAig 6 disfniss,

promulgated to provide the Commission with information to weigh a project’s impacts on

all evidence in the record, including materials from other parties, MCRE wrofe. Petition p:

MCRE reasonably relied on the Commission’s ruling, the plain language of the Siting Rules

Beech Ridge began investigating the location in May 2003 and decided to develop the
site in July 2005. Given Beech Ridge’s vast resources and the length of time Beech Ridge
Energy evaluated the site, there is no excuse to prepare an insufficient map, MCRE argued,
Id. p. 19. ' - '

Because the Commission has refused to require Beech Ridge to provide cultural
landmark information, the intervenors have been deprived of the right to litigate the
importance of these matters, MCRE wrote. Id. p. 20. Instead of balancing the various
factors, the Commission passed the buck to another state agency, MCRE argued. Id.

Public Service Comnrission
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_Although Beech Ridge argued that it is customary for certificates of need and siting
certificates to be granted, subject to completion of SHPO requirements, this is the first case
to be decided under the Siting Rules and, thus, no one has any experience under these rules,
. MCRE argued Petition p. 21.

. There are no findings or conclusions to support the Commission’s statement that |
- Beech Ridge’s map was sufficient to allow the application to be fully debated, MCRE
argued. Id. p. 22. Ifnecessary, MCRE will request on appeal that matter be remanded for
findings and conclusions regarding Beech Ridge’s substantial compliance with the siting
regulations, MCRE wrote. Id, p. 22. '

2. The Commission’s order improperly weighed the interests of other states ag
part of W. Va. Code § 24-2-1 1(c)’s balancing test. ’ _

The Commission placed too much emphasis upon the region’s need for renewable
energy resources, MCRE argued. Petition p. 23. Beech Ridge refers to the PIM region,
where several states have developed, or are developing, renewable energy portfolio
standards. Thus, it is clear that Beech Ridge considered the need in other states for
renewable energy as a major factor, if not the most important actor, MCRE wrote, [d. p. 23.

However, the West Virginia Legislature has not announced a renewable energypolicy,
nor ar¢ West Virginia utilities required to supply energy from renewable sources, MCRE
said. Id. p. 24. W. Va. Code § 24-1-1(a) requires the Commission to encourage the well-
planned development of utility resources consistent with state needs, including the productive
use of the state’s energy resources, including coal, but there is no provision authorizing the

PSCto weigh the ififerests of other states against those of West Viiginia ci s R
“wrote. Thus, it was cléarly wrong for the Commission to consider those needs, MCRE

The Cqmmissionisgxdnrﬁdbesnoj have findings or conclusions regarding theproject’s__ . .
potential impact on West Virginia’s economy, MCRE wrote. Id. p. 25. The Legislature has
charged the PSC with encouraging the development of utility resources, and West Virginia

produces coal and exports energy. The Commission’s Order does not address the potential
cumulative effect this and other similar projects may have on the demand for energy from
other West Virginia plants. Any decrease in energy demand from West Virginia plants could
result in loss of jobs and other negative impacts on the West Virginia economy, MCRE
wrote. Id. p. 25. | | o |

. 3. Beech Ridge has failed to justify need for the project.

Beech Ridge relies on increased demand for the PIM Region, MCRE wrote, Petition
PP- 26-27. Also, Beech Ridge testified that the project will produce less electricity in
summer, when demarid peaks. Such need cannot be balanced against the potential long-term
adverse impacts in Greenbrier County, MCRE wrote. Id. ' '
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4, The Commission’s order contains no findings/conclusions regardin the use

of public funds to upgrade roads affected by the project,

- Indiscovery, Beech Ridge advised that Couﬁty Road 1 between Rupert/U.S. 60 and
Clearco may need upgraded, but Beech Ridge did not commit to pay for the work. Petition
pp. 27-28. MCRE argued that the Commission’s order was silent on this issue, and it was

not clear whether public funding would maintain and repair the county roads affected by the

project. 1d. p. 28.

5.  The Commission unfairly excluded evidence from intervenors but_freel

- allowed Beech Ridge’s experts fo discuss materials they did not prepare.

The Commission regarded materials from Dr. Pierpont and U.S. Fish and Wildlife as
public comment, because the authors were not subjected to cross-examination. Petition pp.
28-29. Since matters in evidence are tested via cross-examination, the Commission said it
would rely more heavily on matters in evidence, than matters in public comment. Id. p. 29.
Since the Commission is not bound by the technical rules of evidence, MCRE asked the
Commission to receive the letters from Dr. Pierpont and U.S. Fish & Wildlife as evidence, -
Id. : . : o

Beech Ridge’s withesses testified about studies they did not prepare, MCRE argued.
Petitionp.29. George Sterzinger’s study concerning wind turbines and property values was
never moved into evidence, and Mr. Groberg’s direct testimony is replete with articles
concemning wind turbines and tourism, which were prepared by various wind energy

5. The Commission’s order does not adequately weigh the project’s lon -term

benefits against the long-term adverse impacts.

|

- and region, the economic benefits become marginal after the project is built, MCRE argued,

- utilities, but the adverse impacts in Greenbrier County will last for decades. The findings and
conclusions do not reflect that the Commission weighed these long-term costs and benefits
- to the Jocal communities, region and state, MCRE wrote. Id, Pp- 30-31. '

7. The Commissiqn disregardg Staff’s aftempt to miﬁge_zte Tocal effects.

OnMay 5, 2006, the Commission noted that Staff’s role is to thoroughly analyze the
evidence, balance all interests and provide the Commission with an wnbiased
recommendation. Petition p. 31. In its recommendation, Staff suggested that removing or

relocating some turbines would eliminate most of the potential negative effects, making the

balancing even stronger in favor of granting the certificate. Id.
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 No one can say for sure which turbines will be most visible, and Staff sought a middle
ground, picking the area Beech Ridge and MCRE agreed had the most potential visibility,

MCRE wrote. Id. p.32.

Staff also recognized noise as a

major concern and suggested moving or relocating

turbines to mitigate noise impacts. Id, p. 33. The Commission’s order contains no findings
or conclusions as to why StafPs suggestions were ignored, nor does the order indicate any
attempt to mitigate the project’s potential adverse impact on local communities, MCRE

wrote. Id. - _ :

8 The Commission’s bat findings/conclnsions are based on inaccurate facts and
ar : o o

e clearly wrong.

. There is no doubt that Appalachian wind farms kill thousands of bats, most at low
speeds, MCRE wrote. Petition P. 34. To mitigate this, Beech Ridge plans to lower the cut-in
speed, but MCRE argued that the modified cut-in speed was too low and would not

effectively prevent bat kills. Id. p. 35.

MCRE and Beech Ridge witness

es both testified that a cave 6.5 miles awéyhas been

historically considered an Indiana bat hibernaculum, and Beech Ridge did not survey that

cave, MCRE said. Id, p. 35. Thus, the Commission could not conclude that Indiana bats do

not live near the project,

Beech Ridge’s witness testified that bats do not swarm more than five miles from their
home cave, but male Indiana-bats have been found almost 10 miles from the home cave

during swarming, MCRE wrote. 1d, p.

36. U.S. Fish and Wildlife says that Indiana bats

migrate between the home cave and the summer maternity habitat, with records ranging from -
30 to 300 miles. Given these considerations, “itis highly possible that Beech Ridge Energy’s

Beech Ridge’s economic impact
flawed methodologies, MCRE wrote. P

ty values and tourism were speculative. .

project will result in a take of an Indiana bat,” MCRE wrote,

9, The Commission improperly concluded that the infervenor’s economic |-
concerns re: prope; SR I

studies were not scientific and were conducted with
etition p. 36. Jay Goldman is a real estate appraiser,

and, thus, his comments are just as speculative as any other individual’s comments, MCRE
argued. Id, p. 36. Beech Ridge should have called Tucker County business owners to

_establish an increase in tourism, MCRE asserted. Id, pp- 36-37.

_ Ms. Phillips-Weikle’s study was based upon hofel/motél tax receipts, but there are
few, if any, hotels in western Greenbrier Coun » MCRE wrote. Id. p. 37. The typical

generate tax receipts,

tourism activities in western Greenbrier County — scenery, outdoor activities — do not
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10. The Commission overstated the project’s local, regional, and state suppott,

The Commission cannot. give Beech Ridge’s interests more weight than the public
interests, and the majority of the public does not want this project, MCRE argued. Petition
Pp- 37-38. The Commission does not adequately address the fact that most comments are in

opposition. Id. p.38. The few towns in western Greenbrier County begging for temporary
jobs are in the minority, MCRE asserted. Id. pp- 38-39, o

11.  The Commission should have dismissed the application when jt became

apparent that Beech Ridge was moving the transmission line.

Siting Rule 2.4 requires Beech Ridge to file all information about the transmissjon line

with the application, but Beech Ridge changed the transmission line Jocation prior to the

~ hearing and did not disclose the change until the hearing’s fifth day. Petition p. 39. Asa

result, MCRE was not able to conduct field studies, the Commission was deprived of

information, and the Commission has to rely upon Beech Ridge’s assertion that the reroute
was minor, MCRE argued, Id. p. 40. '

12. The Commission incdrtfectly concluded that intervenor participation resulted
i ortant changes. = : o

in imp ang

MCRE objected to the Commission’s discussion that the project changed as a result
- of intervenor participation, because Beech Ridge’s application was granted in its entirety.
Petition p. 40. ' S '

Building Trades’ Reply Brief to MCRE & Eisenbeiss, September 27, 2006

' The Commission has long held that a petition to reconsider will be rejected unless the
petition establishes new and convincing arguments or issues that had not been previously

— " considered by the Conmmission. Replypp-2-3; The Eisenbeisses biing nothing new, sothieir — "
| petition should be rejected, Building Trades argued. Id.p. 3. In Browning v. Halle, 632 . -
-——-----S-Eli29-{2005),—1138-Mles't'.-l[irginianﬂSuprﬁme-.Couxt_mted-_that--whcn-motions-—fo::——-—'-—‘— e
- reconsideration add nothing of substance to original arguments, there is no error in failing
to grant such a motion. Id, p. 3. The Eisenbeisses ask the Commission to rebalance the
interests and provide additional weight to information in public comments. Id. pp.3-4. The

proposed rebalancing is unnecessary and should be denied, Building Trades argued.

~ Most of the MCRE petition again concerns the adequacy of the five-mile map,
Building Trades wrote. Id, p. 4. Although MCRE argues that the map rule is mandatory,
MCRE does not recognize that a mandatory rule can only be applied to unambiguous and
objective requirements, Yet, MCRE considers the roads to Williamsburg and Friars Hill as
major fransportation routes, and others do not agree. ‘State law allows regulations to be
interpreted when they are ambiguous, and agency interpretations are to be accorded much

weight. Id. p. 4, citing CAD v. PSC, 182 W. Va. 152, 386 S.E.2d 650, 654 (1989). Since
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the Siting Rules are new regulations, it is clear that the Commission may interpret them,
Building Trades argued. Id, pp. 4-5. o

The Commission concluded that Beech Ridge’s five-mile map was sufficient, and

MCRE has not added anything of substance 1o its original argument, Building Trades wrote.
Id. p. 5. _ .

The Commission should note 1) the overall positive economic impact is

uncontroverted; and 2) the purported adverse impact on Greenbrier County is not supported
by the record, said Building Trades. Id. p. 5. ‘ : : : '

The group disagreed with MCREs contention that the intervenors® concerns did not
result in project changes. Petition Pp- 5-6. The Commission included 18 pre-construction
and construction conditions and 11 general operation conditions “that can reasonably be said
to have resulted — in very large part — from the concerns and issues raised by the Intervenors
including MCRE,” Building Trades wrote. Id.p6 : ' '

The Commission’s work is complete and needs no reconsideration, Building Trades
asserted. :

.Beech Ridge’s consolidated response, September 28, 2006
Beech Ridge responded to all of the petitions to reconsider as follows:

1. MCRE’s five-mile map arguments,

ceed|:-—.__Process, to. thaﬁxtent_mat_the,.Commission.'does.notagree with MCRE. Id. pp.2-3. ...

‘Mountain Communiﬁes’ posiﬁon is based on its motion to dismiss, and those

arguments are being made to the Commission for the fourth time, Beech Ridge wrote.

Response p. 2. Thus, these arguments “have definitely not been overlooked,” Boech Ridge
possible interpretation, Beech Ridge asserted. MCRE also argues that it is deprived of due

MCRE grossly exaggerates the alleged déﬁciencies ofthe five-mile map, Beech Ridge
asserted. Id. p. 3. Beech Ridge changed the scale to comply with the ANSI D requirement,

and a one-inch line on one scale is about uine-tenths of an inch on the other scale. IfBeech

Ridge had submitted the map on two sheets, MCRE would have moved o dismiss the map
because the regulations require one map, Beech Ridge assertéd_.

~ MCRE does not use “major” when it suggests that transportation routes and utility
corridors have been omitted, Beech Ridge wrote. - Id. pp. 34. The access roads to
Williamsburg and Friars Hill are not major routes and they will not be used for the project.
“Moreover, these roads are shown on the map” as county roads, Beech Ridge wrote,
Similarly, a utility line is not a corridor, when it serves few customers, Id. p. 4.
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“MCRE does not assert that the strearns are not on the first map, it just says that they
are ‘In greater detail’ on the second map,” Beech Ridge wrote. 1d. P. 4. Water bodies which
will be affected by the project must be shown on the five-mile map, and the project will not
affect any water bodies, Beech Ridge said. - '

MCRE also objects because contour lines, which are on the first map, are more easily
recognizable on Beech Ridge’s second map. Response p. 4. Land use classifications are on
the first five-mile map, Beech Ridge said. Id.p. 5. Further, Beech Ridge’s map — which
shows recreational areas, 11 churches, three cemeteries, and three historical sites — is based
upon data from West Virginia University’s Geographic Information Systemns (GIS) Technical
Center; SHPO for historical and cultural areas; and local brochures for recreation, tourism
and cultural areas. Id, MCRE’s map shows family cemeteries, picnic sites and purported
_ Indian mounds. Id. Beech Ridge acknowledges that MCRE interprets “community areas™
differently. MCRE does not question Beech Ridge’s five-mile map regarding population
l’ - centers, geographic boundaries or major institutions. Id, pp. 3-6. .

