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Dear Council Members, Janmary 9, 2004

Kittitas CARES (Citizens’ Alitance for Renewable Enerpy Solutions} is a group of
Kittitas Valley residents formed in 2001 fo promote appropriate renewable energy development in
our area. KCARES was formed because of the broad local support for wind development in our
. community, evidenced by a public opinion poll conducted last fail that found two thirds of
registered voters in Kittitas County polled supported wind energy development in the county.
Please see our website (www keares.org) for more details on this survey.

The members of Kittitas CARES appreciate the intenstve efforts of the State Energy Facility Site
Evahaation Council, the Kittitas County Flanning Commission, Board of County Commissioners,
and Planning Department fo develop an effective, enforceable, and reasonable siting precess for
wind encrgy developments in our county. We respect Zilkha Renewable Energy’s ultimate
decision to apply for a permit for their Kittitas Valley Wind Power Project through EFSEC, and
would like to see their application reviewed fairly and expeditiousty. To this end, we respectfully
request that the Council urge Kittitas County to meet their obligations to the Counct] in a timely
manner.

The revenues generated by this wind project would produce direct economie and environmental

benefits for Kittitas County, # would greatly enrich the property tax base of the county (an

inerease of $200 million out of & countywide toial of $2.4 billion). Tt would create hundreds of
construction jobs and over a dozen permanent jobs in the community. Many local businesses 1
would benefit from the increased spending on goods and services. An independent analysis
commissioned by the Phoenix Economic Development Group confirmed the considerable

economic benefits to Kiftitas County of this and other propesed wind power projects.

The significant increase to the County’s tax stream generated by the Project will act to keep local
property tax rates down. The Stateline Wind Energy Center, which began operation in 2001, has
already allowed Walla Walla County to lower ifs tax rate. The Phoenix Group study also found
that existing wind power projects around the US have caused no decrease in the value of property
immediately surounding wind turbines. A recent national study (“The Effect of Wind
Development on Local Property Values” Renewable Energy Policy Project, May, 2003)
confirmed that finding, reporting that in many cases contiguous property values actually
increased.

The Kittitas Valley Wind Power Project would develop under 100 acres out of the ovér 5,000 I
acres of land it would cover. That’s far tess impact than most types of development create, 3
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Zilkha has conducted over a year of wildlife and environmental studies at the site to avoid and
predict impacts. Zitkha would also mitigate all habitat disturbance on the site, buying and
protecting 2 acres for every 1 acre that is impacted by the wind farm.

Appropriate and comumerciaily viable sites for wind projects are extremely limited in Washington
because they require a forfuitous confluence of high voltage power lines, interested property
owners, and of course, strong winds. Kittitas Valley is fortunate to have three wind farm
proposals, and we hope that this propoesed project will receive fair consideration for a permit
because the state and the region will benefit tremendously from wind power. The more wind
Washington develops, the less dependence the state will have on natural gas plants that bring far
greater environmental costs and less economic benefits to local communities.

The permitting process should be a predictable, fair and effective way to ensure that proposed
wind projects are properly sited, not a tool to stall wind development. Please urge Kittitas County
te adhere to the deadlines of the EFSEC process so that a decision on this permit can be made in a
tinely manner.

Sincerety,

KCARES Members:

John Barker

Bernice Best

B. Neil Black

Allison Carpenter

Doug Johnson

Kurt and Sandra Johnson-Linder
Martin and Carla Kaatz

Casey Keiley

Tom Morrison

Wayne Neuberger

Mike Nienaber

Juliette and Douglas Palenshus
Gentry Scott

Gerry and Panla Williams
Keith Williams

Helen Wise
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Mr. Allen J. Fiksdal
EFSEC Manager JAN 2 0 2004

P.O. Box 43172 ENERGY FACILITY SITE
Olympla, WA 985043172 EVALUATION COUNCIL

RE: Residents Opposed to Kittitas Turbines” Comments on the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement prepared for EFSEC with respect to the Kittitas Valley Wind Power Project.

Dear Mr. Fiksdal:

This office represents Residents Opposed to Kittitas Turbines (“ROKT”). ROKT has asked us to
review the Draft Environmental Impact Statement {(“DEIS™) prepared by EFSEC in conjunction
with the proposed Kittitas Valley Wind Power Project {(“Project”). On ROKT’s behalf, we
contend that the DEIS as currently presented is legally insufficient for the following specific
reasons, and we ask that you consider directing further study in the areas identified below prior
to any further EFSEC action with respect to Sage Power Partners, L.L.C.’s Project application.

Overview of EFSEC’s Legislative Charee and Responsibilities nnder SEPA

As the DEIS indicates in a number of places, the siting decision that EFSEC has been asked to
make will impact both the Project site and the Project area for twenty five (25) to thirty (30)
years at a mimmum. Further, to the extent that the Project causes any irreversible impacts to any
currently existing environmental amenity of the Proiect site or the Project area, such as the area’s
use as bald eagle habitat, EFSEC’s decision is a decision with impacts that will Jast forever,

The DEIS makes much of an alleged need for new regional sources of power generation and
asserts that sources of rengwabie power should be preferred to expansion of existing facilities or
construction of new conventional facilities more remote location. Nowhere in EFSEC™s
{egislative charge, however, does the Legislature direct EFSEC to prefer renewable sources over
conventional sources. Rather, the Legislature has directed EFSEC to provide for abundant
energy at a reasonable cost while preserving and protecting the environment:

... & is the policy of the state of Washington to recognize the
pressing need for increased energy facilities, and to ensure through
available and reasonable methods, that the location and operation
of such facilities will produce minmimal adverse effects on the
environment, ecology of the land and its wildlife, and the ecology
of state waters and their aquatic life.

e
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It is the intent to seck courses of action that will balance the
increasing demands for energy facility location and operation in
conjunction with the broad interests of the public. Such action will
be based on these premises: ...

(2} To preserve and protect the quality of the environment; to
enhance the public’s opportunity to enjoy the esthetic and
recreational benefits of the air, water and land resources; to
promote air cleanliness; and to pursue beneficial changes in the
environment.

{3) To provide abundant energy at reasonable cost.

EFSEC’s SEPA rules echo this commitment to protecting the environment, safeguarding rights
to a healthful environment, and cnsuring that EFSEC decisions balance ¢conomic and technical
considerations with environmental amenities. First, WAC 463-47-110(1)(a) states that “(tthe
overriding policy of the council is to aveid or mitigate adverse environmental impacts which
may resuli from the council’s decision”™. Further, WAC 463-47-110(1)(c) states that EFSEC
“recognizes that each person has a fondamental and nalienable right to a healthful environment
..."7.  Finally, the Council’s SEPA rules state that EFSEC “shall ensure thal presently
unquantified environmental amenities and values will be given appropriate consideration in
decision making along with economic and technical considerations.” WAC 463-11-630(1)(d).

The DEIS acknowledges that the Project as presently located will result in certain environmental
tmpacts that cannot be mitigated, and tacitly admits that the Project will violate the policies set
forth In WAC 463-11-110¢a) if the Project is sited as requested by the Applicant. Under these
circumstances, EFSEC has authority to reject or recommend rejection of the application. WAC
463-11-110(b)(i1) (stating that the Council may “reject or recommend rejection of the application
if reasonable mitigation measures are insufficient to mitigate significant environmental impacts
and the proposal is inconsistent with the policies in subsection (1) of this section”).

ROKT contends that the DEIS is deficient and legally insufficient on the bases set forth below

and that further environmental study must be done o address the issues identified herein. Once

that further environmental review is completed, however, ROKT also contends that the Project 1
should be recommended for rejection on the basis of the environmental impacts identified in the

DFIS and on the basis of environmental impacts that will be identified through further review.

Specific Comments Regarding DEIS Content
The Proposal is Not Properly Defined

The content of environmental documents required under SEPA is set forth in WAC 197-11-060,
which EFSEC has adopted by reference through WAC 463-47-020. WAC 197-11-060(3)(a)
reguires agencies {o “make certain that the proposal that is the subject of environmental review is
properly defined”. WAC 197-11-060(3)a}(#i) further provides:

Kittitas Valley Wind Power Project Responses to Comments
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Proposals should be described in ways that encourage considering
and comparing alternatives. Agencies are encouraged to describe
public or nonproject proposals in terms of objectives rather than
preferred solutions. A proposal could be described, for example, as
"reducing flood damage and achieving better flood conirol by one
or a combination of the following means: Building a new dam;
maintenance dredging; use of shoreline and land use controls;
purchase of floodprone areas; or relocation assistance.”

Here, the DEIS, following the applicant’s lead, frames the proposal under review as “a wind
farm to be located m the Upper Kittitas Valley and designed to produce 60 aMW of electnicity™.
Following this erroneous framing decision, the DEIS looks only at the Project and the No-Action
alternatives, dismissing other alternatives as not meeting the applicant’s needs because the
alternatives are either not wind farms or not located where the applicant wants its Project located.

Under WAC 197-11-060, however, the proposal is emoneously described in the DEIS,
particularly in light of the nature and quality of EFSEC’s anthority. From EFSEC’s perspective,
the impartant part of the proposal for purposes of BFSEC review is the production of electricity,
not where or how the applicant wants that electricity produced. Thus, while the applicant wants
EFSEC’s approval for its Project in its currently proposed location because it already has a
sufficient number of landowners tied into siting agreements for this Project site, EFSEC is
charged not with locating an applicant’s Project where the applicant wants it located, but with
providing sufficient energy for the citizens of Washington at a minimum environmental cost.

Thus, to mirror the language of the example given in WAC 197-11-060(3)(a)(iii), the proposal
reviewed in the DEIS should be “producing 60 aMW of electricity, either by construction of the
Project, the construction of one of the other two wind farms proposed for Kittitas County, or a
wind farm located in some other County or Washington state, or through some other means, such
as construction of a new facility of another type or expansion of an existing facility in
Washington state or some other jurisdiction”. Becaunse it is EFSECs responsibility to make
certain that the proposal is properly defined, EFSEC should direct its consultant to review and
revise the DEIS to focus on production of the electricity expected from this facility, which is
nnderstood to be 60 aMW, not how or where the applicant intends to produce that electricity.

The DEIS’s Discussion of Alternatives is Inadequate

In part because the proposal is not properly described in the DEIS, the DEIS also confains an
inadequate statement of aliernatives to the Project. An EIS is required to describe and present I 3
the proposal and “alternative course of action” pursuant to WAC 197-11-440(5)(a). WAC 197-
11-440(5)c)(vi) requires that the EIS “(d)evote sufficiently detailed analysis to each reasonable
alternative to permit a comparative evaluation of the altematives including the proposed action”.

Kittitas Valley Wind Power Project Responses to Comments
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This EIS is also required to consider and discuss the benefits and disadvantages of acting now
rather than acting in the future with respect to the proposal at issue. WAC 197-11-440(c)(vii)
states that the Alternatives section of the EIS shall:

Discuss the benefits and disadvantages of reserving for some
fiture time the implementation of the proposal, as compared with
possible approval at this time. The agency perspective should be
that each generation is, in effect, a trustee of the environment for
succceding generations, Particular attention should be given fo the
possibility of foreclosing future options by implementing the
proposal.

As set forth above, the functionally significant aspect of the Project is producing electricity, such
that the discussion of alternatives required in this EIS is a discussion of alternative means by
which to produce the electricity that the Project will produce. Remarkably, however, the DEIS
dismisses out of hand any other means by which to produce the subject electricity, including the
production of this electricity solely at one (1) of the two (2) other wind farm sites currently
proposed for Kittitas County, and discusses only the Project and the No-Action alternative.

On the one hand, this discussion of alternatives is facially deficient under Washington law for its
failure to discuss alternative locations and means for producing this electricity. EFSEC is being
asked to site an energy facility and 1s authorized to locate such a facility anywhere in the State.
In these circumstances, EFSEC is required to consider alternative locations for producing this
energy. Citizens Alliance To Protect Our Wetlands v, City of Auburn, 126 Wi.2d 358, 366, 894
P.2d 1300 (19935) (“CAPOW™). That EFSEC’s authority was invoked by a private applicant
makes no difference in this context because EFSEC’s siting authority exists to serve the public
interest, compare Organization 1o Preserve Asricnltural Lands v, Adams Coonty, 128 Wn2d 5
869, 876, 913 P.2d 793 (1996) (AOPAL®), and because its decision is the functional equivalent
of a rezone, given the acknowledged inconsistencies between the Project and applicable Kittitas.
County zoning ordinances. See CAPOW, 126 Wn.3d at 366; see also WAC 197-11-440(5)(d).

Given the nature of applicant’s request and the scope of EFSEC’s authority, it is incumbent upon
EFSEC to produce an EIS that gives consideration to the minimum reasonable alternative means.
and sites by and upon which to produce this power, including, but not limited to:

construction of the Project;

construction of one of the other two wind farms proposed for Kittitas County:
construction of a wind farm in some other Kittitas County location;

construction of a wind farm located in some other County of Washington state;
construction of a new facility of another type to produce this electricity, whetiter
that facility is located in Kittitas County or some other County of the State;

¢ expansion of an existing facility in Washington state or some other jurisdiction;
and

* 8 0
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s obtaining the power that the Project is expected to produce through the existing 5
transmission lines identified in the DEIS from an out of state facility. cont.

Presently, the DEIS sets a standard for locating a wind farm fhat lacks any basis in law, and then
finds that the Project meets that standard, in part by asserting that the applicant meets EFSEC’s
locational criteria by establishing that # does not have rights to use property other than the
property for which the Project is proposed. EFSEC’s obligation in producing this EIS, however,
involves discussing reasonable altemative locations at which to meet the Project’s purpose, not
setting criteria that the applicant can meet with respect to location and then finding them met.

| 6
On the other hand, the discussion of alternatives that this EIS does identify and examine is also
deficient on its face. First, ag set forth in greater detail below, the discussion of the Project |7
alternative is deficient throughount the DEIS because the analysis proceeds without any clear
detailed statement as to what the applicant actually proposes to build and where. Further, the
discussion of the no-action alternative, which simply assumes that the energy not generated by 8
this facility will be generated by a conventional gas-fired turbine facility, is inconsistent with
DEIS Table 3.5-2, which identifies thirty-nine (39) proposed new power generation projects, at
least fourteen {14) of which are wind power projects other than the Project reviewed here. In any
event, given the fluctuating nature of wind power production, the further development of wind
power in Washington will necessitate development of conventional energy sources to balance 9
wind power deliveries through existing transmission lines, seg Exhibit A, such that, whether the
Project is constructed or not, power from conventional sources may still require development.

10

In summary, EFSEC must, at a minimum, correct and complete the DEIS by properly defining
the proposal under review and by stating and discussing the reasonable alternatives to achieve
the Project’s purpose, i.e., producing of a modest amount of electricity. Indeed, in light of the
numerons new energy facilities currently proposed for construction in Washington state without
the Project, a significant aspect of the DEIS correction and completion process, particularly as to
the No-Action alternative, should involve a discassion of whether the Project is required to meet
Washington's reasonably expected future energy needs. In any event, the redefinition of the
proposal and an adequate discussion of alternatives must occur before further action by EFSEC.

The DEIS is Improperly Based on Incomplete Information

Applicant must also be required to develop an actual proposal for EFSEC’s review prior to
further action on its applicant. WAC 197-11-080 provides:

(1) If information on significant adverse impacts essential to a
reasened cheice among alternatives is not known, and the costs of
obtaining it are not exorbitant, agencies shall obtain and include
the information in their environmental documents. ...

{3} Agencies may proceed in the absence of vital information as
follows:

Kittitas Valley Wind Power Project Responses to Comments
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{a) If information relevant to adverse impacts is essential to a
reasoned choice arnong alternatives, but is not known, and the
costs of obtaining it are exorbitant; or

{b) If information relevant to adverse impacts is impoﬂé.nt to the
decision and the means to obtain it are speculative or not known;

Here, EFSEC’s DEIS consultant has reviewed a proposal from applicant that does not identify

what applicant intends to build or where but presents three {3) possible build out scenarios. In

each of these scenarios, the number of turbines and locations of the same will be determined by [ 44
reference to a variety of studies and decisions that will follow EFSEC approval of the project,
including site-specific soil surveys and the type of wind turbines available on the market.

This process is wholly contrary to SEPA’s fundamental policy of requiring full and complete
disclosure and discussion of probable significant environmental impacts at the earliest possible
point in a deciston making process. Arguably, the location of each individual turbine is a SEPA-
significant event to the extent that, as applicant implicitly concedes, the location of individual
turbines will depend on conditions that exist on the very site proposed for erection of the same,
and to the extent that the location of the turbine strings and individual turbines within that string
will depend on the type of turbine that is eventually selected for build out. Whether or not SEPA
requires EFSEC to review each turbine site individually, however, it certainly prohibits EFSEC
from approving the Project without a statement from the applicant as to what exactly is proposed.

12

EFSEC’s costs of obtaining this information are not exorbitant nor are the means of obtaining
- such information speculative or unknown. Rather, obtaining this information merely requires
that (1) EFSEC or the applican! complete the studies and selections that applicant apparently
intends to make after approval now, (2) the applicant identify a specific proposal, including the
type of turbine and tower height it intends to use in building the Project and the specific location
of each such tower in each turbine string for which approval is sought, based on those studies
and selections for purposes of EFSEC’s environmental review; and (3) EFSEC complete its
environmental review based on a complete, concrete proposal from the applicant. Any
alternative course, inchuding the course allowed by EFSEC’s consultant, is contrary to SEPA.

13

Specific Deficiencies in the DEIS

In addition to the preceding general comments, ROKT offers the following specific comments
with respect to particular elements of the DEIS: '

Vegetation and Wildlife Element, Section 3.2

The DEIS indicates that the importance of lithosols within the Project area and on the Project site
has heen identified to EFSEC’s environmental consultant. It is further indicated that these
lithosols could be located and mapped but have not been located or mapped to date. The 14
mapping of hHthosols should be completed and discussed in EFSEC’s final EIS, which should
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also address Project impacts on the microbiotic crust found in native grassland and shrub-steppe 14
communities of Eastern Washington such as that proposed for development by applicant. cont.

Further, this Section’s discussion of bald eagle impacts is wholly inadequate. The DEIS
concludes that no adverse impacts are likely here because no bald eagle fatalities have been
reported at any other wind farm. Most obviously, that may be because no other wind farm is
located within bald eagle habitat. In any cvent, it is plain that bald eagle do occur in the area
proposed for this wind farm, It is also plain that the presence of increased roosting opportunities,
increased carcasses from other birds, changed air patterns associated with turbine propellers, and 45
towers equipped with red flashing lights will all impact the bald eagles that use this area.