MCRE overstates when it claims that Mr. Groberg conceded that MCRE’s five-mile
inap was correct, Beech Ridge wrote. Mr. Groberg testified that he had no reason to doubt
the features appearing on MCRE’s map existed, but he did not agree that the information on
MCRE’s map was required. Response pp. 6-7. - :

Beech Ridge prepared a second map to show the transmission line reroute, not to cure
any alleged deficiencies. Id, p. 7. Beech Ridge took the opportunity to respond to various
complaints about its five-mile map, even though Beech Ridge believed its five-mile map was
acceptable. Id. . A

- MCRE and Mr. Woelfel both challenge Beech Rjdge’s notation for landmarks. The
rule does not require a cultural resonrce study as MCRE suggests. Id. p. 7. Therulerequires
a plan to mitigate adverse impacts on meaningful landmarks, and meaningful landmark

—f— -'-means-someﬂlingmore'than'any'Sﬂﬁrear-'oid‘hmse;Beeéh"Ri’d'gc'ﬂir'gﬁed:"“lf'ﬁ_&iﬁld appear

that landmark means something unique or special and so designated, or generally understood

____t_o_bfs_sg_._f_lhz.t_ti_s__why_r;c]ian_czc.uppn_SHROjsnecessaxy,E.Bcschmdge.mm‘..,lg.p.. S | R

When Beech Ridge filedits application, Beech Ridge adviséd thatit was working with
SHPOQ, and it continues to do so. The Commission conditioned the certificate on compliance
- with SHPO’s final report. Id, p. 8. - o

MCRE relies upon C&P v. PSC, 171 W. Va. 708, 301 S.E.2d 798 (1983), to say that
an agency must abide by its rules. However, in that case, the PSC altered a long-standing
rule on cash working capital calculations three weeks prior to a rate hearing. In the present
case, there isno long-standing rule; “it’s a case of first impression on interpretation of a new
rule,” Beech Ridge wrote. Id.p. 8. '
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MCRE also relies upon AEP, Case Number 93-0123-E-CN (1993), but that holding
also supports the Commission in this case, Beech Ridge argued. In AEP, dismissal occurred
because AEP’s map issues were so substantial to impede the Commission’s and other’s
understanding of the application, said Beech Ridge. Response p. &

| 2. MCRE’s objection to regional need. for renewable resources.

MCRE’s = arguments are “replete  with erroneous statements or outright
misrepresentations,” Beech Ridge wrote. Id. p. 9. The Commission’s deliberations went
further than considering only the renewable resource needs of other states. The true reasons
for this site selection were the wind energy potential, the distance from environmentally
significant areas, the location near major electricity transmission facilities, the availability

-of privately-owned land with compatible uses, and the absence of known critical habitat for
listed species, Beech Ridge said. Id, p. 9. '

- It is misplaced to argue that the Legislature only desires coal resources to be
developed, Beech Ridge wrote. Response p. 9. Section 24-1-1 deals only with public
utilities and was drafted before the EWG statutes. Id. pp. 9-10. Even if the statute applies,
it requires the Commission to encourage development of all of the state’s energy resources,
including wind. Id. p. 10, - '

- Itis false to suggest that the Commission weighed only the_interests_of other states,
Beech Ridge wrote, citing the Commission’s Conclusion of Law 1 1, which reads as follows:

This case has been very difficult. Many people and organizations have

objected to this project. Their concerns have been sincere, eloquenily
presented, and have been brought before us in public comment throughout the
entirety of this proceeding. . A peaceful home, attractive surroundings, steady
or increasing property values, and so forth, are universal goals.  The

Cmumissien~must,—though,—-balance——these-—--ideal-s---agai-nst——eﬂwr—-eemmen——' .

- objectives, such asto increase the proportion of power generated by renewable

advance the state and local economies. The law also requires the Commission
to consider Beech Ridge’s interests. -

Id. p. 10. The Commission also reiterated the strong support for the project and the economic
benefits, said Beech Ridge. : '

MCRE’s suggestion is misplaced that renewable portfolios were the reason for the
Commission decision, argued Beech Ridge. “The Commission Order’s findings on
renewable power are obviously meant to demonstrate that the huge need for this type of
power will assure that Beech Ridge’s entire generation will be used and sold,” Beech Ridge
wrote. Response p. 10. | |
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. MCRE’s statement that the Commission failed to consider the impact on West
Virginia utility resources is also wrong. Id. p. 11. Beech Ridge demonstrated that wind
energy reduces demand for foreign oil and foreign liquified natural gas (LNG). “MCRE is

~ arguing, in essence, that it is not in the interest of the State of West Virginia to reduce air and

‘water pollution, conserve finite resources (including water, coal and natural gas), fight
climate change, or have a diverse electric fuel supply,” Beech Ridge wrote. Id.p. 11. “It is,
in essence, arguing that the Commission can consider impacts on birds and bats, but not on
children with asthma or senior citizens with respiratory ailments or pregnant mothers who
need to reduce their exposure to mercury,” Beech Ridge wrote.

3 MCRE’s érgu_m_ ent re: justiﬁcation of need for the pfoject.

MCRE repeats arguments made in jts post-hearing briefs, particularly that wind
projects contribute less to summer needs than during the remainder of the year, Beech Ridge
asserted. Response p. 11. However, the East Central Area Reliability Council (ECAR)?
region needs new generation, and there is increased demand for reusable generation in the
PIMP market. Id. pp. 11-12. In summer, some contribution to peak need is still being made.
Further, no one has refited that every single kilowatt hour will be purchased, Beech Ridge

wrote. Id, p. 12.

-4, \ CRE’s ar. t re: no public fundine.

* ReliabilityFirst Corporation (RFC) replaced ECAR, cffective Jamary 1, 2006,

" Janoary 1;2006; 0

ReliabilityFirst is a not-for-profit company whose goal is to preserve and enhance electric
service reliability and security for the inferconnected electric systems within its territory.
ReliabilityFirst was approved by the North American Electric Reliability Council (NERC) to
become one of eight Regional Reliability Councils in North America and began operations on _

- o ReliabilityFirst is the successor organization to three former NERC Regional Reliability _____f§ .

Councils: the Mid-Atlantic Area Council, the East Central Area Coordination Agreement, and
the Mid-American Interconnected Network organizations. : )

i PIM Irﬁerconn'ection Association is a regional transmission organization (RTQ), and it

* coordinates the movement of electricity through ali or parts of Delaware, Tilinois,
Indiana, Kentucky, Maryland, Michigan, New Jersey, North Carolina, Ohio, Pennsylvania,
Tennessee, Virginia, West Virginia and the District of Columbia
* ensures the reliability of the largest centrally dispatched electric grid in the world
* operates the largest competitive wholesale electricity market in the world
» plans generation and transmission expansion to ensure reliability
* operates independently and neutrally, and
* provides real-time information to its members/customers to support their decision-

making
e — —— =
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MCRE offered no evidence and made no previous comment on whether Beech Ridge
would fund road improvements, Beech Ridge argued. Response p. 12. However, Beech
Ridge has repeatedly stated that it secks no public fimds or property tax abatement.
Moreover, its data responses make clear that road upgrades are a line item in Beech Ridge’s
project construction costs budget, Beech Ridge wrote. Id.

| 5. MCRE’s argument re: exclusion of evidence.

- Ms. Pierpont’s letter, attached to the Eisenbeiss reply brief, was received as public
comment, and the order discussed at some length the U.S. Fish & Wildlife letters, said Beech
Ridge. Response p. 13. “To infer that these letters were not considered is misleading,”
Beech Ridge wrote. The intervenors want to offer these letters to provide proof of what the
documents contain, and the authors were not present to be tested on cross-examination under
oath, Beech Ridge noted. 1d. : A

- Although MCRE complains that the Commission allowed certain Beech Ridge
testimony about documents prepared by others, Beech Ridge’s testimony was not to establish
- proof of what the documents said. Id, P. 13. Regarding the Sterzinger report, both Mr.
- 'Groberg and Mr. Miller reached their own conclus ions, after they didresearch, mcluding the

Sterzinger report. MCRE did not object to Beech Ridge’s pre-filed testimony which
discussed the Sterzinger report, and MCRE did not cross-examine either witness about it.
“And if the witness could not discuss Sterzinger’s study, or if the cross-examination had
found parts of the Sterzinger report that differed from the point made or conclusion advanced

by the witness, then the Commission could have decided the Groberg or Miller testimony on

property values had Iitfle weight. MCRE had that opportunity to cross-examine but did 1iot,” _
Beech Ridge wrote. Id. p.13. '

- 6. MCRE’s argument se: failure to wei ghlong-term benefits and adverse impacts.

' Althm_lgh MCRE concedes that construction has positive economic effects, MCRE |
minimizes the project’s permanent jobs and tax revenues. Response p. 14. MCRE did not

" mention state B&O taxes of $212,000 per year, payroll taxes, constriction purchases of §11° =1~

million per year, and local operation purchases of $11 million per year, Beech Ridge wrote.

7. ' MCRE’s argument re: Staff comments tb move turbines.

Itis wrong to say that Staff “balanced” the interests when it concluded that 50 turbines
could be removed from the eastern part of the project, Beech Ridge argued. Response p. 15.
To the contrary, if 50 turbines were removed, the project could not be built. Instead, Staff
advised that its recommendation to grant the siting certificate could be even stronger, Beech
Ridge wrote as follows: - '
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‘What Staff did say about movement of turbines was that movement of some
or all of the fifty turbines designated caused the balancing test to become even

stronger in favor of granting the certificate,

d.p. 15.

8. | MCRE’s argument re: impact on bats.

MCRE misrepresents the evidence on bat mortality and endangered species, Beech
Ridge argued. Response p. 16. Beech Ridge clearly stated that the turbines will be braked,
that is, the turbines will not turn, at wind speeds below 3.5 meters per second. Thisisnota
cut-in speed* mitigation technique, Beech Ridge said. “Ttisa mitigation technique for speeds
below cut-in, something that was not done at Mountaineer or Meyersdale, where turbine
blades spin as soon as wind blows.” Id. In Mr. Romme’s expert opinion, this technique will
reduce bat mortality. Id, Further, Beech Ridge, in conjunction with others, has established .

2 post-construction protocol and adaptive management strategy to respond to bat mortality.
id. p. 17. o _ :

. MCRE’s quotation from U.S. Fish & Wildlife’s March 7, 2005, letter deals with the
cut-in speed only, not braking of the turbines. “Thus, the quotation is not even relevant to
the braking issue,” Beech Ridge wrote. Id. p. 16. :

“MCRE'’s claims about Indiana bats are outrageous,” Beech Ridge wrote. Id. p. 17.
Although MCRE claims it is highly possible that an Indiana bat will be taken, an Indiana bat
has not been found since 1990, and then only three were found. No Indiana bat has found

in-any of the studies since 1990, including the cave study in 2006, Beech Ridge wrote. None
were mist-netted in the 2005 mist-netting study. The study protocols were established bythe
Indiana Bat Recovery Team and approved by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. '

- MCRE dﬂﬂS‘?9?.%51@*.‘9%5_!axﬁ@ldm;.aqfs___qz&pgr!ppigim é;;,pxogm_.s:@l_ugs,_ﬁqggh_

Ridge asserted. Response p, 18. “Moreover, the lack of property value testimony from any
Opponent, other than a comment or two from Mr. Eisenbeiss about real estate prices in
Greenbrier County rising in the last several years, demonstrates that there is no real case from

Opponents on this issue,” Beech Ridge wrote. Id, p. 18.

Although MCRE complains that the Commission gave too much weight to Beech
Ridge’s two tfourism studies, MCRE does not mention that no opponent presented any
“evidence on this issue, said Beech Ridge. Id. p. 18. Several intervenors commented that
tourism would be affected, but the Commission rightly concluded that this was conjecture,

* 'The cut-in speed is the speed at which electricity begins to be generated.
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_ In contrast, Mr. Groberg recounted his experience in several situations when wind
energy projects were promoted as tourism attractions. Response p. 18. Mr. Goldman
traveled to Tucker County and spoke with businesses there. Id. p. 19. Ms. Phillips-Weikle
presented considerable research on tourism in Greenbrier County, including the Midland
Trail Scenic Highway Association, and Western Greenbrier County strongly supports the
project, Besch Ridge said. Id, pp. 19-20.

10. MCRE’s arggmeﬁt re: project support.

MCRE wauts the count of letters filed for and against the project to decide the case,
Beech Ridge wrote. Response p. 20. However, the Commission also should consider that
Building Trades represents thousands of workers who wholeheartedly support the project;
West Virginia’s Sierra Club has more than 2,000 members and it supports the project;
- business associations, including the West Virginia Manufacturers’ Association and the West
Virginia Forestry Association spoke on behalf of the project; more than 800 letters of support
were filed; and the majority of the 2,000 opposition letters were form letters, said Beech
Ridge. Id. pp. 20-21. Thus, many more people support the project than appears from the
number of protest Jetters received. 1d, p. 21. S

11. MCRE’s argument re: transmission line route.

MCRE repeats the motion it made at the hearing, Beech Ridge argued. Id. p. 22.
MCRE claims that it was ambushed by the minor change, although the environmental
~ benefits and the landowner benefits are significantly positive, said Beech Ridge. Id. p. 22.
The Commission’s order noted that Beech Ridge could not disclose the change until after the

Corps of Engineers’ wetlands assessment was completed on April 18, 2006.