Killing a bald eagle under the circumstances presented here would be a crime under Washington
faw, RCW 77.15.120 (1), and each such death constitutes a separate offense. RCW 77.15.030.
Accordingly, and putting aside any consultation requirements that may be imposed by the
Endangered Species Act under these circumstances, the Project’s impacts on bald eagies must be
studied and the final EIS issued on this application must contain a discussion of that study.

Healih and Safety, Section 3.4

This Section is deficient for its failure to discuss the noise impacts of the Project on the health of
persotis who live and work in the vicinity of the Project. The health dimensions of these impacts
should be discussed in the same Section that the other health and safety impacts identified in the
DEIS are discussed, rather than in a separate Section dealing exclusively with noise impacts.

16

Visual Resources, Section 3.9

ROKT objects to the wholly subjective and ad hoc view “measurernent” process employed by
BFSEC’s environmental consultant in assessing the view impacts of the Project. Having said

that, the impacts discussed in the Section are themselves sufficient grounds to recommend QJ17
rejection of this proposal insofar as the electricity to be produced by the Project can be generated

for the citizens of this State through a variety of methods that avoid these undispated impacts.

Land Use Element, Section 3.6

The DEIS correctly indicates that the Project is inconsistent with Kittitas County’s
Comgprehensive Plan (“Plan”) and zening code, but the DEIS dees not discuss the applicability of 18
provisions in the Plan and the Growth Management Act, RCW 36.70A (“GMA™), relating to
Major Industrial Developments to the Project. This deficiency of the DEIS should be corrected.

Commercial wind power utilities of the scale and scope being discussed in Kittitas County, such
as the Project, are major industrial developments as that term is used in the Plan and in GMA.
Section 2.5 of the Plan permits the approval of “major industrial developments” (*MIDs”) in
Kittitas County “as authorized by RCW 36.70A.365.” As specific to MIDs in rural Kittitas
County, such as the Project, Chapter 8 of the Plan states that “(t)he County should consider
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major industrial development in the rural areas according to RCW 36.70A.365.” GPO 8.45.

RCW 36.70A.365 does not authorize the Project to be located in rural Kittitas County. That
statute allows for the location of a MID relating to a “specific ... industrial ... business” when the
business: {a) requires a parcel of land so large that no suitable parcels are available within an
urban growth area; or {b} is a natural resource-based industry requiring a location “near
agricuttural land, forest land, or mineral resource land upon which it is dependent”.

As specific to the location of a MID outside of an wban growth area (“UJGA™), RCW
36.70A.365(1) sete forth several criteria that must be established, including, but not limited to, 2
demonstration that an inventory of developable land has been conducted by the County and the
County has determined and entered findings that land suitable to site the MID is unavailable
within the UGA. Not only has the County not completed this inventory, but it is plain by
reference to the Plan that the County has considered locating an MID within the County but will
not do so without further planning. Section 2.5 of the Plan states:

Four possible sites have been identified for designation as major industrial
developments once appropriate policics have been adopied though the
Kittitas County Conference of Governments process and amendments 1o
the County-wide Planning Policies: Thrall area, Bowers Field, Bull Frog
Road area and Alpine Veneer site.

This same Section of the Plan continunes:

This listing does not in any way designate those listed areas as industrial
development sites, nor does if authorize industrial development sites
within roral Kittitas County, (MID) sites will only be approved and
designated in the futwre if and when appropriate policies have been
developed through the Kittitas County Conference of Governement [sic]
process, amendments to the County-Wide planning policies have been
made, and the Comprehensive Plan has been amended to reflect such
amendments.

The DEIS should address the applicability of GMA and Plan provisions relating to ‘major
industrial development to the Project and advise the reader that the Project in its presently [J18
proposed location will be inconsistent not only with local GMA land use planning and zoning J cont.
but also with GMA and Plan provisions relating to the location of MIDs within the County.

Further, development of Kittitas County rural lands for wind power is incansistent with Plan
provisions relating to rural lands. Chapter 8 of the Plan deals with rural lands. The lengthy [ 19
preface to the Chapter includes the following statement: ’

... What are rural lands? The state defines them by default as lands which are not
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urban, UGA, or resource lands. In this county, historically there have been large
tracts broken into small divisions, but also smail racts gathered together into
larger holdings or farms. Diverse activities have taken place there. Small
industries, farms, ranches, mines, saw mills, tree growing, animal keeping(,)
holdings of all kinds, guest ranches, dance halls, roadside cafes, gas stations,
hotels, agricultural processing plants, feediots, airports, day care centers, schools,
churches, game farms, and conservancies have all located on what the state would
call rural lands in Kittitas County.

Seciion 8.4, entitled Government Services in Rural Lands, addresses the location of utilities in
the rural lands of Kittitas County. GPO 8.2 in that Section states:

... Utilities may be sited, constructed, and operated by outside public service
providers ... on property located outside of an urban growth area or an whban
growth node if such facilities and utilities are located within the boundaries of {2
Master Planned) (Desort or (Fully Contained) (¢)ommunity which is approved
pursuant to County Comprehensive Plan policies and development regulations.

The DEIS’s Land Use discussion is deficient because it fails to indicate the Project’s I
inconsistency with the Rural Lands provisions of Kittitas County’s Comprehensive Plan, 19

Finally, the DEIS Land Use discussion is deficient because it fails to indicate that the Project will
also be inconsistent with the Utilities Element of the Plan. RCW 36.70A.070(4) specifics that || 20
GMA comprehensive plans shall include “(a) utilitics element consisting of the general location,
proposed location, and capacity of all existing and proposed utilities, including, but not limited

to, electrical lines ...”. The Kittitas County Plan contains a utility element at Chapter 6.

Section 6.1(A) of the Plan defines utilitics as regarding the “the supply ... and distribution ... of ...
electricity” and indicates that “(syuch utilities consist of both the service activity along with the
physical facilities necessary for the utilities to be supplies [sic]”. Section 6.2{A) of the Plan
identifies existing electricity utility providers, and Section 6.3(A) identifies “proposed utility
facilities™, No proposed wind power facility, inciuding the Project, is identified in this Section,

Further, utility development is keved to local growth in the Plan. Section 6.1(A) of the Plan
states:

Local land use decisions drive the need for new or expanded wiility facilities, In
other words, utilities follow growth. Expansion of the utility systems is a function
of demand for reliable service that people, their land uses, and activities place on
the systems.
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The Project is not directed toward local electricity use but toward generation of electricity for

sale elsewhere, To the extent that the proposed wind power development is not driven by local 20
growth, then, the Project, if permitted, would be inconsistent with the Plan. The inconsistencies
between the Plan and Project should be identified to the reader of the DEIS but currently are not.

More fundamentally, however, the DEIS reader should be advised that locating the Project where

the applicant wants it located is not simply a matter of minor inconsistencies between the Plan,

the Project and the zoning code. Rather, it is a tacit request that the Council ignore a number of

basic land use planming choices that the people of Kittitas County have made for themselves in ] 21
favor of an applicant that, while maintaining in defense of this application that this location is the

only suitable location for its proposed facility in Kittitas County, has a second application
pending before EFSEC to construct another facility i another location in the same County.

In these circumstances, ROKT contends that the choices made by the citizens of Kittitas County
in their Plan should be respected. Whether that outcome is ultimately achieved in this process, [ 22
however, the DEIS must more fully disclose the conflicts between the Plan and the Project.

Cuamulative Impacts, Section 3.14

ROKT contends that the discussion of cumulative impacts contained in this Section is inadequate
because it fails to examine or discuss: (1) the cumulative impacts of the Project in the context of

other presently proposed land use on the Project site and in the Project area; and (2) the [ 23
cumunlative impacts of the Project itself on Kittitas County as a whole over the life of Project and
following that life, particularly if decommissioning of the Project is not effectively completed.

First, the DEIS is legally inadequate for its failure to survey and address, at a minimum,
currently proposed land uses on the Project site. Attached as Exhibits B and C, respectively, is
an agreemeni from Cascade Ficld and Stream Club (“CFSC™) to allow the applicant to place
turbines on its property and an application from CFSC for a conditional use permit from Kitfitas
County to operate a firing range on that property. Certainly, use of CFSC’s property for a firing [ 24
range will have impacts on applicant’s use of that property for wind turbines, and vice versa.
EFSEC’s DEIS should address the cumulative impacts of these potentially incompatible uses,
and the uses presently existing or subject to pending application to any permitting authority on
all properties that have been identified by applicant as under contract for wind turbine placement.

Further, this DEIS’s cumulative impacts Section is deficient for its fatlure to discuss, in one
place, the cumulative effects of the Project in its various phases over the entire operational Life of
the proposal and thereafter, particularly in light of the DEIS’s failure to provide any objective 25
and enforceable means by which to ensure that decommissioning occurs at the end of the
Project’s operational life, Presently, the DEIS improperly piecemeals its discussion of the
Project’s cumulative effects by presenting construction effects, then operational effects, and then
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decommissioning effects. Whether these effects are insignificant by themselves, as the DEIS

claims, the sum of construction, operation, and decommissioning, even if properly completed, §o5
could be a Kittitas County without wintering bald eagles, or a Kittitas County that is avoided by  cont.
tourists tired of trying to enjoy the County’s scenery through rotating giant wind turbines.

Of course, if the Project is permitted and built but never decommissioned properly, the result is a
Kittitas County, in twenty years, or even ten years if wind power loses its appeal before the
Project’s operational life is complete, littered with non-operational industrial implements that

will mar the skyline and impair all other land uses until the resources to remove them are found. [ 26
EFSEC’s DEIS must identify and discuss, at a minbmum, what Kittitas County will look like

after the project has been built and operated, and either decommuissioned or not, in this Section.

Concluding Remarks

ROKT is not opposed to the development of renewable energy resources, or even wind power in
particular, but believes, correctly, that development of this type can take place in locations that

will not involve the certain and identified environmental impacts that this Project in the proposed
location will involve, As the location of this project in a manner that minimizes environmental
impacts is consistent with BFSEC’s mandate, ROKT asks that the DEIS deficiencies identified 27
above be corrected, but, more importantly, that EFSEC uses its authority in a manner consistent

with its mandate and recommend rejection of this application on the basis of the Project’s.
envirommental impacts, as presently identified and as will be identified with further review.

Very Truly Yours,

VELIKANIJE, MGORE & SHORE, P.S.

TRAVIS W. MISFELDT
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EMPAInc.* September 23, 2002
Wind Energy Economics in the State of Washington

Recently, the Kittitas County Planning Commission in Washington advised County
Commxssmnexs to impose at Jeast a six-month moratorium on wind pm}ecis in the Kittitas
Valley.! The concerns that led to the Commission’s action are not unique to Washington.
They are illustrative of growing concerns about “wind farms” in various parts of the US.?

Growing concerns about “wind farms” underscore the need for government officials at all
levels to address a range of issues that are important to electric customers, taxpayers, and
citizens concerned about adverse econromic impact and impairment of property, scenic and
other environmental values.

This analysis identifies the wind projects that have sparked concerns in the Kittitas Valley and
provides information on other existing and proposed “wind farms.” It then reviews several
topics that are important when considering the potential role of “wind farms,” including:’

+ Huge machines; little electricity »  Ecopomic, environmental impacts
*  High costs for electric customers »  Conflicting environmental objectives
*  Windfail profits for “wind farms™ «  Uphill fight for “wird farm” opponents
s Losses rather than gaiss for the lIocal + Cautions for landowners
and state economies s  Help for local governments
« Environmental benefits overstated +  Bonneville Power’s role in wind energy
»

«  Adverse property, scetic impacts Costly “green power”  programs

Huge Machines; Little Electricity _

Windmills making up today's “wind farms” are often buge (Some 300+ ft. The Legislative
Building in Olympia is 287 feet). However, they produce very little electricity. For example:

1. Kittitas Valley Wind Project. inkha Renewable Energy of Houston, TX plans to build a
farge “wind farm” near Eliensberg, WA.? Key facts about the project include the following:

e Zilkha would “...install 100 to 150 wind turbines over 10,000 acres...” with total rated
capacity up to 250 megawatts (MW) or 250,000 kilowaits (kW).?

s If the rated capacity of the proposed “wind farm” reached 250,000 kW and produces
electricity at its full “rated” capacity for 24 hours per day all year long, it would produce
2,190,000,000 kilowatt-hours (§Wh) of electricity annually {i.e., 250,000 kW x 8760 hours).

»  However, wind turbines produce slectricity only when the wind is blowx:n% within a ceriain
speed range. If the turbines produced electricity at a 34% capacity factor,” the total annual
output of the “wind farm™ would be 744,600,000 kW (i.¢., 2,190,000,000 x .34).

That may sound like a lot of electricity. However, it's equivalent to onl Y 64/100 of 1% of the
117,135,248,000 kWh of clectricity generated in Washington during 1999,

Furthermore, the 744,600,000 kWh of potential annual output from the proposed 100 to 150
turbines on the “wind farm” (asstrning a 34% capacity factor) would equal only:
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»  19% of the electricity produced during 2001 by the 474 MW Hemmiston gas-fired combined
¢ycle cogenerating plant (Hermiston, OR) tbat began service in 1996. That plant produced
3,926,730,000 kWh of electricity during 2001, operating at a 90+% capacity factor.

*  36.5% of the electricity produced during 2001 by the 262 MW Tenaska plant (Ferndale,
WA) gas-fired combined cycle cogenerating plant® that bcgan service in 1994, That plant
produced 2,032,071,000 kWh of electricity during 2001,% also operating at a capacity factor
of about 90%.

e 15% of the electsicity that will be produced each year by Calpine's 630 MW gas-fired
combined cycle plant at Hermiston, OR, that began commencial operations in August 2002,
if that plant operates at a %0% capacity factor.

Generally, gas-fired combined-cycle generating vnits are “dispatchable,” which means that they
produce electricity when needed by electric customers, not just when the wind is blowing within
the right speed range. Such plants occupy relatively few acres while Zilkha indicates that its
proposed “wind farm” would stretch over some 10,000 acres.

The area identified for the “wind farm” on Zilkha's web site appw:s significantly larger than

10,000 acres which suggests that many landowners might be affected by the presence of the

windmills but only 4 few of them wouid receive rental income. 7

2. Possible EnXco proiect. Apparently, a second wind energy developer, EnXco, is also

expioring the possibilities for a “wind farm” in the Kittitas Valley but has not yst detailed its

intentions.  EnXco, a firm headquartered in Sickeborg, Deamark, serves in a varlety of

capacities in the wind industry and could be planning its own “wind farm” in the area or may be

doing development work for another company. _

3. Qther State Wind Farras. Washington's other existing and planned “wind farms include:

+ The 178,2 MW portion of FPLEnergy's Stateline Wind Energy Center in Walta Walla
County. If that portion of the “wind farm” operates at a 33% capacity factor,® it would

produce 515,140,560 kWh of electricity per year (i.e., 178,200 x 8760 x .33%). That output
of electricity would equal 44/100 of 1% of Washington’s total 1999 eleciricity generation.

e The 48.1 MW Nine Canyon Wind Project under construction in Benton County, If that
“wind farm” operates at a 34% capacity factor,!’ it would produce 143,261,040 kWh of
electricity per year (i.e., 48,100 x 8760 x .34), equal to 12/100 of 1% of Washington’s 1999
electricity generation.

The status of other poiential “wind farms™ apparently is uncertain - as discussed in more detail

under the heading of Bonnevilie Power's role in wind energy.

High Costs for Electric Customers

Wind industry advocates readily admit that electricity from windmills costs more than electricity
from traditional energy sources; ie., natural gas, oil, coal, hydropower, and nuclear energy.
{Otherwise they would not need the extremely generons federal subsidies — discussed below —
that are contributing to windfall profits for “wind farm” developers.)

However, wind energy advocates in the 1S Departroent of Energy (DOE) and the wind industry
seern eager to avoid admitting the true costs of wind energy. In fact, the true costs for electricity
from “wind farms” - which costs end up in electric customers’” monthiy bills - inchude:
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a. The price paid by the electric utility to the “wind farm” owner for the electricity.

b. The cost of providing “firming”™ or “balancing™ services for the intermittent electricity from
the wind turbines. Wind turbines produce electricity only when wind speed is within certain
limits — and then on a variable {sometimes volatile) basis. Other gencrating units must be
kept immediately available to back up the wind turbines so that customers’ electricity
requirements are served and to keep the grid system in balance. This backup role may be
served by hydropower, but often by combustion turbines, combined-cycle or steam electric
units powered by coal, 0il or natural gas that are running at less than peak efficiency or in
“spinning reserve.” This backup service costs money and that cost is a real part of the true
cost of wind energy.

c. The capital and operating cost of transmitting the electricity from the point where it is
purchased from the “wind farm™ owner to the electric distribution systern. Such transmission
and associated grid management costs may be higher for electricity from intermittent,
volatile sources such as wind than for electricity from stable, dispatchable generating units,

d. The normal capital and operating costs of a utility’s electric distribution system {(e.g.,
substations, wires, transformers, meter reading, biliing and other costomer service costs).

H the total costs of electricity from wind were only $0.02 per kWh {a low estimate} more than
clectricity from other sources, the added annual cost imposed on electric customers in
Washington for a 250 MW “wind farm,” such as that being proposed by Zilkhe, operating at a
34% capacity factor, would be $14,892,000 per year (i.c., 744,600,000 x $.02). Such cxira costs
for electric customers will increase if still more “wind farms™ were added in Washington. ’

“Windf; for ¢ Farm™
The above costs are NOT the full costs of clectricity from “wind energy.” The federal

govermnment now provides two extremely generous tax shelters for “wind farm” developers.
These subsidies shift costs from wind energy developers fo remaining taxpayers.