12, MCRE’S argument re: effect of intervenor participation,

o ....Q%@@F!Qﬁt1??!!"._0._{@EPIQJE@EEQ_EE99%9@?9_\[@!@1EQEQ?%..Q@Q!@P&Eﬁf_fQI_T!__ZQQ_MW

~-MCGRE simply disagrees—wi-t—h-the-Gennnission-orderTB eschRidge-wrote.- Response--—
P. 22. Before the application was filed, Beech Ridge removed nine turbines from the

to 186 MW. Id. p. 23. Beech Ridge also voluntarily is locating all but a few turbines more

than one mile from residences, in response to visual and noise concerns. The Technical
Group will advise on post-construction bird and bat studies, and adaptive management plans,
which are in part a response to intervenor concerns, Staff’s conditions were driven at least

in part by intervenor concerns. The posting of a removal bond and a guarantee of a minimum
property tax payment were driven by intervenor concerns, as was the study on impacts on the

local 911 communication system, Beech Ridge said. Id. p. 23. Also, Mr. Lively’s concerns
relating to the I line were accommodated. Id. p. 24.
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.13. Mr, Woelfel’s arguments,

Mr. Woelfel takes fault with the Commission order as a whole, without any specific
reference to matters that the Commission overlooked, Beech Ridge argued. Id.p.24. Toa
very large extent, he recites precepts of constitutional and statutory law, but without citations
to the record or Commission order., Thus, he does not provide any basis for the Commission
to reconsider its decision, said Beech Ridge. Id. p. 24. Pursuant to Longdale Iron Co. v.
Quesenberry, 50 W. Va. 451,40 8.E. 487 (1901), a statement that is only a conclusion of law,
without facts or opinion, is insufficient, argued Beech Ridge.

_ The one particular argument he makes is that the Commission ignored Staff’s
recommendation regarding the placement of certain turbines. Response pp. 24-25. However,
Staff indicated that the certain locations engendered more controversy than others, Beech _
Ridge argued. 1d. p. 25 -, “Staff did not make the movement of these turbines a condition of -

. its recommendation that the siting certificate be granted,” Beech Ridge wrote. Based on the
- entirety of Staff’s recommendation, the balance weighs in favor of granting the certificate.

14, Ms. Mendelson’s arguments.
Her pleading is-not verified, as Procedural Rule 19.3 requires, so the Commission

‘should strike her filing, Beech Ridge wrote. Response p. 26.

Ms. Mendelson rehashes issues which have been addressed severai times. She seeks |

to re-litigate this matter, instead of set forth matters which the Commission overlooked. Id.

RS

She says that Staff found the Beech Ridge -map incomplete. However, Staff said that
the five-mile map was not so deficient that it does not show the project’s impact,

- She also.concedes that her surveys should be only a starting place for further

- ~£nvesﬁgati6n; ‘but-she-ignores-that Beech Ridge is conducting a'smidy and will teport to

SHPO. Response Pp- 26-27. The order is contingent upon Beech Ridge getting SHPQO’s

 final approval, and thus, the Commission has alrcady addressed her concerns, Beech Ridge |

wrote,

She generally raises health concerns, bﬁt there is no properly authenticated evidence,

subjected to cross examination, regarding health risks from the project, Beech Ridge argued.

Response p. 27. Moreover, the information regarding Wind Turbine Syndrome involved an
older turbine that produced more low frequency noise. Id, p. 27.

Ms. Mendelson is simply wrong when she claims that most of the support letters refer
to employment, and she asserts that Beech Ridge has never promised the jobs would go to

locals, said Beech Ridge. The Jocal unions entered into a Memorandum Agreement in May

2006, which requires that construction Jobs be filled with local individuals and it applies to
any subsequent owner of the facility. Id. p. 28. Mr. Groberg testified that Beech Ridge
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wouldrprovidc extensive training to permanent employees. Id. It is not necessary for local
colleges to offer classes, because the union members are trained in construction work, Beech
Ridge said. '

Althoﬁgh she says the Commission need not be concemned with the health of the grid,
Siting Rule 3.1.b.1-Tequires a statement of need to contain “references to any available long

+ term electric supply and demand projections, such as those produced [by ECAR]. Itis

therefore axiomatic that the ‘health of the grid’ is in fact & relevant inquiry of the
Commission,” Beech Ridge wrote. Id. p. 29.

- 15, Mr. and Mrs. Eisenbeiss’ arguments.

. Beech Ridge wrote that thé Eisenbeisses petition waé not verified, and that the
Eisenbeisses seek to relitigate this matter, so the pleading should be stricken. ‘Response p.
29. . _ N .

- On May 5, 2006, the Commission denied their motion to appoint scientific and
economic experts, Beech Ridge wrote. 1d. p. 30. Intervenors may participate in all facets of
a PSC proceeding, but the state is not required to pay for an intervenor to attempt to prove
his or her case, Beech Ridge said. Staff provides an unbiased review, and the Eisenbeisses

do not indicate that Staff failed in this duty. To prevail, intervenors must submit more

-persuasive evidence than the applicant, not simply more evidence. Id. p. 30.

* Although they argue that the clinical and scientific information they want considefed |

as evidence is unbiased, the authors were not subject to cross-examination, so whether the

information is unbiased could notbe tested, Beech Ridge argued. Id. pp. 30-31. In contrast,
Beech Ridge offered 15 witnesses under oath or by stipulation, and those witnesses were
available for questioning,

—— Simﬂ-arly;-Mr%EiscnbeisS-asks the-Commission-to accept his.opinion-on the location. ...

of the sound device, over the expert’s opinion. Response p. 31. Mr. Eisenbeiss is a lay
person on this issue, without specialized experience and knowledge, and he objected to only

" one location. “Id, pp. 31-32; Ths Comrmission did fict igiiore his téstimony; it i)'féféi'féﬂ"i:hé ST

expert’s testimony, Beech Ridge argued. Id, p-32.

For the first time, the Eisenbeisses refer to the Noise Task Force. They also object to
Beech Ridge’s noise maps. Id, p. 33. However, the record amply demonstrates that their
- home is located within, at most, one mile of two turbines,

While they argue that an_'industrial wind facility will harm broperty values, the
evidence shows otherwise. Mr. Goldman presented evidence of property values in Tucker
and Putnam Counties. Response pp. 33-34. '
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They ask the Commission to use the MCRE viewshed analysis, which has no
vegetation, but, MCRE’s witness said its maps were a starting point and that vegetation
should be included. Id. p. 34.

They contend that federal tax subsidies and accelerated depreciation will create a tax
burden on West Virginia residents. Id. p. 34. However, they ignore that Greenbrier County
will receive at least $400,000 a year, and that Beech Ridge will pay about $212,000 a year
in state B&O taxes. ]d, pp. 34-35, :

- They take issne with the possible” harm of endangered species, but they do not
acknowledge the conditions placed on the siting certificate, Beech Ridge wrote. Id. p. 35.
That Mr. Eisenbeiss has seen one mountain lion on his property does not mean there will be
a taking of endangered species or an adverse impact on the habitat of a listed species, argued
Beech Ridge. Id. pp. 35-36. ‘ . '

They also contend the Commission’s order violates their due process rights, but they
confuse due process with prevailing in litigation, Beech Ridge argued. Id. p. 36. Due
process is notice and the opportunity to be heard, and the Eisenbeisses clearly had notice and
participated in this proceeding, Id. p. 36. - -

DISCUSSION

Sufficiency of Beech Ridge’s five-mile map

L . MCRE complained about the scale of Beech Ridge’s ma e_Commission

addressed the scale of Beech Ridge’s map in its August 28, 2006, order. On page 18, the
Commission recited Beech Ridge’s explanation about the ANSI D requirement, and in .
footnote 5 on that page, the Commiission accepted Beech Ridge’s map, preferring to have the
entire project depicted on a single page. We agree with Beech Ridge that MCRE
— -exaggerated thealleged-deficiencies because aonesinchline onone scaleis about nifie-temths

of an inch on the other scale. As MCRE has presented nothing new for the Commission to
. consider, the Commission should reject this issue. _ ' '

MCRE also argues that Beech Ridge’s map does not sufficiently reflect utility
corridors, major transportation routes, cultural and historical landmarks, and so forth. We
agree with Beech Ridge and Building Trades that whether these items are required on the
five-mile map depends upon their sigrﬁﬁcance, and reasonable minds can differ on such
matters as whether small private cemeteries are required, or whether a Jocal road is a major
transportation corridor. -

We also agree with Beech Ridge that this issue has been extensively presented to the
Commission in prior pleadings. For instance, on pages 16 through 18 of the August 28,
2006, order, we addressed Mr. Woelfel’s May 17, 2006, motion to dismiss Beech Ridge’s
application because the maps supporting the application were inadequate; Mountain
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Communities’s similar motion of May 18, 2006; Mountain Communities renewal of its
motion during the evidentiary hearing; Mountain Communities’ supplementation of its
motion in its June 26, 2006, Initial Brief: and Beech Ridge’s response to those motions. On

page 33, we noted that Staff advised that, while the Beech Ridge map was not perfect, it
showed the majority of the area’s cultural and historical interests. We addressed more of ,
Mountain Communities® concerns about the five-mile map at pages 40 and 41." We noted
Staff’s position in its Reply Brief on page 58. We summarized Beech Ridge’s arguments
from its Reply Brief at pages 63 and 64, Then, in Conclusion of Law Number 4, on page
73, the Commission agreed with Staff that Beech Ridge’s map was sufficient to allow the
application to be fully debated and the application should not be dismissed.

The Commission stands by its earlier decision in this regard. Since cultural and
historic landmarks are the most strongly contested issue regarding Beech Ridge’s five-mile
map, the Commission will supplement its Conclusion of Law Number 4 to state that, while
Beech Ridge’s five-mile map was not perfect, it showed the majority of the area’s cultural
and historical interests. ' | :

It should also be noted that the Commission has taken great care throughout this
proceeding to require that Beech Ridge’s maps provide adequate information, Very earlyin
this case, the Commission ruled that the map Beech Ridge published with its initial notice
was insufficient, and therefore the Commission required Beech Ridge to publish a revised
map.’ - .

* The Commission conditioned Beech Ridge’s siting certificate upon Beech Ridge
_ filing any necessary certifications prior to commencing construction, and the Commission

expressly named SHPO in this régard. See General Preconstrichion and Constriiction”
Conditions 11 & 12, Comm’n Order p. 88. MCRE argues that the Commission must instead
have such certifications in hand when an application is filed. The Commission disagrees.
Utility and EWG applicants must satisfy the requirements of several state agencies. It is

— ._ccmmonpracﬁce,.andmﬂle.bestinter.estsofﬂlé..state, forthe various governmental agencies.

to work cooperatively. ‘SHPO, not the PSC, is staffed with individuals who can assess the

® The Commission addressed this on page 5 of the Angust order as follows:

On February 6, 2006, the Commission ruled that the map Beech Ridge published

. in the Notice of Filing Order was very difficult to review, due, in part, to its size,
inadequate reference markers and the inclusion of topographical lines. The

» Commission ordered Beech Ridge to publish the Notice of Filing again, one time
in Nicholas, Greenbrier and Kanawha counties, with a different map, taking into
account the Commission’s concerns. Comm’n Order p- 25. Beech Ridge
published notice of its application, with a revised map, in the Charleston Gazette
in Kanawha County on February 24, 2006; The West Virginia Daily News in _
Greenbrier County on February 27, 2006; and The Nicholas Chronicle in Nicholas
County on March 2, 2006. See Affidavits of Publication (Mar, 17, 2006). '
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relative importance of cultural and historical locations. It would be grossly inefficient to
require applicants to proceed through the various regulatory processes in'serial fashion. It
is in the public interest for the Commission to process issues relating to the PSC’s
jurisdiction promptly and for the Commission to require applicants to comply with the
judgments rendered by sister governmental agencies. Thus, the Commission stands by its
decision to conditionally grant Beech Ridge asiting certificate, provided that SHPO indicates

 either that Beech Ridge does not need 1o take further action or outlines what action Beech

Ridge must take to be in compliance with that agency’s rules/laws, and that Beech Ridge files

the historical/archeological significance study with any required mitigation plans prior to

comnmencing construction,

We recognize that compliance with the requirements of sister agencies is indeed part
of the siting certificate process. However, we do not require all other state regulatory
proceedings to be complete, before an applicant may begin the PSC process. Instead,
applicants must demonstrate to the Commiission that they are working in good faith fo
‘complete the requirements of sister state agencies, as well as any relevant federal agencies,
and in this particular case, Beech Ridge’s testimony, as well as the SHPO letters, establish
that Beech Ridge is working in good faith on the SHPO process. Furthermore, Beech Ridge
must satisfy this condition before it can commence construction. |

MCRE also argues that it was deprived of the right to litigate the importance of the
cultural landmarks because Beech Ridge’s map was insufficient. The Commission disagrees.
Beech Ridge’s map — which shows recreational arcas, 11 churches, three cemeteries, and
three historical sites — is based upon data from WVU’s GIS Technical Center; SHPO for
historical and cultural areas; and local brochures for recreation, tourism and cultnral areas

Upon these facts, that is a sufficient showing to allow the application to proceed: The
Commission has not passed the buck to another agency, as MCRE alleges. The Commission
required a substantial showing of important community areas, and MCRE prefers a more
 extensive showing of community highlights. MCRE disagrees with the Commission’s
—a_ssessment—t—haf—Beech——Ridge—suﬂi'cienﬂy""represented' coritiunity ' Highlights™ ~“The -
Commission agrees with Beech Ridge that MCRE's is not deprived of due process, to the

. "extent that the Commission does not agree with MCRE.

. MCREalso relied upon a 1993 order in AEP to ask the Commission to dismiss Beech
Ridge’s application, due to map insufficiencies. This argument was made repeatedly in prior

* pleadings, and: MCRE has provided nothing new for the Commission to consider. See

Comm’n Order-pp. 17 (MCRE’s motion to dismiss & Beech Ridge’s response) & 56

(MCRE’s reply brief). The Commission agrees with Beech Ridge that the AEP case can be

distinguished because the AEP map was so insufficient that it was not possible to adequately

review the project. In comparison, Beech Ridge’s five-mile map contained sufficient

information for the case to proceed. The Commission will supplement its Conclusions of -
Law in this regard. :
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,‘ We agree with Beech Ridge that MCRE overstates when it claims that Mr. Groberg
conceded that MCRE’s five-mile map was correct. Mr. Groberg testified that he had no
reason to doubt the features appearing on MCRE’s map existed, but he did not agree that the
information on MCRE’s map was required.

We also agree with Beech Ridge that C&P v, PSC, 171 W. Va. 708, 301 S.E.2d 798
(1983), does not require the Commission fo grant MCRE’s five-mile map arguments. We
agree with the precept that an agency must abide by its rules. However, as Building Trades
also argued, this is a case of first impression and the Commission is faced with ambiguous
matters, such as whether a certain utility line is a major utility corridor. Therefore, there is-
10 long-standing rule to be applied, as there was in C&P. |

Praject need

W. Va. Code § 24-1-1(2) requires the Commission to encourage the well-planned
development of utility resources consistent with state needs, including the productive use of
the state’s energy resources, which include coal and wind energy. West Virginia has long
been a net-experting state of energy. Thus, to adequately consider the well-planned
development of utility resources, it has long been necessary for the PSC to consider West
Virginia’s position relative to that of other states. Therefore, the Commission should reject
MCRE’s contention that the PSC canmot consider regional needs for energy from renewable
resources.

Since the Commission may consider regional needs for energy from renewable
resources, the Commission may consider applications, such as Beech Ridge’s, prior to any

development by the Legislature of a policy for renewable energy requirements within West
Virginia, - _ _ o

MCRE predicts dire consequences—wind projects may decrease energy demand from
—- _West-V;'r-ginia,-Which-could. resul.t?in;iob-lassesm_r-other-negative impacts~may occurifwind —
projects are developed in West Virginia. However, there is no evidence in the record to
. support this position. Therefore, the Commission should reject MCRE's assertions in this
regard. - o '

The renewable resource needs of other states was among the Commission’s
deliberations, but the Commission evaluated many other equally important factors, Among
them, the Commission also considered the site’s wind energy potential, the distance from
environmentally significant areas, the location near major electricity transmission facilities,
the availability of privately-owned land with compatible uses, and the absence of known
critical habitat for listed species. Further, the Commission concluded that it is undisputed
that energy is needed in the east coast region, where it is estimated that the reserve margin

-will be reduced from 18.3% in 2005 to aslow as 4.1% in 2014, causing the region to exceed
its reliability design limit; and that generating capacity for this region is aging, with as muich
as 76% of the generating facilities older than 30 years, and 36% older than 40 years by 2010.
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Still further, the Commission considered the benefits of providing power without generating
harmful emissions, and of advancing the state and local economies. See Comm’n Order pp.
70, 75, 76 (Finding of Fact Nos, 3, 4; Concl. of Law Nos. 11, 13-16). '

MCRE also objected because the project will produce less electricity in summer, when

demand pezks, and such need cannot be balanced against the potential long-term adverse
impacts in Greenbrier County. '

The Commission disagrees: It is undisputed that Beech Ridge’s project will would
contribute some energy during summer peaks, helping to reduce capacity margins. The
Commission addressed this in the August 28, 2006, order at pages 46, 59 and 76. In
Conclusion of Law Number 15, the Commission wrote as follows: '

Several disagree with Beech Ridge’s estimates of how many homes its turbines
can power. They also point out that Beech Ridge’s power output will not be
at its maximum during' the summer, when the need for energy peaks.
However, the Commission agrees with Beech Ridge that these concerns do not
change the fact that Beech Ridge’s project will power hundreds of homes,
even at its lowest productivity, Nor do these concerns change the fact that the
project’s output will assist in meeting the peak summertinie demands,

Id. p 76. Thus, we agree with Beech Ridge that MCRE has presented nothing new for the
-Commission to consider, = ' b

___Road funding

On reconsideration, MCRE alleges that it is not clear whether public funding will be
required to maintain-and repair the county roads affected by the project. The Commission
agrees with Beech Ridge that this topic has never been presented to the Commission.
--Therefore;-the-petition to reconsider-should bedended inthisregard -

o The Commission also agrees with Beech Ridge that the record is clear that Beech
Ridge seeks no public funding and that road costs are a line item in Beech Ridge’s project
construction costs budget. o '

Evidence/public comment 7

Several intervenors asked the Commission to treat letters from Dr. Pierpont and U.S.
Fish and Wildlife as evidence, instead of public comment, Beech Ridge objected, because

In the August 28, 2006, order, the Commission spent considerable time discussing
those letters and the weight to be accorded them. Comm’n Order pp. 9 (Eisenbeiss provides
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Pierpont documents); 10 (John Wallkup provides Pierpont documents); 11-12 (Congressman
Mollohan discusses U.S. Fish & Wildlife letter, Staff advises U.S. Fish & Wildlife letter to
ceme, Sierra Club supports U.S. Fish & Wildlife recommendations); 14 (MCRE supports
U.S. Fish & Wildlife recommendations); 14-15 (U.S. Fish & Wildlife letter summarized);
20 (Beech Ridge’s objection to Pierpont letters, PSC’s protective treatment on its own
motion); 21 (Ms. Mendelson supports U.S. Fish and Wildlife recommendations); 23-24
(MCRE’s Dr. Gannon re: U.S. Fish & Wildlife recommendations); 24 (Mr. Walkup re: U.S.
Fish & Wildlife Service recommendations); 28 (Mr. Young suggests U.S. Fish & Wildlife
be part of advisory group); 30 (Staff discussion of Pierpont report); 31 (Beech Ridge’s M.
Romme discusses U.S. Fish and Wildlife); 35 (Staff’s proposed conditions re: U.S. Fish and
Wildlife); 51 (Beech Ridge’s initial brief re: U.S. Fish and Wildlife guidelines); 56-57 (Mr.
Walkup’s Reply Brief supporting U.S. Fish and Wildlife recommendations); 60 (Beech
Ridge’s reply brief re: Pierpont letter), 61 (U.S. Fish and Wildlife recommendations) & 65
(Staff’s recommended conditions), 68-69 (Eisenbeisses discuss Pierpont letter in reply brief);
71 (Find. of Fact No. 15 re: pre-construction studies); 74 (Concl. of Law Nos. 6-7 re: Dr.
Pierpont’s letter); 74-75 (Concl. of Law No. 8 re: protective treatment on Commission’s own
motion); 80 (Concl. of Law No. 38 re: pre-construction studies); 81 (Concl. of Law Nos. 39
re: US. Fish & Wildlife letter, 41 ze:. advisory committee, 42-43 re: bat " study
recommendations); 85 (Concl. of Law Nos. 61 re: adaptive strategies, 62-63 re: pre-

construction studies); 86 (Concl. of Law Nos. 64-66 re: U.S. Fish & Wildlife letter); §7
(ordering paragraph accepting Pierpont letter as public comment); 88 (ordering paragraph
Te; certificate conditions); 90 (ordering paragraph re: advisory group).

~ As these citations make clear, the Commission exhaustively addressed these letters
and explained that matters in evidence are tested via cross-examination, which allows the

Commission to rely more heavily on matters in evidence, than matters in public comment.
As nothing new has been presented to the Commission on reconsideration, the Commission
should deny the petition in this regard, R

A 341 h

Zxithough-MCRE-complains -that-the - Commission -allowed - certain-Beech-Ridge—— -
testimony about documents prepared by others, the Commission agrees with Beech Ridge
that such testimony was not offered to establish proof of what the documents said, Instead,

- Beech Ridge’s. witnesses provided their own opinions, based upon various experiences,
- including review of the Sterzinger study. The Beech Ridge witnesses were available for
questioning on.cross-examination, but no intervenor asked them questions. Accordingly, it
was appropriate for the Commission to receive this evidence from the Beech Ridge
Witnesses. -

Long-term benefits vs. adverse impacts

While the éonstruction phase will provide short-term économic benefits to the state
and region, the economic benefits become marginal after the project is built and the adverse
impacts in_ Greenbrier County will last for decades, MCRE asserted.
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; :
The Commission agrees with Beech Ridge that MCRE minimizes the project’s
permanent jobs and tax revenues, although MCRE concedes that construction has positive
economic effects. Also, MCRE does not provide citations in the record to support its
© conclusion as to adverse impacts. Furthermore, the Commission weighed the economic
information and concluded that Building Trades’ provided the best assessmentt We
conclude that MCRE simply disagrees with the result we reached in the final order. There

being nothing new for the Commission to address, the petition to reconsider should be denied
in this regard. ' :

Staff comments to move turbines

In its recommendation, Staff advised the Commission to grant Beech Ridge a siting
certificate because the positives outweighed the negatives, especially when considering
mitigating factors. However, Staff suggested that removing or relocating some turbines
would eliminate most of the potential negative effects, making the balancing even stronger
in favor of gramting the certificate. Staff's Initial Briefp. 17, The Commission views the
Staff comments as suggesting that turbines could be removed or relocated if the Commission
believed that was necessary before the Commission could determine that the project, on
balance, should be issued a siting certificate. Asindicated in this order, the Commission had

no such belief, but encouraged Beech Ridge to continue working with individuals on this
issue, :

S Tn Fﬁéif‘gomrfcrmsmmﬁe—c@mon wrofe as follows:

The Commission agrees Wiﬂl_Staﬁ' that IMPLAN is a widely used economic
model that can be employed for a multitude of activities. Using IMPLAN, Dr.

Christopher Thompson of Johns Hopkins University estimated that Beech Ridge’s
:uUjﬂmi'lﬂavefﬂmeffﬁétﬁr"*““"'*'—'—-"'"' e

Y

1. 26510 1,089 jobs, in low and high impact scenarios.
2. $25.3 to $104 million of additional private sector output. '

-3 $11.3 to $46.4 of value added, including $7.3 to $30 million of additional

construction and employee compensation, :
4. $528,000 to $2.2 million of additional indirect business taxes,
5. $1.9 to $7.9 million in federal tax rovenue,
6 $817,000 to $3.4 million in state tax revennes, half of which would be
- state personal income tax.

Mr. and Mrs. Eisenbeiss complain about Dr. Thompson’s study, but they did not
offer any evidence to refute Dr, Thompson’s testimony. Accordingly, the
. Commission should accept Dr. Thompson’s testimony as the best indicator of
- economiic effect. o ' :

Comm’n order p. 77 (Aug. 28, 2006),
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. Several intervenors try to merge these separate recommendations, and argue that the
Commission must require Beech Ridge to remove or relocate some turbines as a condition
of receiving a siting certificate. '

The Commission disagrees. Staff’s recommendation is not entitled to any more
weight than other evidence received in a proceeding. Moreover, Staff’s recommendation
must be fairly and fully read. The Commission cannot ascribe to Staff a recommendation

- that Staff did not make. - | ' -

On pag; 86, in Conclusion of Law Number 67, the Commission addressed the
situation as follows: \ '

Finally, the Commission recognizes that Beech Ridge has offered to make
minor adjustments to further lessen the impact of this project on the
community. The Commission, though, cannot assess the impact of moving the
turbines Beech Ridge identified in its Reply Brief as candidates to move or
remove, if the Commission so desired, The Commission consents to any such
adjustments (move/remove) as are disclosed in the record of this proceeding,
provided that Beech Ridge obtains the agreement of any adjoining residents
withifi one mile. If the landowner is different from the resident, then Beech
Ridge must also obtain the agreement of the landowner.,

At the hearing, and in its briefs, Beech Ridge advised that it was continuing to work
cooperatively with landowners, and that it was possible that certain turbines could be moved
to accommodate landowner concerns about visibility and noise. However, the Commission

was not presented with exact locations for any such changes.

The Commission encourages such cooperative efforts to continue, and, to the extent
that any affected landowners are able to reach agreement with Beech Ridge for minor
~———location-changes which will mitigate -any perceived adverse.impacts,-the Commission has
. cleared the way for such modifications. | |

- The Commission cannot, basé_d.upon the record, conclude that unspecified turbil_ie |
locations arein the public interest. The Commission has assessed the locations which were

project’s benefits outweigh its detriments. If the balance can be further tipped to lessen the
project’s detriments, the Commission encourages Beech Ridge and the landowners to make
such minor modifications to turbine locations,

4.
<

Recognizing its duty to consider the interests of affected landowners, the Commission
will not allow an alternate turbine location unless the landowner prefers it. Ifthe landowner
prefers it, the Commission will not require the case to be reopened for further formal

‘proceedings. The Commission does, though, require that such agreements to modify turbine
locations be reduced to writing. | ‘ '
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Impact on bats

. Beech Ridge correctly notes that MCRE’s petition mixes braking the turbines with
cut-in speeds.  When turbines are braked, the blades do not move; the cut-in speed is the
point when the blades begin to generate electricity. Experience at other Appalachian wind
farms shows that most bat kills occur at low wind speeds. Beech Ridge will reduce the time
when the turbine blades rotate, by not engaging the blades at all whien winds are too slow to
produce electricity. On select turbines, Beech Ridge will also increase the cut-in speed, to
see if bat kills are reduced. Thisis quite different from other Appalachian wind farms, where
the blades rotate any time the wind blows. Thus, the Commission will deny MCRE’s petition
as it relates to braking/reducing the cut-in speed.