2. One extremely generous subsidy available to corporations with income to shelter is S-year
double declining balance accelerated depreciation available for facilities using wind to
produce clectricity. “Wind farm™ owners can recover their capital investment in 5 to & years.
with over haif recovered in the first 2 years or less. Specifically, if the capital cost of the 250
megawatt “wind farm™ being considered by Zilkha were $250,000,000, the recovery through. -
depreciation would be as follows {see IRS Publication 946):

B e
[T ¥ 50,000,000
Second $R000000 -
| “Fhind T@o00008 ]
Fourh SZEN0006 -
e et s
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b. The second gencrous federal subsidy available to *wind farm” owners is the Production Tax
Credit of $0.018 per XWh of electricity generated during the first 10 years of a wind project’s
tife. Zilkha's 250 MW “wind farm’ planned:for Kittitas Valiey wonld receive 2 tax credit of
$13,402,800 per year if the mubines produce st an average 34% capacity factor (i.e., 250,000
kW x 8760 hrs. x .34 x $0.018). '

Organizations owning “wind farms™ must have substantial taxable income to take advantage of
these two federal tax shelters. That is one reason why “wind farm™ developers often sell off their
projects to larger companies early in the life of their projects. For example, Entergy Corporation
purchased a majority interest in the Top of Jowa “wind farm” that was developed by Zilkha
Renewable Energy and another firm.”? However, Zilkha apparently has retained ownership of
many of the “wind farms” the company has developed, thus suggesting that the firm and/or its
owners have sufficient, otherwise taxable income to profit from the federal income tax shelters,

In addition to the generous federal tax shelters, the State of Washington provides at least two
significant subsidies to “wind farm” developers and/or owners:

« An exemption from the state’s sales and vse tax for “...machinery and equipment used
directly in generating electricity using...[and]...sales of or charges made for labor and
services rendered in respect to installing such machinery and equipment...” using wind
energy.

¢ A mandate thai all electric utilities {public and investor owned) offer their customers an
option to purchase electricity generated from renewable sources. In effect, this requirement
forces utilities to arrange for purchases of energy from “renewable” sources cven if the
clectricity costs more than traditional sources and/or the full cost of the purchases cannot be.
recovered from utilities’ customers who agree to pay a premium price to exercise the option.

in fm-'lt, all federal and state subsidies shift costs and/or tax burden from “wind farm” developers
and owners to taxpayers who must continue to pay taxes and/or to electric customers. The
added burden and costs are then hidden in tax bills or monthly electric bills.

All the federal and state subsidics for “wind farm” developers and owners are in addition to the
revenue received by the “wind farm” owner for the saje of electricity. For example, if the 250
MW “wind farm” being planned for Kittitas Vallay were to produce at a 34% capaeity factor
(i.e., 744,600,000 KWk} and the electricity were sold to an electric utility for $0.03 per XWh, the
“wind farm™ owner would receive $22,338,000 each year for that electricity (i.e., 744,600,000 x

BEMD SLate BUOITHNTIRS

as beneficial to states or regions where they arc located

becavse of additional jobs in the area and additional income for the landowners who lease land

for the windmills, substations, cables, meteorological facilities, support facilities and
trapsmission lines. However:

a. The amount paid landowners for land rental or easements may not be significant. Amounts
would depend on pegotiations among the parties. Research indicates that landowners in
Wisconsin were offered as much as $5,000 to $10,000 per turbine. Assuming 150 turbines
at $5,000 each, landowners would receive a total of $750,000 per year.
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I landowners accepted lower payments, say $2,000 per turbine, annual income would total
. only $300,000.

b. The number of lasting jobs may be quite small. Bonneville Power Administration has
indicated that the proposed 150 MW Maiden Wind Project in Benton County would require
an average of 150 temporaty employees during construction with wages of $15 - $25 per
hour and, when in operation, “up to 157 full time employees for operations and maintenance
with wages of $10 to $25 per bour,”® Assuming construction lasted 6 months and wages
averaged 520 per hour, construction wages would total $3,120,000. (Some of the employees
would come from the Jocal area} Assuming 13 full-time employees after construction at
$20 per hour, the annual wages would total $624,000 (i.e., 2080 hrs. x $20x 15). 1

The brochure on the Kittitas Vall_ey Project distributed by Zilkha indicates that only 6 to 8
permanent employees would be required. If so, the annual wages would total about
$332,800 (i.e., 2080 hrs x $20 x 8).

c. The rental and easement payments received by landowners and wages camned by permanent
workers would be dwarfed by the hagher cost for the electricity that would be paid by
electricity consumers. Specificaily:

1) ¥ the electricity from the proposed Kittitas Valley Wind Project, for exampie, cost only
$0.02 per kWh more than electricity from traditional sources, the added annual burden
on electric customers would be $14,892,000 per year (i.e., 744,600,000 k¥Wh x $0.02)

2) Fifteen permanent jobs might produce $624,000 per year, or 4.2% of the added burden
on electric customers. Eight permanent jobs might produce $332,800 or 2.2% of the
added burden on electric customers.

3) Land rental payments for the windmills and associate facilities might provide an
additional $750,000 per year to local landowners if each turbine produced $5,000
asnual payments — which is about 5% of the added burden on electric customers.
landowners agreed to only $2,000, the annual total of $300,000 would be about 2% of
the added burden on electric customers.

d. Owners of the “wind farm™ apparently would pay mgmficant amounts of property tax but
apparently county tax revenues are limited to & 1% increase per year.® Therefore, other
property owners in the county might, ternporarily, receive a small tax reduction. The real
impacts cn landowners would be difficuit to predict because of potential adverse impacts on
property values discussed later.

Calculations could be done for other existing and proposed wind farms but would produce a
similar result. The net economic impact would almost certainly be an outflow of wealth from
Waskington for the benefit of out-of-state or foreign wind energy developers and owners.

From the perspective of Washington's electric customers who would bear the higher costs of
electricity produced from wind turbines, it might be far better if a small (though distasteful) tax
were added to electric bills and used to pay landowners to AVOID hosting the windmills!

“Wind farm”™ developers often claim that the eiectncrty generated by the wind turbines will
displace on a kWh for kWh basis electricity that would be generated by fossil-fueled generating
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units and any associated ermissions. Such claims are generally exaggerated. For example, they

do not take into account the facts that:

s In Washington, some of the electricity “displaced™ may be produced from hydropower
{which supplied 84% of Washington's electric generation in 1999}, -

s Any fossil-fueled generating unit that is kept available to back up the intermittent electricity
from the wind farm will be giving off emissions while it is running at less than peak
efficiency or in “spinning reserve™ mode.

Neither do they take into account the fact that other aiternatives for reducing emissions may be

far more cost-effective.

}“::xwpt when piaoed in remote areas, proposed “wind farms™ are &cmg growing citizen
opposition in Europe, Australia and in nearly every state in the US where “wind farms” are being
proposed.  Opposition seems particularly strong when attempts are made to install the large
structures in areas where there are existing or planned homes or in scenic areas and where many
property owners are affected but only a few receive payments from “wind farm™ owners,

Opposition is due to a variety of concerns inciuding scenic and property value impairment, noise,
bird kills, “flicker” effoct of spinning blades after sunrise and before sunset, potential safety
hazards from blade and ice throws, interference with telecommunications, and higher costs of
clectricity. Apparently some citizens of the K!mtas Va.!lcy are also concerned about potential
adverse impact on tourism. The Ellensberg web site'® makes clear that tourism is important and
Zilkha's web site suggests meampmposedfmtheﬁmmsVaﬁemegectzsoneofconsxdamblc
natural beauty.

Preperation of an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on the proposed Kittitas Valley project
undoubtedly would require consideration of many of these matters. However, citizens and
government officials should recognize that the potential impairment of property values, scenery
and tourism are inherently difficult to evaluate in advance. Often the impact of a large
developrent such as a “wind farm™ on property values does not become clear until after the
project is in place and neighbors iry to sell their homes and property. Similarly, the lasting
impact on tourism or on the willingness of people to live, invest, or work in the area does not
become known uati! after the project is in place, and after the curiosity value or “novelty” of a
project wears off.

Assessing adverse scenic impact of “wind farms” is considered difficult because views on the
matter are often considered to be “in the eye of the beholder.” However, there is no doubt that
some people consider the adverse scenic impact of windrmills to be significant. For example, one.
Oregon resident was mcently quoted in the Tri-City Herald, after driving by the Stateline Wind
Energy Center, as saying “Could anyone think it's )nhmgothertthgly'?“ “How is it
different than wanting to put up a big ugly bilfboard 7

The dxfﬁcuity in quannfymg scenic, property and certain other values is ilustrated in other cases.
For example, environmental advocates have charged that haze that is believed o be due o
emissions from burning of fossil fuels or from dust from roads, mining and other activities is
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detrimental o scenic and other environmental vajues and has an adverse economic impact. A
variety of approaches, including a technigue called “contingent valuation,” have been proposed
as ways to quantify the adverse visual and related economic impacts, but none of the approaches
have been fully satisfving,

While the value of the adverse visual impacts have not been quantified objectively, substantial
efforts, backed by federal legislation and EPA regulations, are anderway to find measures that
can be taken to reduce the unwanted haze. In fact, a massive effort by the “Western Regional
Air Parinership” (WRAP),”® which includes representatives of most western states (including
Washington), tribes, and federal agencies is considering measures to force additional use of
renewable epergy sources, particularly wind energy.

Irenzcaliy, the participants appear to be atlempting to address one visval issue, haze while
ignoring the visual impact of tens of thousands of windmills and many miles of transmission
lines that would be needed to achieve the §roup s goals of getting 20% of electricity generation
from “renewable” energy sources by 2018,

ol 4 " opponents are at a disodvania

Electricity customers and taxpayers concerned about extra costs, neighbors of proposed “wind
farms"” concerned about impairment of property values, or citizens concemed about scenic
impairment or other adverse environmental and safety xmpacts have a significant disadvantage
when dealing with proposed “wind farms.”