MCRE also alleges that it is highly likely that an Indiana bat will be taken by the

project, and Beech Ridge strenuously objects because no Indiana bats have been seen since -

1990. The Commission considered extensive evidence regarding the project
impact on bats. See Comm’n Order Pp- 3 (studies attached to Beech Ridge’s application);
6 (according cave locations protected freatment, Mr. Romme’s testimony for Beech Ridge);
7 (Dr. Gannon’s testimony for MCRE); 10 (Hamm’s public comment); 11 (Lipton’s and
Mollohan’s public comment); 13 (Sierra Club’s public comment); 14-15 (U.S. Fish &
Wildlife’s public comment); 20-21 (Mendelson’s initial brief); 23-24 (Walkup’s initial brief);
26-28 (Young’s initial brief); 28, 30-31, 37 (Staff's initial brief); 41 & 44 (MCRE’s initial
brief); 51-52, 56-57, 61 (Beech Ridge’s initial brief); 56 (MCRE’s reply brief); 56-58 -

(Mr. Walkup’s reply brief); 61 (Beech Ridge’s reply brief); 71 (Finding of Fact No. 10); 72

(Finding of Fact No. 19); 74-75 (Conclusion of Law No. 8§ re: protective treatment of cave

i

.___,i M

locations); 80 (Conclusion of Law No, 38); 81-82 (Conclusion of Law Nos. 42-46); 90
(ordering paragraphs re: advisory group). There is no expert testimony consistent with this
MCRE allegation. Instead, MCRE creates its argument by combining several outermost
possibilities from information contained in public comment. MCRE presents nothing new

~for the-Commission to-consider- ‘Therefore; the Commission shiould deily theé petition in this
’ regard. ' . L

Tourism and propéﬁy values

MCRE atgues about the weight the Commission accorded Beech Ridge’s evidence
regarding the project’s economic impact on tourism and property values. MCRE suggested
that Jay Goldman’s testimony be weighed the same as comments from individuals. The
Commission disagrees. Mr. Goldman has decades of experience in appraising property and

~ he conducted studies of economic impacts of utility projects in Putnam and Tucker Counties.

‘We agree with Beech Ridge that the only other evidence was from Mr. Eisenbeiss, who is
also an experienced appraiser, but who did not conduct a study. Thus, the Commission is not
inclined to revisit its decision that Mr. Goldman provided the best evidence in this regard.
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MCRE similarly downplays the relative weight of Ms. Phillips-Weikle’s study, but
MCRE did not present a witness to address this issue. Ms. Phillips-Weikle researched data
and presented an opinion, where various public commentors did not provide a researched
basis for their remarks. Moreover, Mr. Groberg testified as to his experience with other wind

farm projects.

MCRE did not present anything new for the Commission to consider, but argues with
theresult of the Commission’s decision. Accordingly, the Commission shouldnot reconsider
in this regard. ' - : -

Lublic support/opposition

MCRE also disagreed with the weight that the Commission accorded the various
- public comments, arguing that the Commission should reject the project because the number
of comments in opposition was greater than the number 6

Public comment has been vital to this process and the Commission recognized its
value at footnote 4 on Ppage 8 of the August 28, 2006, order. The Commission conducted two
public hearings in Lewisburg; where hundreds attended and not all could be heard, Atthe

- beginning of the evidentiary hearing in Charleston, the Commission received additional
public comment. Again, more people wanted to comment than could be heard. Thus, the
Commission advised that it would continue to receive public comment until the decision

© issued. ' S

- In the Angust 28,-2b06, order, the Commission summarized much of the additional
written comment filed after the evidentiary hearing, including additional information and _
————-arguments-from pro-se intervenors:. ey B s

May 10, 2006 Beech Khob’s three full-time residents, as'Well as 10 others,
filed letters in support, Barty Glick of Sunshine Farm and
Gardens filed comments in opposition.

May 12, 2006 Town of Rainelle, the Town Council of Rupert, the Midland
' Trail Scenic Highway Association, and ‘Geoffrey Skaggs filed
comments in support. Mr. and Mrs. Eisenbeiss filed: 84

documents in opposition, including some by Dr. Nina Pietpont,

May 16, 2006 The Pocahontas County Convention & Visitors Bureau asked
: that accurate interpretations of the viewshed analysis and
aesthetic impacts be part of the decision making process.
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May 20, 2006

May 23, 2006
May 24, 2006

May 26,2006

June 21, 2006

June 27, 2006

Tuly 10, 2006

E. Waddell filed comments in support.

Ken Bryan filed comments in support. Dr. Rhonda Hamm, a

Greenbrier County doctor, and Doshia Webb filed comments in

opposition. - | :

David Buhrman filed comments in opposition, including a 20-
minute video disk. William M. Balfour filed comments in
opposition. '

‘B.I. Sharp-Gudmundsson filed comments in opposition,

including a video disk;

Mr. Walkup filed several comments in opposition, including
newspaper stories froin Virginia and England; an article from
West Virginia Wildlife; a study by Frits G.P. van den Beérg,
University of Groningen in the Netherlands ; and Dr. Pierpont’s
testimony before the New York Legislature’s Energy Committee
regarding health concerns. - T '

* Lesli R. Forbes commented in support, including two videos.

Holly Katchuk filed comments in opposition, including a map
of other proposed wind project locations. '

Tuly 10, 2006

Tuly 26, 2006

Josh Lipton commented on 2 June 2005 United States Forest
Service Technical Guide regarding bat survey methodologies.

. Congressmén Alan B. Mollohan filed comments in opposition,

August 9, 2006

 August 14, 2006

August 17, 2006

Mr. Walkup urged the Commission to consider additional
information from Fish and Wildlife, - '

The Sierra Club, West Virgihia Chapter, advised that it
supported Beech Ridge’s project, with conditions.

- U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service filed a copy of a letter it sent to

Beech Ridge’s Mr. Romme, which included recommendations
for conditions on the project’s construction and operation

See Comm’n Order pp. 4-15. Although there has been considerable public opposition to this
project, there also has been considerable public support. The Commission rejects the

argument that this issue can be determined simply by counting the numbers on either side of

the issue. Moreover, MCRE has presented nothing new for the Commission to consider, but
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has disagreed with the result reached by the Commission. Thus the Commission should not

reconsider its order in this regard.

Transmission line route

MCRE argues that Siting Rule 2.4 requires the Commission to deny the application,
because Beech Ridge did not file the final transmission line location with its application,
Instead, toward the end of the hearing, Beech Ridge advised that it had made a minor change,
II at a landowner’s request. S :

MCRE repeats a request that the Commission handled in Conclusion of Law Number
5 on page 74 of the August 28, 2006, order. Upon these facts, the revised location crosses
the same landowner, but in a different location; seven stream crossings are avoided; and the
- line is moved farther away from any other properties. Beech Ridge could not disclose the
change until after a wetlands assessment was complete, and the U.S. Army Corps of *
Engineers provided its wetlands approval on April 18,2006. We concluded that, under these {
circumstances, it was -not unreasonable for Beech Ridge to request a minor route
modification during the hearing. Indeed, it would be against the public interest if the
Commission could not consider project changes, during the course of a proceeding, which -
. lessen the project’s impact. B

As MCRE has presented nothing new for the Cdjnmission to consider, the petition to
reconsider should be denied in this regard, =

Effect of intervenor participation

MCRE objected to the Commission’s discussion that the project changed as a result

of intervenor participation, because Beech Ridge’s application was granted in its entirety.

Beech Ridge responded that MCRE simply disagrees with the Commission order, and we
——|[———=@gree-with Beech.Ridge.....____ . e e -

Hete are several examples of changes due to public participation:

~+ Before the application was filed, Beéch- Ridge renioved nine turbines from the
casternmost part of the project to accommodate visual concerns, reducing it from 200
MW to 186 MW. ' |

= Beech Ridge is voluntarily lodaﬁlig all but a few turbines more than one mile from
residences, in response to visual and noise concerns, "

* The Technical Group will advise on post-construction bird and bat studies, and '1
adaptive management plans, which are in"part a response to intervenor concerns. " '

- * Staff’s conditions were driven at least in part by intervenor concerns.
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- * The posting of a removal bond and g guarantee of a mmlmum property tax payment
were driven by intervenor concerns, as was the study on impacts on the local 911
communication system. '

* Mr. Lively’s concerns relating to the I line of turbines were accommodated.

- * Beech Ridge and Building Trades entered into a Memorandum of Understanding
requiring the hiring of local workers. '

MCRE’s assertions are not supported by the record, and the petition to reconsider should be
denied in this regard. IR

Mr. Woelfel’s arguments

We agree with Beech Ridge and Building Trades that nearly all of Mr. Woelfel’s
petition to reconsider was a recitation of legal precepts, without any application of those
precepts to the Commission’s order. See Staffcomments to move turbines, above. Therefore,
pursuant to well-settled law and Commission practice, it is reasonable to deny Mr. Woelfel’s
petition in this regard, '

Mr. Woelfel was specific, though, in asking the Commission to follow Staff's
recommendation. 'As we discussed above, Staff’s position is. one of several that the
Commission weighs, and Staff's opinion has equal weight with other partics, The
Commission’s discussion above would apply to Mr. Woelfel’s request as well, and therefore, -

Ms. Mendelson s arguments

Building Trades and Beech Ridge both correctly note that Ms. Mendelson’s petition
10 Teconsideris niot verifisd as Procediital Riilé 19,3 tégires; arid thiey askthe Coriirfiission ™
to strike her filing. - ' :

In this instance, the Commission will exercise its discretion and consider Ms,
Mendelson’s petition, in recognition ofher consistent participation in this proceeding and her
pro se status. The Commission wishes to make clear that its decision to accept this particular
‘pleading should not be construed ag any guarantee that the Commission would accept future
pleadings which do not comply with our Procedural Rules, |

Ms. Mendelson, like MCRE, argued that Beech Ridge’s five-mile map was
insufficient. Like MCRE, she repeats arguments she has already asked the Commission to
consider. The Commission’s discussion above applies equally to Ms. Mendelson. See
Sufficiency of . Beech Ridge’s five-mile map, above. Thus, the Commission should deny her
petition to reconsider in this regard.
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Similarly, the Commission’s discussion of the number of protest letters forand against
the project equally applies to Ms. Mendelson’s arguments. See Public support/opposition,
above. The Commission should deny her petition to reconsider in this regard.

- Ms. Mendelson’s argument regarding local employment does not take into
consideration the Memorandum of Understanding, which requires Beech Ridge to hire
locally. Similarly, she suggests that Beech Ridge must work with local colleges to provide

. training, but she overlooks that union workers are already trained and that Beech Ridge will

provide extensive training to permanent employees. As these requests are contrary to the

. Tecord, they should be denied.

Ms. Mendelson argues that the PSC’s mandate i to protect interests specific to West
Virginia, and that the Commission should not be so concerned with the health of the
interstate electric grid. MCRE made a similar argument, and the Commission’s discussion
above applies equally to Ms. Mendelson. Accordingly, in this regard her petition should be
denied. - '

Ms. Mendelson asks the Commission to consider health coﬁcerns, which she presented
by way of public comment and in her briefs. The Commission did take those arguments and

comments info account. Since she has presented nothing new for the Commission to
consider, the petition to reconsider should be denied in this regard.

Overall, we agree with Beech Ridge and Building Trades that Ms. Mendelson

disagrees with the Commission’s order and, in essence, urges the Commission to rebalance

the various interests. As she has not raised anything new for the Commission to consider,

e W

we should decline to reconsider our decision.

Mr. and Mrs. Eisenbeiss’ arguments

'-—'—Beechﬁ:idge-is—incorrect—to state-that-Mr- and-—Mrs:—Eisenbéiss-’-s-~petiﬁon- was not— -

verified. The Commission received the verification on September 19, 2006. Therefore, the

- Commission should deny Beech Ridge’s request to strike this petition to reconsider.

- Mr. and Mrs. Eisenbeiss renewed their arguments that the Commission should have
provided expert opinions for them, as pro se intervenors. They also wrote that Dr. Nina
Pierpont’s clinical and scientific documents “give logic and justification to defend our
concerns.” They asked the Commission to reconsider treating their documents as public

comment and to weigh them as evidence.

.On May 5, 2006, the Commission denied their motion to appoint scientific and

economic experts.” We agree with Beech Ridge that intervenors may participate in all facets

7 Conclusion of Law Number 5 reads as follows:
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of a PSC proceeding,
his or her case: The Fisenbeisses have not presented anything new for the Commission to
consider. Therefore, the petition to reconsider should be denied in this respect.

- We also, are not persuaded to modify our order as it discusses public comment and
evidence. As the citations above reflect, the Commission reviewed in detail public comment
and evidence. .The Commission has also explamed that, when matters are disputed, it is
~ in evidence have been tested through cross-examination. This is well settled, and the
Eisenbeisses present no reason to depart from this principle. Therefore, the petition to
reconsider should also be denied in this regard.

Mr. Eisenbeiss criticized the selection of ambient noise site 6 as too noisy, and he
argues that the Commission disregarded his testimony, when it accepted the testimony of
Beech Ridge’s acoustics expert. Beech Ridge responds that Mr. Eisenbeiss is a lay witness,
without specialized experience and knowledge, and he objected to only one location. The
Commission did notignore his testimony; it preferred the expert’s testimony, as Beech Ridge
wrote. Therefore, the petition fo reconsider should be denied in this regard.

Mr. and Mrs. Eisenbeiss objected to the Commission’s June 8, 2006, decision, in a
scparate proceeding, to terminate a Noise Rule Task Force. The Commission agrees with
Beech Ridge that the petition to reconsider is the first time that this argument has been
presented to the Commission. Moreover, the separate proceeding was to consider whether
the Commission should amend its Siting Rules, and ultimately the Commission chose not to

3 .
o
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but the state is not required to pay for an intervenorto attempt to prove .

Therefore,. the Commision should deny e petion to reconsider in this regard.

Mr. and Mrs. Eisenbeiss also challenge the accuracy of Beech Ridge’s noise maps
because structures on their property do not appear on all of the maps. Beech Ridge responds

that the record amply demonstrates that théit fiomie 15 located within, afmost, ohie niile 6f two ™

turbines.. This single map discrepancy noted by Mr. and Mis. Eisenbeiss is outweighed by
the rest of the evidence as to turbine locations and their proximity to local structures.
Therefore, the petition to reconsider should be denied in this regard,

Mountain Communities, Jeffrey and Alicia Eisenbeiss and Michael Woelfel have
asked the Commission to require its Staff to hire technical experts to evaluate

Beech Ridge’s application. However, each party in a case is responsible for
presenting his or her own position. Staff’srole ina proceeding is to thoroughly
analyze the evidence, balance all of the interests and provide the Commission

with an unbiased recommendation. Accordingly, it would be inappropriate to _
require Staff to evaluate Beech Ridge’s technical information from the perspective
of any of'the parties. Therefore, the Commission should deny these motions.

Comm’n Order p. 8 (May 5, 2006),
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Mr. and Mrs, Eisenbeiss also alleged that the potential negative economic impact has
been grossly overlooked. In this regard, they are asking the Commission to revisit its
balancing of the evidence, but they do not offer specific items that the Commission
overlooked. Moreover, the Commission indicated above that the information about
economic impact was conflicting, and that it weighed testimony, such as Mr. Goldman’s and
Building Trades®, more heavily than public comment to resolve this issue, Therefore, the
Commission should stand by its previous decision and deny the petition to reconsider in this
regard. : : .

. Mr. and Mrs, Eisenbeiss complained that Mr. Goldman testified that adverse noise,
lack of view and light pollution could be external obsolescence, but Mr. Goldman’s report
does not provide the methodolo 2y to define external obsolescence. Mr. Fisenbeiss pursued
external obsolescence with Mr. Goldman on cross-examination. Tr. pp. 103-120, 176-186

(May 16, 2006). Therefore; this issue has been fully litigated, and the Commission is not

convinced it should reconsider.

_ They also assert that the MeadWestvaco witness’ conclusion, that declining property
value concerns were not justified, was based on speculation. However, as the Commission
. set forth above, MeadWestvaco’s testimony was based upon the witness® experience as the

long-time property owner and upon research. Therefore, the Commission is not convinced

that it should reconsider,

. Mr. and Mrs. Eisenbeiss asked the Commission to rely on MCRE’s viewshed maps,
which do not reflect any vegetation, because leaves appear only six months of the year.
However, Beech Ridge cotrectly asserted that MCRE’s witness said its maps were a starting

point and that Vegetation should be included. Therefore, the Commission should deny the
peﬁtion in this regard. : ‘ ' N :

They complained that the project cannot be justified without federal tax subsidies and

accelerated-depreciation granted to businesscs—-such-as—Bcech—Ridge,- and-that these-benefits -

create a tax burden on Greenbrier County residents and state citizens, which offends the
public interest, The costs and benefits of particular tax requirements are evaluated by
lawmakers, not the Commission., Moreover, we agree with Besch Ridge that Mr. and Mss.
Eisenbeiss did not establish that Beech Ridge’s tax treatment will create any type of tax
burden in West Virginia. Beech Ridge expects to pay $500,000 ammually in real property
taxes to Greenbrier County, and it has executed a guaranty, by which it will pay at least
$400,000 annually to the county, even if its local tax bill falls below that amount, Beech
Ridge also has asked for no special tax treatment or any public funding. Thus, the
Commission should deny the petition in this regard, - ,
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Moreover, their assertion that 1., Fish and Wildlife did not have an opportunity to assess




the proj ect’s impacts and to intervene before the evidentiary hearing is contrary to testimony
about Beech Ridge’s contacts and Staff’s contacts with U.S. Fish and Wildlife. Accordingly,
the Commission should deny the petition in this regard. ' '

_ ‘Mr. Eisenbeiss testified that he has seen a mountain lion on his property and his
testimony was unrefuted. He does not, though, recognize that the Commission has required
Beech Ridge to comply with federal laws relating to endangered species. Thus, the
Commission has accommodated his concem. The Commission agrees with Beech Ridge that
the facts that Mr. Eisenbeiss has seen one mountain lion on his property does not mean there

will be a taking of endangered species or an adverse impact on the habitat of a listed species.

Finally, they argue that the order violates their due process rights becausé it too .

Beech Ridge’s interests. We agree that they have confused due process with
- prevailing in litigation,. Due process is notice and the opportunity to be heard, and the

* Eisenbeisses clearly had notice and participated in this proceeding. They have presented

nothing new for the Commission to consider, but ask the Commission to rebalance the
interests to reach their preferred result. Upon this record, the Commission declines to do so,

Satisfaction of pre-construction conditions

- Upon this additional review of the issues, the Commission concludes that it is

' reasonable to modify its order and require Beech Ridge to notify the Commission when ail _

pre-construction conditions have been met. Upon receipt of this notification from Beech
Ridge, the Commission will schedule a hearing regarding the pre-construction conditions.

=12 z idee-will have the biedas o f Ao aend. s gy o o o -
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pre-construction conditions. . Beech Ridge may not commence construction until the
Commission’s review of the pre-construction conditions is complete. '

Nomber 05-1590-E-CS, which shall be reopened for the limited purpose of considering
Beech Ridge’s satisfaction of the Commission’s conditions. In all other respects, the
Commission’s final order shall remain in full force and effect, '

' FINDINGS OF FACT

1. On August28, 2006, the Commission granted Beech Ridge a siting certificate,

. pursuant to W, Va. Code §§ 24-2-1(c) and 24-2-11c, for a 186 megawatt (MW) wind-

powered generating facility, to be located nine miles northeast of Rupert in Greenbrier
County, and for a 13.8-mile 138 kV transmission line to connect the generating facility to
Allegheny Power’s Grassy Falls substation near Nettie in Nicholas County. The project is
expected to have 124 1.5 megawatt (MW) wind turbines, mounted on 262-foot tubular steel
towers, and 150 pole structures for the transmission line, at 2 total cost of $300 mitlion.
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e

2.

The Commission’s grant of authority to Beech Ridge was contingent upon

extensive conditions, including the following:

Genemk_- Preconstruction and Construction Certificate Issues:

)

@
3
4@

)
(6)

@)

Prior to commencing conSnucﬁon,' Beech Ridge must file a verified statement

indicating that all pre-construction conditions and requirements of the

certificate have been met,

Beech Ridgé shall require all contractors to use standard n@ise buffers on all
equipmen_t and trucks. '

Beech Ridge shall require contractors to use pilc'driving.equipment which
have the least noise impact and restrict pile driving, during the weekdays, to
7am. to 7 p.m. '

All construction activities should take place mostly during daylights hours,

Construction activities should be limited during church hours.

If dynamiting should become necessary, it should be limited to daylight hours
and should follow all State and Federal rules, regulations, and laws.

Beech Ridge must dispose of all contaminated soil and construction debris in

8

approved (andiills in accordance wi 1 appropriate en pnmentzl regulations

~ BeechRidge must design, install and implement a fire protection system, using -

industrial best practices, in accoi‘dance_ with all applicable fire safety codes.

)

(10)

11

Becch Ridpe st coordimats with fiie] safety andemieigency persontiel during— -

all stages of the project to promote -efficient and timely emergency
preparedness and response, | C

The siting and support transmission facilities certificates shall become invalid

. if Beech Ridge has not commenced a continuous course of construction within

five years of the date the final certificate is granted or has not completed
construction by the tenth year without petitioning the Commission for approval -
to expand these time frames, provided there are no material changes 1o the
project that necessitate a reopening. :

Beech Ridge must file with the Commission evidence of any nhecessary
environmental permits and/or certifications prior to commencing construction
(including any letters from U.S. Fish &Wildlife, WVDNR, W. Va. Division
¢f Cultural and History and West Virginia State Historic Preservation Office
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(SHPO) indicating either that Beech Ridge does not need to take furtheraction .

-or outlining what action Beech Ridge needs to take to be in compliance with

(12)

(13)

(14

-11131“1!:1_’1_‘?# T

that agency’s rules/laws).

Beech Ridge must file evidence of approval and/or acceptance of the wetlands
delineation (Beech Ridge needs to file with the Commissjon written evidence
of the Wetlands survey being completed and approved); the final endangered
species study with any required = mitigation plans; and the
historical/archeological significance study with any required mitigation plans
prior to commencing construction,

Beech Ridge must file copies of the final Interconnection Agreements between
Beech Ridge and PJM prior to commencing operation,

Beech Ridge must comply with the Endangered Species Act (16 USC § 1531
et seq.), the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (16 USC § 701 et seq.), and, if
applicable, the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (42 USC §4321et
seq.) in both the construction and operation of the Project. Should any

authorized governmental agency or court with competent jurisdiction find that

Beech Ridge is not complying with any one of the above three acts in cither
thie construction or the operation of the Project, then Beech Ridge must notify
the Public Service Commission in writing in this case of any such finding
within ten (10) days of any such finding being made. Furthermore, the
Commission may seek any legal remedies it has authority to seek, including

(15)

Beech Ridge must file evidence of its Exempt Wholesale Generator (EWG)

-status from the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) prior to

commencing operation, _

16)

Beech Ridge must have a decommissioning fund in place prior to
commencement of operation. The fund will cover dismantling of the turbines
and towers, as well as land reclamation. The fund should be an escrow
account, or a bond or a surety that is held by an independent party, such as the
County Commission. This fund shall not be a part of Beech Ridge’s assets.
Beech Ridge must hire an expert to assess, from time to time, the size of the

 fund that would be needed, taking into consideration resale or salvage value.

a7

Beech Ridge must obtain the Commission’s approval of the evaluative expert,
as well as Commission approval of the periodic reports. The Commission
reserves the right to also hire its own evaluative expert to evaluate any of the
periodic reports. ' ' ‘

The construction of the I lines of turbines shall not occur unless all property
OWNeETs agree to participate in the project.
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(18)

Beech Ridge should provide, if it has not already, a copy of the guaranty
agreement between Beech Ridge and the Greenbrier County Commission

whereby Beech Ridge agrees to pay at least $400,000 a year to the County.

The Greenbrier County Commission may designate a fund for this minimum

. payment, o

)

General Operational Phase Certi'ﬁcate Issues:

This condition appliés_at anytime —not just in the operational stage: If Beech _
- Ridge should transfer its certificate, Beech Ridge must, pursuant to Siting Rule

7.1, notify the Commission in writing of the identity of the transferee and
submit an affidavit from the transferee attesting to its willingness to abide by
the terms of a siting certificate as issued.

Beech Ridge must use _iiéensed certified herbicide applicators. .

~ Beech Ridge must have the Material Safety Data Sheet filed on the plant site .

for all herbicides used on the transmission line right-of-way.

Beech Ridge shall notuse aerial spraying on its transmission line ri ght-of-way.

Beech Ridge shall provide the PSC with copies of all future interconnection
studies and any interconnection agreement. "

_Beech Ridge shall prohibit the use of lighting in the project area as much as

possible. Beech Ridge may light the project as required by the Federal
Aviation Administration (FAA), or any applicable fire or safety code,
regulation or accepted good utility practice.

post-construction -bat and bird studies. Membership shall be open to a
representative of each of the following: : I

: PSC :
- U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

' West Virginia Division of Natural Resources
Bat and Wind Energy Cooperative :
A statewide environmental organization w/ 500+ members and in

existence for at least 10 years. :

‘A statewide bird group. .
A private or academic institution with a background in avian issues.

Beech Ridge shall consult with the Technical Advisory Committee on the
following: '
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() Three years of post-construction bat mortality and adaptive
' management studies, after operations commence, to assess 1) the
- Project’s impact, if any, upon bat life, 2) the potential for adaptive
management techniques to mitigate such impacts, and 3) the expected

Costs over a range of mitigation effectiveness levels.

| (b) Three years of post-construction bird studies, after operations
commence, to assess the impact, if any, on birds,

(©  Aoneyear post-construction eagle/osprey study.

(d)  If the project causes significant levels of bat or bird mortality ‘and

- adaptive management techniques are proven effective and economically

feasible, Beech Ridge and its successors will make a good faith effort

to work with the Commission to apply parameters to implement
facility-wide adaptive management strategies on an on-going basis.

(8) Beech Ridge shall updafe the Commission in writing twice a year on the

Commission’s Executive Secretary. Unless Beech Ridge obtains Commnission
consent for other deadlines, the updates shall be filed on or before January 30
and July 31 each year. Beech Ridge shall provide a copy of each report to the
members of the Technical Advisory Committee, _

(9) LCCH IWIGee A2 TCCINEN D_ICST Adaniive LN agFCich Lrdicole 1K DE 11

effect immdiately upon operation of the project. Beech Ride may request
modifications of its strategies in filings with the Commission.

- (10) There have been concerns expressed at the Backbone Mountain wind power

lighting can contribute to additional bjrd mortality. Thus, Beech Ridge shall

work with its employees and the FAA to minimize the impact that lighting will
have upon the project’s vistbility. '

(11) All of these terms apply to Beech Ridge, and to any subsequent
' owners/operators. '

Comm’n order pp. §7-91.
3. On September 5, 2006, the Commission advised the parties as follows:
As the detailed August 28, 2006, oi'der establishes, the

Commission reviewed in detail the various positions set forthin
this case. : '
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Parties are advised that reconsideration offers an opportunity to
point out matters which the Commission overlooked, but is not

. for the purpose of considering new arguments or evidence not
in the record. '

Comm’n Order pp. 2-3 (Sept. 5, 2006) (Concl. of Law Nos, 4 & 5).
- 4, Ms. Mendelson petitioned to reco'ﬁsider on, Séptemhe‘r 5, 2006.
5. Mr. Woelfel petitioned to i'ecbnside_r on Scptembeif 8, 2006.

6 Building Trades responded to Mr. Woelfel and Ms. Mendelson on September

7. Mr. and Mrs. Eisenbeiss petitioned to reconsider on September 18, 2006.
8. MCRE petitioned to reconsider on September 18, 2006.

: 9. Building Trades responded to MCRE and Mr. and Mrs. Eisenbeiss on
Séptember 27,2006.. S

10.  Beech Ridge responded to all of the petitions to reconsider on September 28,
2006.

__11. . Aone-inchline on the scale set forth in the Siting Rules would be about nine-

— --—Genterf-S:HPQ{orhisterica—l—and@ultura-l—arcas;---and- loca;‘l~brochuresfor-recreation,—-touﬁsmm -

. tenths of an inch on the scalo provided in Beech Ridge’s five-mile map.,-

12. Beech Ridge’s map — which Shows recreational areas, 11 churches, threé
cemeteries, and three historical sites - ig based upon data from WVU’s GIS Technical

and cultllral areas.