The U.S. Department of Energy, the National Renewable Energy Laboratory, and the wind
energy industry have been highly successful, despite the facts, in presenting wind energy as an
environmentally benign enerpy source that could make a significant contribution in supplying the
nation’s electricity. In addition to the generous tax shelters and other subsidies, they have
created a popular wisdom in the public, media, US Congress and state governments that wind
energy is a “win-win" propositien. Furthermore, locel governments that are faced with proposals
from aggressive wind energy developers are ofien not equipped to deal with “wind farm”™ permit
applications. ‘
Therefore, electric customers, taxpayers and other citizens should recognize that they will be
facing strong opponents, often financed with tax dollars, when they attempt to oppose “wind
farms™ affecting their propecty and scenic values or economic wellbeing. Citizens opposing the
planned projects might be forgiven for wondering where their government ropresentatives were
when these Incrative arrangements for “wind farm” developers were made!

Landowners who lease their land for the wmdnnlls would receive added income but they may
want to be very cautious about the arrangement they make with developers. For exampie:

a. What are reasonable annual payments for use of the land needed for windmills and
associated facilities (e.g., substations, cables, meteorological stations, support facilities)?
Apparently, developers offer $2,000 or $2,500 per MW of turbine capacity. However,

- research suggests that developers in Wisconsin have offered as much as $5,000 to $10,000
annually per MW of capacity.
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b. What other payments are reasonable? For example, should owners of land that mmst be
crossed by transmission lines or cables be compensated on an annual basis for such uses or
casements? What is an appropriate one time or annual payment for a noise easement?

c.  Should local govemments be paid o cover any extra costs for services (roads, etc.}?

d. Should landowners receive fixed annual payments or payments based on electricity
produced?

e.  Should payments for the life of a lease or easement be paid “up front,” placed in escrow, or
paid annually?

f W}zatmngementsshouldbemadcforrcmowlofthewmdmﬂlsandresmmuoncfland
when they no longer operate?

-4 Whatarethehmxtsofthehabxhhesoftheorgamzanonsmatdeveiopandforewntha
windmills?

h. Whoreally emplcys the people who approach kndowners and local government officials?
The last five questions may be particularly important becanse:

1. “Wind farm” developers often sell off their projects du:ii:g the development phase or shortly
thereafter, Landowners and }ocal government officials should recognize that they might end
up dealing with a “wind farm” owner that is not the injtiai developer.

2. The developers andfor owners of wind farms may be organized in a way that limits their
Hability. The Limited Liability Corporation (LLC) seems especially popular with the wind
industry,

3. The economics, including longer-term costs, of wind energy are far from certain. For
example, calculations of the kWh costs of electricity from wind turbines that are cited by
DOE, DOE lsboratories, and the wind industry are often based on an assumption of a 30-
year lifetime for the wind turbines. However, no one has sufficient experience with large .
wind turbines to know how long they will last or what their maintenance, repair and
replacernent costs, or the extent of performance loss will be as turbines age. Beonomics may
dictate abandonment of individual windmills or entire “wind farms” before the end of land
rental contracts or current estimates of the useful life of the turbines.

4, “Wind farm” owners may have a strong incentive to sell off or abandon their projects cnce
tax benefits have been captured (5-6 years for accelerated depreciation; 10 years for
production tax credits), turbine performance deteriorates, and/or operating and maintenance

costs escalate,
Peshaps landowners should insist upon payments in advance, or that the fuil amounts be placed
in escrow or covered by cash bonds.
for | e ts: Model in

Unfortunately, it appears that very few local governments have adopted ordinances that prescribe
proper conditions for siting of “wind farms.” All too often, local government bodies do not have
the expertise or resources to deal with proposed “wind farms” and seem overwhelmed by
ageressive, well financed “wind farm™ developérs. Kieally, ordinances addressing the complex
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environmental and sefety issues and providing specific standards for *wind farms™ shouid be in
place before citizens and officials are faced with proposals from wind energy developers.

Local governments that have not yet adopted ordinances may want to consider a modei
"Commercial Wind Energy & Wind Access Model Ordinance” prepared in January 2002 by
Catharine Lawton (CMLawton3@aol.com), a member of the Planning Commission of the Town
of Barton, WL Apparently, the ordinance was deveioped int connection with ber work with a
Wisconsin Public Service Commission's Subcommittee known as "Guidelines and Model
Ordinance Ad Hoc Subcommittee of the Wisconsin Wind Power Siting Collaborative.”

Bonneville Power’s role in wind energy

Actions by the Bonneville Power Authority (BPA) undoubtedly will be important in determining
the pature of “wind farm™ development in the Pacific Northwest in serms of {(a) the commitments
to purchase electricity from additional “wind farms,” (b) the impacts of intermittent electricity
from "wind farms” on electric grids, and (¢) the true costs of electricity from wind energy.

i. Potential BPA Purchases itional “wind f; - BPA has been active in
promoting wind energy for several years, inciuding purchases of electricity from “wind farms™ in
Oregon and Wyoming. BPA mounted a very aggressive effort in Febroary 2001 1o sign up 1,000
MW of new wind power.® In March 2001, BPA issued a formal request for proposals along
with draft “Predevelopment” and “Power Purchase” agreements. In May 2001, BPA announced
that it was working thh Washington Winds Inc. to develop a 150 MW “wind farm” in Benton
and Yakima Counties.”!

On June 28, 2001, the Secretary of Energy announced that BPA has selected seven “wind farm™
proposals for ncgotxamm of "Pmdeveioprmm” agreements, including five additional “wind
farms” in Washington™ and two in Oregon. In December 2001, DOE Secretary Abraham
announced that it would purchase 34% of the output of FPLEnergy's Stateline “wind farm™
located on both sides of the Oregon-Washington border near Walla Walla, an amount roughly
equal to BPA's earlier purchases from Oregon and Wyoming “wind farms.”

BPA’s aggressive actions to signup “wind farms” appeared to be driven by the 2000-2001
drought conditions in the northwest (sharply reduced hydropower production), high electricity
prices and, perhaps, pressure from DOE headquarters in Washington to promote wind energy.

As excitemnent in the wind industry about potential BPA purchases grew, BPA apparently began
o worry about the aggressive actions of “wind famm” developers. On September 20, 2001, BPA
issued a press release wamning that “Throughout eastern Oregon and Washington, wind power
developers, lawyers and speculators are pressing landowners 10 sign leases for rights to wind
generation. Landowners need to learn quickly how to evaluate and secure the value of their wind
resource.”

Meapwhile, the electricity situation in the Pacific Northwest changed dramaticaily as drought
conditions Ilessened, significant new gas-fired generating capacity was brought on line, and
wholesale electricity prices dropped sharply. A BPA spokesman recently stated that “Wind
power hasn't been economical for the past six months, since power prices in the region have
- fallen after the incredible spikes of 2000-2001." He also stated that “Of the wind power that the
agency has bought, reliability has been ‘spoity,’ with an. availability of wind power in the range
of 20-25percent, far below the 30-35 percent availability the industry has touted. What's more,
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wmdfamsgcnmﬂynwdgmﬂmgsupponfmmmhcr - often fossil — soxrces, and are not
usefu! in supplying peaking power

Earlier this year, BPA began facing severe financial problems and seeking a way to reduce costs.
On July 2, 2002, the BPA Administrator announced plans to share information about financial
problems and seek input from citizens and officials throughout the areas BPA serves.

As a pant of its campaign, BPA released information on costs of its “renewables” program for a
*Financial Choices Workshop” planned for September 17, 2002 The document outlines two
alternatives but makes ciear that neither alternative would produces enough revenue to cover the
multi-million dollar program BPA remewsbles program {including the cost of purchases of
electricity from “wind farms™). In fact, four “wind farmns” totaling 430 MW on the BPA “short
Hst” announced by the DOE Secretary are omitted in both plans. The 150 MW Maiden Wind
Project is included in the “Current Level” aiternative but dropped i the “Reduced lLevel”
alternative.

Both program alternatives resuit in significant losses (expected revennes do not cover costs), but
fosses are somewhat less in the “Reduced Level™ program.

Recent news stories indicate that some utilities in the Northwest, as well as BPA itself, are
concerned about the high cost of BPA's renewsbies program.” Furthermore, as it prepares to
develop its Fifth Power Plan to be published in early 2003, the Northwest Power Planning
Council has identified a number of issues for comment. One issue concerns the role of BPA § in
future “resource development” {ie., pmummt of e.lectncuy for BPA's wholesale customers,

mmmedearher,panofthetruecostsofmndenergyammm(a)assomatedwzthpmv:dmg
backup generation becaunse the electricity output from wind epergy and (b} imposed on
transmission systems and grid management - with both types of costs due to the intenmittent and
volatile nature of the electrical output from “wind farms.”

Untii July 2002, BPA has imposed an extra chargs of $100 per MWh (or $0.10 per Kk¥Wh) on
operators of electric generators — including wind generators - that failed to deliver electricity at
the time it was scheduled. Under strong pressure from the wind industry and DOE, BPA has
eliminated that charge for wind gencrators. However, wind generators will still be required to
pay the cost of the ¢ power provided by BPA to make up the d1ffemnec between the schedule and
actual generation.”

It is irmportant to recoguize that none of the extra costs associated with wind energy, including
the cost of backup generation, transmission and grid management “go away.” Any of those costs
not bome by “wind farm™ owners are shifted to electric consumers.

To its credit, BPA is devoting regources to efforts to address the problems, burdens and costs
associated with intcgrating volatile and intermittent “wind farm” electricity into the electric grid.
Specificaily, BPA is providing a significant share ($227,000) of the funds to support a Utility
Wind Interest Gmup {UWIG) effort to determine the impacts of electricity from “wind farms” on
electric grids.® . This study, a related study by Electrotek for the Electric Reliability Covncil of
Texas (ERCUI‘) and a BPA funded wind integration study by Eric Hirst should be helpful in
both understanding the impacts and the additional costs due to ¢lectricity produced by wind
energy. _

Kittitas Valley Wind Power Project Responses to Comments
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Costly “Green Power” Programs

All electric utilities in Washington with 25,000 or more metered customers are now required fo
provide customers at least one option to purchase power generated from renewable scurces, If
“green power” programs worked according to theory, 2 significant portion of the higher costs of
electricity from wind and other renmewable sources might be bome voluntarily by electric
customers who choose to pay extra for so-called “green energy” programs. Howevez, the theo lg
seems not to be working. A recent study by a noa-profit group, Rencwabie Northwest Project,
demonstrated that:

»  Lessthan 2% of electric customers in the whole Northwest signed up to pay the extra cost.

» Thke electricity for which the custorers signed up is only a tiny share of the total electricity
sold in the region covered by the report.

Unfortunately for taxpayers and for electric customers who ultimately bear all the cost incurred
by their electric utilities:
s “Green power” programs are expensive to administer and the revenve collected seldom if

ever pays the full costs {ie., the higher cost of the “green” electricity and costs of
administering the program), so costs not recovered are passed on to other electric customers.

»  Emissions that are avoided are truly insignificant and Jess than often claimed because of the
overstatement of environmental benefits from wind energy described earlier in this analysis,

* The cost of premium prices paid by government entities for “green power” is passed on to
taxpayets.

Low participation rates are probably due to (a) reluctance of most customers to pay more than

necessary for slectricity, (b) customer realization that any beneficial environmental impact wounld

be tiny, at best, and (c) citizen realization that utilitiés have undertaken the programs as a way to

appear environmentally friendly and/or because they have been forced to do so.

* *

* This analysts is provided asapublicscrvicemdwitheuichargehfﬁi&&hieede. Energy Market & Policy

Analysis, Inc. PO Box 3875, Reston, VA 20195-1875; Phone: 703 709-2213: Email: EMPAInc @sol.com. Schleede.

is semi-retired after spending more than 30 years on energy matters in the federal government and private sector.

He now spends part of his time on self-financed analysis and writing about:

a  Government policics, programs and regulations that are detrimental to the interests of consumers or taxpayers.

b.  Government or private programs and projects that are presented to the public, media, Congress and other
government officials in a false or misleading way.

The views presented in this analysis are provided in Schleede’s role as a citizen, consumer and mxpayerandmnm_

on behalf of any client or other interest.

Endnotes:

!  Elecrricity Daily, “Wash. County Spins Around on Wind,” September 5, 2002, p. 1.

? States where sirong citizen opposition to proposed “wind faros™ has emerged include Maine, Massachusets, New
York. Pannsylvania, Michigan, llinois, Wisconsin, Nevada and California.

3 Zilkha Renewshle Energy web site, “What We're Doing,” September 17, 2002:
hop/fwww.zilkha.com/whatweredoing.asp.
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* Ibid,

”IheNonhmPomensCouncﬂmmesmammndmbmes:nwmungtonand()mgmw:ﬁhave
capacity factors of 33% or 34%. Agenemnngam:scapmtyfaﬁcrmﬂwmﬂk%ofeiecmcnypmdweddmng

& yesr divided by the tolal rated capacity in kW times 8760 hours per year.

% Data Source: US Energy Information Administration (EIA), State Blectricity Profiles: Washington, Table 1. Date

for 1999 were used] instead of 2000 because 2000 was 50 abrormal due to drought and low hydro availability. Final

2001 statewide data are not yet available for 2001 from FIA.

’USMFMMBMBMME .

# nttpu/fwww.tensska.com/Projects/Ferndale/ferndale. hio.
°USE{A,Fm9063£)amBmmm
" ’Pheperoemngs assumed by the Northwest Power Planning Council.

Ibid.

2 American Wind Energy Association, Wind Energy Weekly, January 18, 2002,

B Bmmtemmmmmmmmsmrmm MudeanéPru;wt,
paragesph 3.11.4.2 and 3.11.4.3. htip/iws pa, 2oV/pontalfOres ent/Fede

Dept of_Ba«nyPNEammmﬂ\?EPAMmdenWmdFmﬂMW? TOC.&tm.

FH..Emgymnmedas:miiarnnmberofemp!oyeesfoﬂhemmhim(ﬁOMW)pmjactmgm&ﬂyplamodfor
tbe Stateline Wind Boergy Center, hitpi/www.iplenergy.com/news/2001/contents/00154.shtmi.

13 Zilkha web site, “What We mDomg, September 17, 2002: hetpo/fwww.zilkha comfwhatweredoing.asp,
“hnpﬂwwekmmm

7 FPLEnergy, Op. Cit.

i* Information can be found at www, wrapair.com.
"Wémmmdomwmmfyﬂmhmmcmnmonﬁxatﬁ:emafﬂwmmyﬁom%newaiﬁe
sources will be reduced by some 30% during the next 15 years. While unclear, WARP analyses do not appear to
take into account the costs of either added transmission lines that wouid be needed or the higher costs of
trahsmaission aiwd grid managemont associated with large amounts of electricity from intermitient wind sources.
2 Bonneville Power Administration {BPA) press release, “BPA solicits new wind power projects,” February 22,
2001.

n - BPA, “Wind Farm Blows into Mid-Columbiz,” May 4, 2001.

B Two 150 MW “wind farmws™ in Klickitat county and one 100 MW “wiod farm™ in Columbia County proposed by
SeaWest Windpower, an&OMme;ecth}miumCmmtymedbyCiemedPow.aI.SOMWprmeetm
Benton County proposed by Pacific Winds (Washington Winds), and two projects in Oregon.
“mzz«mm September 17, 2002, p. 1.

2 htpeSiworw bpa.goviPower/PL/Financial Choices9.17-2002 Warkxhop__ﬁmdoutﬂ!pdf
”Anmclebyﬂhnsh&uhckmmem-c:ty!{erﬂdonmzs 20612, indicates that some utifity managers want
BPA t scales back on its high-cost investments in renewables sad quotes the manager of the Franklin County Public
Uility District as stoting that “Given the rates, our stomachs are kind of fzll of expensive renewable resources.”
Aiso a BPA spokesman has expressed concerns about the high cost of wind energy in The Electricity Daily.

* Northwest Power Planning Council, Issues for the Fifth Power Plan, February 6, 2002, pp. 20-22.
httpefiwvew.nwppe.org/library/2002/2002-1.pdf,
7 BPA Press Release, “Wind farms get 2 boost from BPA,” July 25, 2002,
= Electrotek Concepts, “A proposal for characterizing the Impacts of Significant Wind Generation Facilities on
Bulk Power System Operations Planning,” Janvary 2000,

* pipyfiwww.mp.org/itmis/Powerful % 20Choices %203 _ web.pdf.
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BE/15/2008 18:12 SB9621123 ZILKHA RENEWARLE POGE %6

EITTITAS VALLIY WIND POWER PROJECT

Land Owatr' Consiutt t Application for: Smb-Arte. Contprelieative Flaw Amendment,
: Resewe, Development Agreesment sud Wind Farm Permit

Moanty Miler
Caecado Fiokd and Strvam
2O Box dle

Cle Rlm, WA. 98922

T Parec No.19-17-21008-8001

Cotnty Assessor's Tax Farcel Number(s)
(Legal Description sttached)

1 am the landowner shown shove. The Applicant, Sugebrinb Fower Partoers, LLC, is spplying
" for 3 sub-arex comprehensive plan swendment, rezose, developmect sgreement und wind farm
- dewslopment perosit from Kittites Connty s part of the Enerpy Facility Site Evalnstion Council
- (EFSEC) process, for approvil of the Kittites Valley Wind Powes Project. My propesty,
idortified shove, is included in the Project.

T st fumilinr with the inforoution contained in the spplication(s), snd 1o the best of my :
Inowledge and belief, sich inforumtios is trss, complete snd sccurse, | consent 10, 20d join iz -
the spplicwion(s) ffied with Kittites County i EFSEC for all actions aod ponmits reiated o the
Kittitas Valley Wind Power Project. I hareby gramt to the sgancics to whom the application(s)
is'zre made the rigit io anter the Proporty described harein fo inspect the proposed snd/oc
commploted work. T cortify that Y powsess the suthority to join i this spplication.