I3, Mr. Groberg testified that he had no reason to doubt the features appearing on

MCRE’s map existed, but he did not agree that the information on MCRE’s map was
required. Tr. pp. 99-102 (May 17, 2006). ' :

14.  On February 6, 2006, the Commission ruled that the map Beech Ridge
published in the Notice of Filing Order was very difficult to review, due, in part, to its size,
inadequate reference markers and the inclusion of topographical lines. The Commission -
ordered Beech Ridge to publish the Notice of Fili g again, one time in Nicholas, Greenbrier
and Kanawha counties, with a different map, taking into account the Commission’s concerns,
Comm’n Order p. 25. Beech Ridge published notice of its application, with a revised map,
in the Charleston Gazette in Kanawha County on February 24, 2006; The West Virginia
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Daily News in Greenbrier County on February 27, 2006; and The Nicholas Chronicle in
Nicholas County on March 2, 2006, See Affidavits of Publication (Mar. 17, 2006).

15. W.va Code § 24-1-1 (a) requires the Commission to encourage the well-
planned development of utility resources consistent with state needs, including the productive
use of the state’s encrgy resources, which include coal and wind energy.

16.  Woest Virginia has long been a net-exporting state of energy.

17. There is no evidence in the record to support MCRE’s prediction of dire
consequences - wind projects may decrease energy demand from West Virginia, which could
result in job losses or other negative impacts — if wind projects are developed in West
Virginia, _ _

18.  The renewable resource needs of other states was among the Commission’s
deliberations, but the Commission evaluated many other equally important factors, Among
them, the Commission also considered the site’s wind energy potential, the distance from
environmentally significant areas, the location near major electricity transmission facilities,
the availability: of privately-owned land with compatible uses, and the absence of known
critical habitat for listed species. Further, the Commission concluded that it i undisputed
that energy is needed in the east coast region, where it is estimated that the reserve margin
will be reduced from 18.3% in 2005 to as low as 4.1% in 2014, causing the region to exceed
its reliability design limit; and that generating capacity for this region is aging, with as much
as 76% of the generating facilities older than 30 years, and 36% older than 40 years by 2010.

harmful emissions, and of advancing the state and local cconomi. See Comm’nOrdér pp
70, 75, 76 (Finding of Fact Nos. 3, 4; Concl. of Law Nos. 11, 13-16).
MCRE also objected because the project will produce less electricity in summer, when

‘No. 15).

demand peaks, and such need cannot be balanced against the potential long-term adverse
pacts in Greedbtier Connty, —~ " - oo o Eo e on My

19.  The Commission addressed the project’s contribution to summer péaks, helping
to reduce capacity margins in the August 28, 2006, at pages 46, 59 and 76 (Concl. of Law

Id. p. 76. Thus, we agree with Beech Ridge that MCRE has presented nothing
“new for the Commission to consider.

~ 20.  BeechRidge will pay state B&O taxes of $212,000 annually, and payroll taxes.
Further, Beech Ridge will make construction purchases of $11 million per year, and local
operation purchases of $11 million per year. Still further, Beech Ridge expects to pay -
Greenbrier County $500,000 annually in real property taxes for the first four years, and
Beech Ridge has guaranteed to make up the difference if, in any year, taxes fall below
$400,000. N : :
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Building Trades expanded upon Beech Ridge’s economic assessment',. using
the IMPLAN model, and Building Trades’ evidence was unrefuted. The Commission
accepted Building Trades’ testimony as the best indicator of economic effect.

22. Initspetitionto reconsider, MCRE alleges for the first time that itis not clear
whether public fanding will be required to maintain and repair the county roads affected by
the project. . o

23, The record is clear that Beech Ridge seeks no public ﬁmdmg and that road .

costs are a line item in Beech Ridge’s project construction costs budget.

24.  In the August 28, 2006, order, the Commission spent considerable time
discussing the Pierpont and U.S, Fish & Wildlife letters and the weight to be accorded them,

- Comm’n Orderpp. 9 (Eisenbeiss provides Pierpont documents); 10 (John Wallkup provides
Pierpont documents); 11-12 (Congressman Mollohan discusses U.S. Fish & Wildlife letter,

Staff advises U.S. Fish & Wildlife letter to come, Sierra Club supports U.S. Fish & Wildlife
recommendations); 14 (MCRE supports U.S. Fish & Wildlife recommendations); 14-15 (U.S.
Fish & Wildlife letter summarized); 20 (Beech Ridge’s objection to Pierpont letters, PSC’s

. -protective treatment on its own motion); 21 (Ms. Mendelson supports U.S. Fish and Wildlife
recommendations); 23-24 (MCRE’s Dr, Gannon re: U.S. Fish& Wildlife recommendations);

24 (Mr. Walkupre: U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service recommendations); 28 (Mr. Young suggests
U.S. Fish & Wildlife be part of advisory group); 30 (Staff discussion of Pierpont report); 31
{(Beech Ridge’s Mr. Romme discusses U.S. Fish and Wildlife); 35 (Staff’s proposed
conditions re: U.S. Fish and Wildlife); 51 (Beech Ridge’s initial brief re: U.S. Fish and

—_— .

Wildlife guidelines); 56-57 (Mr. Walkup’s Reply Brief supporting U.S. Fish and Wildiife

recommendations); 60 (Beech Ridge’s reply brief re: Pierpont letter), 61 (U.S. Fish and
Wildlife recommeridations) & 65(Staff’s recommended conditions), 68-69 (Eisenbeiss
discuss Pierpont letter in reply brief); 71 (Finding of Fact No. 15 re: pre-construction
studies); 74 (Concl. of Law Nos. 6-7 ro: Dr. Pierpont’s letter); 74-75 (Concl. of Law No. 8

“rerprotective treatment on 'Commission“s-'own-motion); 80-(Concl: -of—]';;aw-No;_"B%re:~pre-——j~- -
- construction studies); 81 (Concl. of Law Nos. 39 re: U.S. Fish & Wildlife letter, 41 re:

advisory committee, 42-43 re;: bat study recommendations); 85 (Concl. of Law No. 61 re:
adaptive strategies, 62-63 re: pre-consiruction studies)); 86 (Concl. of Law Nos. 64-66 re;
U.S. Fish & Wildlife letter); 87 (ordering paragraph accepting Pierpont letter as public
comment); 88 (ordering paragraph re: certificate conduction); 90 (ordering paragraph re:

advisory group).

25.  Beech Ridge’s witnesses provided their own opinions, based upon various

- experiences, including review of the Sterzinger study. They were available for questioning

on cross-examination, but no intervenor asked them questions.

26, Inits recommendaﬁon, Staff advised the Commission to grant Beech Ridge a
siting certificate. In addition, Staff suggested that removing or relocating some turbines
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would eliminate most of the potenti

al negéﬁve effects, making the balancing even stronger -
in favor of granting the certificate. : :

27.  Although Beech Ridge advised in its briefs and at the hearihg that it would
consider making minor modifications to certain turbines to lessen the chance of noise and
visibility impacts, specific altemate locations were not presented to the Commission.

28,  'When turbines are braked, the blades do not move; the cut-in speed is the point

when the blades begin to rotate, Experience at other Appalachian wind farms shows that
most bat kills occur at low wind speeds. -~ - - .

29.  Beech Ridge will reduce the time when the turbjne blades rotate, by not
engaging the blades at all when winds are too slow to produce electricity, This is quite
different from other Appalachian wind farms, where the blades rotate any time the wind
blows. On select turbines, Beech Ridge will also increase the cut-in speed, to see if bat kills
are reduced. - oo

30.  Mr. Goldman has decades of experience in appraising property and he has
conducted studies of economic impacts of utility projects in Putnam and Tucker Counties, _

3 1. Mr. Eisenbeiss, also an experienced appraiser, did not present an economic
impact study, but criticizes Mr. Goldman’s opinions regarding external obsolescence.

s

32.  Ms. Phillips-Weikle researched data and pres the

ECONoIM mpa Nhere

33.  Mr. Groberg testified as to his experience of the economic impact of other wind
farm projects. : '

34, MCRE did not present any witnesses on economic issues.

35.  The Commission recognized the value of vpubli'c comment to this proceeding
at pages 4 through 15 of its order, summarizing many of the comments filed following the
-evidentiary hearing. - ' ‘

36. MCRE argues that Siting Rule 2.4 requires the Commission to deny the
application, because Beech Ridge did not file the final transmission line location with its
application. '

37, Beech Ridge’s project was changed in several respects, as a result of public
input, including the following: - :
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* Before the application was filed, Beech Ridge_removgd nine turbines from the
casternmost part of the project to accormodate visyal concerns, reducing it from 200
MW to 186 MW. :

* Beech Ridge is voluntarily locating all but a few turbines more than oné mile from
residences, in fesponse to visual and noise concerns.

. The Technical Group will advise on post-bonstruction bird and bat studies, and
adaptive management plans, which are in part a response to mtervenor concerns.

* Staff’s conditions were driven at least in part by intervenor concerns.
* The posting of a removal bond and a guarantee of a minimum property tax payment
were driven by intervenor concerns, as was the study on impacts on the local 911

comuminication system.

* Mr. Lively’s concerns relating to the I line of turbines were accommodated. -

* requiring thé hiring 6f local workers,

eInits August 28, 2006, order, the Commission imposed many restrictions, including
18 pre-construction and construction conditions and 11 general operation conditions.

38.  Nearly all of Mr. Woelfel’s petition to reconsider was a recitation of legal

. * Beech-Ridge and Building Trades entered into a Memorandum of Understanding

precepts, without any application of those precepts to the Commission’s order. Mr., Woelfel
was specific, though, in asking the Commission to follow Staff’s recommendation. |

39.  Ms. Mendelson’s petition to reconsider was not verified.

' 40. Ms. Mendelson reﬁeats arguments she has already asked the Commission to
consider regarding the adequacy of Beech Ridge’s five-mile map.
| 41.  Ms. Mendelson’s argument regarding local employment does not take into
consideration the Memorandum of Understanding, which requires Beech Ridge to hire
locally. Similarly, she suggests that Beech Ridge must work with local colleges to provide

training, but she overlooks that Beeck Ridge itself will provide extensive training to
permanent employees. '

42.  Ms. Mendelson repeats arguments has have already asked the Commission to
consider regarding whether the interstate electric grid should be among the Commission’s
considerations. -
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~ 43.  Ms. Mendelson asks the Commission to consider health concemms, which she
presented by way of public comment and in her briefs.

44.  The Commission received the verification to Mr. and Mrs. Eisenbeiss’ petition

on September 19, 2006.

45.  Mr. and Mrs. Eisenbeiss renewed ﬂieir arguments that the Commission should
" provide expert opinions for them, as pro se intervenors. : '

46.  Theyask the Commission to weigh public comment from Dr. Pierpont and U.S.
Fish and Wildlife equally with testimony. T .
‘ 47.  Mr. Eisenbeiss isalay witness, without Specializéd experience and knowledge,
and he objected to one location in Beech Ridge’s sound study. '

48, For the first time; Mr. and Mrs. Eisenbeiss obj ected to the Commission’s June
8, 2006, decision, in 4 separate proceeding, to terminate a Noise Rule Task Force,

. . 49. M. and Mzs, Fisenbeiss challenge the accuracy of Beech Ridge’s noise maps
because structures on their property do not appear on all of the maps. -

50. M. and Mrs. Bisenbeiss also alléged that the potential negative economic
impact has been grossly overlooked., '

et e —— e

51 Mf_a_ﬂd-hit&_EiscnbeisS—complaineM—Goldmanis%p%de 25RO
provide the methodology to define external obsolescence. ' : '

52. M. Eisenbeiss pursued external obsolescence with Mr, Goldman on cross-
examination. Tr. pp. 103-120, 176-186 (May 16, 20006).

53. They also assert that the MeadWestvaco witness’ conclusion, that decl_ining

property value concerns were not justified, was based on speculation.

54. M. and Mrs. Eisenbeiss asked the Commission to reljr on MCRE’s viewshed

maps, which do notreflect any vegetation, because leaves appear only six months of the year.

be included.

~ 56.  Mr.andMrs, Eisenbeiss complained that the projectcannot be justified without
federal tax subsidies and accelerated depreciation granted to businesses such as Beech Ridge,
and that these benefits create a tax burden on Greenbrier County residents and state citizens,
which offends the public interest. '

|
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57.  Well prior to the evidentiary hearing, Beech Ridge and Staff were in contact
with U.S. Fish and Wildlife about Beech Ridge’s application.

58. M. Eisenbeiés has seen a mountain lon on his property.

59, M. and Mrs. Eisenbeiss argué that the Au;c;ust 28, 2006, order violates their
- due process rights because it too heavily weighs Beech Ridge’s interests. -

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

1. Reconsideration offers an oppormlﬁiy to point out matters which the

not in the record.
Sufficiency of Beech Ridge’s Jive-mile map

2. The Commission addressed the scale of Beech Ridge’s map in its August 28,

2006, order, and accepted Beech Ridge’s map, preferring to have the entire praject depicted

- on asingle page. See Comm’n Order p- 18 & n. 5. As MCRE has presented nothing new
 for the Commission to considsr, the Comimission should reject this issue. |

} 3. Whether utility corridors, major transportation routes, cultural and historical
{ landmarks, and so forth, are required on the five-mile map depends upon their significance,

and reasonable minds can differ on such mattérs as whether small private cemeteries are
required, or whether a local road is a major transportation corridor.

Commission overlooked, but is not for the purpose of presenting new arguments or evidence o

4, While Beech Ridge’s five-mile map was not perfect, it showed the majority

| of the area’s cultural and historical interests, as well as the other items required by the
Commission’s Siting Rules. Accordingly, Beech Ridge’s five-mile map was sufficientunder

— | theCommission’s Siting Rules: - - r—n o

5. The Commission extensively addressed the sufficiency of Beech Ridge’s five-

- mile map in its August 28, 2006, order. See, €.£., pp. 16-18, 33, 40-41, 58, 63-64 & 73

" (Concl. of Law 4). MCRE has presented nothing new in this regard, and the Commission
should stand by its earlier decision. :

- Beech Ridge’s maps provide adequate information.

VE Utility and EWG applicants must satisfy the requirements of several state
agencies. It is common practice, and in the best interests of the state, for the various
governmental agencies to work cooperatively. It would be grossly inefficient to require
applicants to proceed through the various regulatory processes in serial fashion.
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8.  Ttisinthe public interest for the Cormmission to process issues relating to the
PSC’s jurisdiction promptly and for the Commission to require applicants to comply with the
Jjudgments rendered by sister governmental agencies.

9. The Commission should stand by its decision to conditionally grant Beech

Ridge a siting certificate, provided that SHPO indicates either that Beech Ridge does not

need to take further action or outlines whataction Beech Ridge must take to be in compliance

with that agency’s rules/laws, and that Beech Ridge files the historical/archeological
significance study with any required mitigation plans prior to commencing construction.

10.  Compliance withthe requirements of sister agencies is indeed part of the siting

certificate process. However, the Commission should not require all other regulatory

- proceedings to be complete, before an applicant may begin the PSC process. Instead,

complete the reguirements of sister state agencies, as well as any relevant federal agencies.
11,  In this particular casc, Beech Ridge’s testimony, as well as the SHPO ietters,
and historical sites.
12, * MCRE was not deprived of the right to ﬁtigate the hﬁporta:nce of the cultural

landmarks because the Commission - accepted Beech Ridge’s five-mile map. The
Commission required a substantial showing of important community areas, and MCRE

—]-

|

applicants must demonstrate to the Commission that they are working in good faith to-

establish that Beech Ridge is working in good faith on the SHPO process relating to cultural

prefers a more extensive showing of community highlights. MCRE’s is not deprived of due .

thhaUh&CcmmissimdoesmLagchmﬁfh MCRE.

. 13. MCRE’s argument to dismiss Beech Ridge’s application due to map
insufficiencies, consistent with a 1993 order in AEP, has been made in prior pleadings, and
MCRE has provided nothing new for the Commission to consider. See Comm’n Order pp.

. """I7'(IV_ICR‘E"S"ﬁ6ﬁbﬁ_tﬁ"Hi§ii‘ii§§ & Beech Ridge's résponse), 56 (MCRE’s reply brie). ™ ™

14, Moreover, the AEP case can be distinguished because the AEP map was s0

insufficient that it was not possible to adequately review the project. In comparison, Beech
Ridge’s five-mile map contained sufficient information for the case to proceed.

15.  C&P v.PSC, 171 W. Va. 708, 301 5.E.2d 798 (1983), does not require the
Commission to grant MCRE’s five-mile map arguments. While we agree with the precept
that an agency must abide by its rules, we also agree with Building Trades and Beech Ridge

that this is a case of first impression and the Commission was faced with ambiguous matters, -

such as whether a ce
long-standing rule to be applied, as there was in C&P.
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16.  To adequately consider the well-planned development of utility resources, it

has long been necessary for the PSC to consider West Virginia’s position relative to that of

other states, since West Virginia exports energy. Therefore, the Commission should reject
MCRE’s contention that the PSC cannot consider regional needs for energy from renewable
resources. ' : ' o ' -

17.  Since the Commission may consider regional needs for energy from renewable

resources, the Commission may consider applications, such as Beech Ridge’s, prior to any

development by the Legislature of a policy for renewable energy requirements within West .

Virginia.

18.  Since there is no evidence in the record to support MCRE’s prediction of dire
consequences if wind projects are developed in West Virginia, the Commission should reject
MCRE’s assertions in this regard. '

19.  Since MCRE has presented noﬂ:tingrnew for the Commission to consider

regarding the project’s contribution to summer peaks, the Commission should reject the
petition to reconsider in this regard.

Road funding

20,  Since MCRE’s allegation'regérding funding for road costs was not raised |

before the Commission issued its final order, the Commission should deny the petition to
reconsider in this regard. Even ifthe concern had been raised, the record is clear that Beech

Ridge is seeking no public funding and that road costs are within its project budget.
Evidence/public comment

21.  The Commission exhaustively addressed the Pierpont and U.S. Fish and

— ~——Wildlife-letiers and-explained-that-matters-in -evidence are tested via-eross-examination, -

which allows the Commission to rely more heavily on matters in evidence, than matters in-
public comment. As nothing new has been presented to the Commission on reconsideration,
 the Commission should deny the petition in this regard. :

22.  Since the Beech Ridge’s witnesses provided their own opinions, based upon
various experiences, including review of the Sterzinger study, and they were available for
questioning on' cross-examination, it was appropriate for the Commission to receive this
evidence from the Beech Ridge witnesses.

Long-term benefits vs. adverse impacts

23.  TheCommission agrees with Beech Ridge that MCRE minimizes the project’s
permanent jobs and tax revenues, although MCRE concedes that construction has positive
economic effects . Also, MCRE does not provide citations in the record to support its
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conclusion as to adverse impacts. We conclude that MCRE simply disagrees with the result
we reached in the final order. There being nothing new for the Commission to address, the
petition to reconsider should be denied in this regard,

Staff comments to move turbines

24.  Several intervenors argue that, based upon Staff’s recommendation, that the
Commission must require Beech Ridge to remove or relocate some turbines as a condition
of receiving a siting certificate. The Commission disagrees. Staff’s recommendation is not
entitled to any more weight than other evidence receivedina proceeding. Moreover, Staff’s
recommendation must be fairly and fully read. The Commission cannot ascribe to Staff a

‘recommendation that Staff did not make,

_ | 25.  Itis reasonable for the Commission to allow Beech Ridge to continue to work

. cooperatively with affected landowners, and perbaps reach agreement to make minor

modifications to the turbine locations, to limit the potential noise and visibility tmpacts.

Impact on bats

26 MCRE’s petition mixes bfaﬂng the turbines with cut-in speeds. Thl;s, the
Commission should deny MCRE’s petition as it relates to braking/reducing the cut-in speed.

27.  MCRE also alleges that it is highly likely that an Indiana bat will be taken by
the project, and Beech Ridge strenuously objects. MCRE presents nothing new for the

regard
=)

Tourism and property values

28, Since Mr. Goldman has decades of experience in appraising property and he

conducted Studies of econoiiic Hpacts of itility projects iii Piitnam afid Tuckér Counties,

it was appropriate for the Commission to accord his testimony more weight than public
comment, which was not supported by study of the issue. Mt also is reasonable for the
Cornmission to accord Mr. Goldman’s testimony more weight than Mr. ‘Eisenbeiss, also an
appraiser, who did not present a study. , ' '

29, Sincc MCRE has presented nothing new for the Commission to consider, itis
reasonable to deny the petition in this regard,

Public support/protest

30. Although there has been considerable public opposition to this project, there
has also been considerable public support. The Commission should reject the argument that

this issue can be determined simply by counting the numbers on either side of the issue.
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Transmission line route

31. Since MCRE has presented nothing new for the Commission to consider
regarding the minor change in the transmission line route, the petition to reconsider should

- be denied in this regard. -

- Effect of intervenor participation

32. | Since Beech Ridge’s project was changed in several respects, due to public

comment, MCRE’s allegation to contrary should be rejected. In this regard, the Commission”

should deny the petition to reconsider.

Mr. Woelfel’s arguments
, 33.  Sincenearlyall of Mr. Woelfel’s petition to reconsider was a recitation of legal
precepts, without any application of those precepts to the Commission’s order, it is
reasonable to deny Mr. Woelfel's petition in this regard, pursuant to well-settled law and
Commission practice, o ' :

34, "Mr. Woelfel was specific in asking the Commission to' follow Staff's

‘recommendation. The Commission’s discussion above applies to resolve this request by Mr.

Woelfel. Thus, in this regard as well, the Commission should deny Mr. Woelfel’s petition
to reconsider, . ' :

Ms. Mendelson’s arguments

35, Although Procedural Rule 19.3 requires that petitions to reconsiderbe verified,
it is reasonable for the Commission to exercise its discretion and consider Ms. Mendelson’s
petition, in recognition of her consistent participation in this proceeding and herpro se status.

36. The Commission’s five-mile map discussion above applies equally to Ms.
Mendelson’s concerns about the sufficiency of Beech Ridge’s map. Morcover, she
previously made these arguments to the Commission and presents nothing new for the
Commission to consider. Therefore, the Commission should deny her petition to reconsider
in this regard.

- 37 Similarly, the Commission’s discussion of the number of protest letters for and
against the project equally applies to Ms. Mendelson’s arguments, and the Commission,
should deny her petition to reconsider in this regard. :

38. Since- Ms. Mendelson’s arguments regarding local employment and training
are contrary to the record, her petition to reconsider should be denied in this regard,
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s mandate is fo protect interests specific
to West Virginia, and that the Coramission should not be so concerned with the health of the
interstate electric grid. MCRE made a similar argument, and the Commission’s discussion
above applies equally to Ms. Mendelson. Accordingly, in this regard her petition should be
denied,

39.  Ms. Mendelson argues that the PSC”

40.  Ms. Mendelson asks the Commission to consider health concerns, which she

“presented by way of public comment and in her briefs. As the Commission has taken those

.arguments and comments into account, and as she has presented nothing new for the
Commission to consider, her petition to reconsider should be denied in this regard.

Mpr. and Mrs. Eisenbeiss’ arguments

41. = Since Mr. and Mrs, Eisenbeiss® petition was verified, the Commission should
deny Beech Ridge’s request to strike their petition to reconsider, '

: 42.  While intervenors may participate in all facets of a PSC proceeding, the state
is not required to pay for an intervenor to attempt to prove his or her case.

43.  OnMay 5, 2006, the Cdmmissinn denied Mr. and Mrs. Eisenbeiss® motion to

- appoint scientific and economic experts, and they renewed that request in the petition to

reconsider. Since the Eisenbeisses have not presented anything new for the Commission to
consider, the petition to reconsider should be denied in this respect.

44, Mr. and Mrs. Fisenbeiss al

letters from Dr. Pierpont and U.S, Fish and Wildlife equally with testimony.
are disputed, it is reasonable to accord evidence more weight than public comment, because
positions provided in evidence have been tested through cross-examination. This is well

settled, and the Eisenbeisses present no reason to depart from this principle. Therefore, the
T petition'to teconsider should dlso be defied i thisregard. ™ . '

45.  Itisreasorable for the Commission to prefer the testimony of Beech Ridge’s

acoustic expert, over Mr. Fisenbeiss who is a lay witness without specialized sound

experience and knowledge and who objected to only one location of Beech Ridge’s study. ,

Therefore, the petition to reconsider should be denjed in this regard.

46.  Forthe first time in the petition to reconsider, Mr. and Mrs Eisenbeiss objected

to the Commission’s June 8, 2006, decision, in a separate proceeding, to terminate a Noise
Rule Task Force. That separate proceeding was to consider whether the Commission should
amend its Siting Rules, and ultimately the Commission chose not to do so. That proceeding
is not relevant to this siting certificate application by Beech Ridge. Therefore, the
Commission should deny the petition to reconsider in this regard.
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47.  The single map discrepancy noted by Mr., and Mrs. Eisenbeiss regarding the
location of structures is outweighed by the rest of the evidence as to turbine locations and

- their proximity to local structures, Therefore, the petition to reconsider should be denied in

this regard.

issue. Mr. and Mrs. Eisenbeiss do not offer specific items that the Commission overlooked,

but ask the Commission to revisit its balancing of the information. The Commission should
decline_. to do so. ' -

49.  Since Mr. Eisenbeiss pursued external obsolescence with Mr. Goldman on
cross-examination, this issue has been fully litigated, and the Commission is not convinced
it should reconsider. |

50. It is reasonable for the Commission to accept the testimony of
MeadWestvaco’s witness regarding property values because that testimony was based upon
the witness” experience as the long-time property owner and upon research. Therefore, the
Commission is not convinced that it should reconsider, '

- 31, The Commission should not grant Mr. and Mrs. Eisenbeiss’ request to rely
upon MCRE's viewshed maps because MCRE’s witness said its maps were a starting point
and that vegetation should be included. Therefore, the Commission should deny the petition
in this regard, . : .

52.  The costs and benefits to society of particular tax réquiremcnts are evaluated
by lawmakers, not the Commission. c :

53~ %Mr.-and-Mrs:—Eiscnbeis&did-net-es-tabl-ish-—thatBeeeh—R—idger’-sJe_a;mfeatment-will —
create any type of tax burden in West Virginia, : _ _ _ S

54.  Inrequiring Beech Ridge to comply with federal laws relating to endangered
species, the Commission has accommodated Mr. Eisenbeiss’ concern about seeing a
mountain lion on his property.

- 55. Due process is notice and the opportunity to be heard, and the Eisenbeisses
clearly had notice and participated in this proceeding. Their due process rights are not
violated simply by virtue of the Commission reaching a result they did not request.

Satisfaction of pre-construction conditions

56. It is reasonable for the Cornmission to modify its order and require Beech
Ridge to notify-the Commission when all pre-construction conditions have been met. Upon
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receipt of this notification from Beech Ridge, the Commission should schedule a hearing
regarding the pre-construction conditions. At that hearing, Beech Ridge should have the
burden of demonstrating that it has satisfied the pre-construction conditions. Beech Ridge

~may not commence construction until the Commission’s review of the pre-construction
conditions is complete, ' -

ORDER

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED that the Commission denies the poitions to
reconsider filed by Mountain Communities, Mr. Woelfel and Mr. and Ms, Eisenbeiss.

ITIS FURTHER ORDERED that Beech Ridge shall notify the Commission when all .
pre-construction conditions have been met. Upon receipt of this notification from Beech
'Ridge, the Commission shall schedule a hearing regarding the pre-construction conditions.
Beech Ridge shall have the burden of demonstrating that it has satisfied the Commission’s
- Pre-construction conditions. “Beech Ridge may not commence construction until the
Commission’s review of the pre-construction conditions is complete.

T IS FURTHER ORDERED this case is removed from the Commission’s docket of
active cases. '

ITISFURTHER ORDERED that the Commission's Executive Secretary servea copy

of this order upon ali parties of record by United States First Class Mail and upon
Commission Staff by hand delivery. ‘ .

A Tene Capy, Fasto (é . g l % o
_ . S Sandrs Sl )

.. Executive Sccrvetary

CLWisek
051590cf.wpd

lji
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