Tl

Peches] SEHNELI 0500830000

Aa-n.u..ncq.cccccatQl!!li!!ll!lllllllll&l&l
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B5/15/2083 1B:12 SEENE1123 ZRIHA RENEWGELE x-S T

Cascnte Fieid st Sirepm Cib
- Monty D, Milier, Clabs Prosicenst

O Box 424

Che Bleom, ‘WA 95922

Phowo Mo, SOM5X4-527%

"The propocty copsists of sppranimately 152 Acces of and locatod in Kittites Coursy, Washingron
Sisee, mnd mooee specifically describred as follcws:

All of thet postion. of Section 21, tying cast oF e Connty road and lying East of the Exsterly
hondaty of the Kittitas Reciarstion Disttict Coml, Towsship 19 Nortk, Range 17 Est, WM.

Bittites Covmity Tax Prreel No, 151 7-21000-D001.

Responses to Comments

Kittitas Valley Wind Power Project
February 2007

Final EIS



Organization Letter 4

KITIITAS COUNTY COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT SERVICIS

DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITIES APPLICATION
PrRALE TYPE OF FRINT CLEARLY IN BYE. ATTACH ADDITIOHAL SHERTE AS NBCRSSARY. mmmmu
ATTACHED 70 THIE APPELICATION PACKET.
ALDEESY LINT OF ALL LANDOWNERS WITEIN 300" OF THE SITE'S TAX PARCEL.  Ir ADNOBMING
PARCELS AKE OWHND BY THR APPLICANT, THE 300" 2T ¥OM TR FARTHMIT SARCEL, Iv 1HE
!MBMAWWAW&WM,MW
THE ADDRESS OF THE ASSOCIATION. PREVIOUSLY SUBMITTED.
£ STTE FLAN OF THE MADPERTY WITH ALL FROMOSED: mmwmmm
PARKING AREAS: SEFTIC TANK ARD DRAINFURD AND REFLACEMENT AREA; AREAN TO BR CUT
ANDVOR FLLED:, AN, NATURAL FEATURES SUCH AS CONTOURS, STREAMS, GULLINS, CLIFFS, BIT,
(PLAT APPLICATEONS XL UDET) ATTACHED, EX. A-1.
2 EITTITAS OCUNTY ENCOURAGES THE USE OF FRE-APFLICATION MEETINGS. PLEASE CALL THR
DEPALTMENT TO SET UF A MESTING TO DISCUSS YOUR PROTECT.
Tmozmmumumcmmwmmmvmmmmmmw

FOLLOWING SECTIONS BAND XAPPLY. . ﬁ%CEIVED

1. Check all that epply to your project sted cormplete thoue sections of the spplication: NOV 72&93
@ SECTIONL - Zonipg Struetital Setbeck Varincs - to place a structare closer to the -
fot line
Fen-3150 than alkowed: KITTITAS COUNTY
Residential frowt 15" side 5 vear 15 cos

 Reridential-] frowt 15" yide 510 rer 33

Commuercial Forwet fromt 2007 xide 200" racer 2007

B SECTIONT. Zoning Congitional Nse Permuit - Wamﬂchua&d&m«
Fou - 3350 campgovmd. PREVIOUSLY PAID.
O SHCTIONM Recraoat $o Rezape - to change from the peisting zone to suther zope.
Fee- 50
Q SECTIONIV. ' qp FRODOSng &
Fou - 3350 mwmmmmw&md.mmanummv
3 SECTIONYV: m}wﬁm-mwamchu&n}waf
Fen- 3350 ?mmdmmwm
Lake Leschaliz mm‘
C«bho'ui . Lake Cls Elim Zake Rasion
Log Creek Clr Kb fiver
Big Oraek | Lo Lake*
Liteie Craek - MMHJILH}'
Tomamn Crosk !heguu.lnhb'
Taruawoy River Aenariask Laky®
Mrﬂmmwmmwmw
Yakimiz River® Nawman Creck
Wilson Craek (s0. of BQinergd  Colonbie River* )
O SECTIONVL Tingsd Development Pegnit - for any construction or phacement of buildings,
Faw s 31000 mining, dedging, filling, prading, paving, excavation or drilling in the FEMA.
100-Year Floodplaia
SECTIONVIL Shext Plat - to divide into 2-4 lets, -
I'hc- $190 plus $10/io¢ Tramaportation; 3123 plus 330/kr. over 1.5 nwmmmjm
2 SECTIONVIL Long Plat - o divide indo 5 or muowe Juts,
Fat « 3300 phus $T0/Tot Tramgporsation; 3625 plus SS0VKr, oer 12.5 krs. Environmenia] Hualth; ond, 3400 Plosiing.
1 SECTIONIL Eublic Facilities Petit: & writn decision by the Plaoning Dept
Fee: 3350 wuthorizing a public fscility us to focats 214 specific locrtion

Incompiats or Ulegibie appilcations will be rernad, XCPD 202 1

Kittitas Valley Wind Power Project
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O Section X - poklisWRavisw - review required in conjunction
Fea - 3100 tnitial mmmm.w.mo:momuww also

mqum complietion of this section. ATTACEED, EXE PREVIOUSLY

Nums, madling address and day phone of lind owner(sh of
CASCADYE FIRLD & STREAM CLUB

/0 MONTY MILLER

P.O.BOX 424

CLE ELUM, WA 38912

NmmmmmmdwwﬁmmmWofm
PAUL BORISH

T TREANAWAY HTS. DR.
CLE LLUM, WA 53922
$09.£74-5105

PHILIP A LAMB
LAMBLAW OFFICE
P.0. BOX 4
YAKIMA, WA. 98507
5092253522
509.536-1207 CELY

4. Covtact persen for upplication (selsct ones): O Dwmer of repord  XOX Andhorized agent
All vertal and written comact regarding this spplication will be made guly with the contast person.
CONTACT BOTH BORISE & LAMB.

] Street addresy of property;
2410 BEAYWARD RD,

&, Legnl description of proparty:
PARCEL A:
HLGFMTNMONOFMSOWQUMOFMSOWQﬂARm
AND OF THE NORTHWEST QUARTER OF THE SOUTHRAST QUARTER AND OP TEE NORTHEAST
QUARTER OF THY SOUTHEAST QUARTER LYING EAST OF TEE COUNTY ROAD AND LYING EAST

OF THE EASTERLY BOUNDARY OF THE KITTITAS RECLAMATION DISTRICT CANAL, IN SECTION
21, TOWNSHIF 19 NORTH, RANGE 17 EAST, WM.

PARCTL B:

ALL OF THE NORTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION 21, TOWNSHIP 19 NORTH, RANCE 17
RAST, WM, LYING EAST OF THE COUNTY ROAD.

Tax purcel ramber:
15-17-21000-00461

3 Property side:
18238 ACRES.

9. Narmtive project description:  demcribe project size, locstion, weter wupply, sevmge dispossl asd olf
quaiitstive featiwes of 't proposal; incinde every slament of the proposal In the description (be specifie;.
attach additiona] sheets as Decessay):

THIS 182 ACRE PARCEL, CURRENTLY ZONED AG-20, IS UNDEVELOPED RANGE LAND.
EXTENSION OF UTILITIES, SUCH AS WATER AND ELECTRICITY, IS NOT ECONOMICALLY
FEASIBLE IN THEE NEAR FUTURE, THIS RANGE LAND HAS BEEN FURCHASED BY THE CASCADY
mamammommmmmmnmmmnommmwmmw&
RELINQUISHED TO THE PLUM CREEX/MOUNTAIN STAR DEVELOPMENT,

THE CLUB HOPES TO ESTABLISH EQUIVALENT FACILITIES TO THE BULL FROG RANGE,
WITH IMPROVEMENTS OVER TIME, SUNECT TO FINANCING. ESTABLISHING YHIS NEW RANGE
WILL CONTINUE THE CLUB'S TRADITION OF FROVIDING A SA¥E FACILITY IN KIITITAS
COUNTY FOR FIREARMS TRAINING AND PRACTICE. TEE CLUB IS ZXTREMELY PROUD THAT

Incompless or eglble applications will be renzad. KCFD 203 : 2
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THERE HAVE BEEN NO FIRLARMS SAFETY INCIDENTS AT [TS RANGE SINCE ITS FOUNDING IN
1934, AND IXPRECTS TO CONTINUR THAT TRADITION.

AS REFIECTED ON THE SITE FLAN (XX. A-1}, FACILITIES WILL INCLUDE ARCHERY,
RIFLE, PISTOL, AND SHOTGUN (TRAP/SKEET) RANGIS. A PRIVATE ACCISS ROAD WILL BX
CONSTRUCTED FROM HAYWARD ROAD. A STORAGE CONTAINER, AND POSSIBLY A MODESY
MOBILE HOME, WILL BE BROUGHY IN FOR STORAGE, TRAINING, AND CONDUCTING MATCHES.

LACK OF UTILITIES WILL REQUIRE THE FRESENCE OF EITHER A PORT-POTIIN(S) OR
HEALTH DPEPARTMENT APPROVED OUTHOUSE. POTABLE WATER WILL NOT BE AVAILABLE
ONSITE. WATER FOR FIRE FROTECTION PURPOSES, AND AFPROPRIATE FIRE BREAKS, WILL
B PROVIDED AS ULTIMATELY REQUIRED BY THE COUNTY AND FIRE MARSHALL.

DRYCMINGRYCLWME&SANDWGMBMCRAM RO
COMMERCIAY. OR PUBLIC CAMPING WILL BE PERMITTED.

W AND WHEN UTILITIES BECOME ECONOMICALLY FEASIBLE, A CARETAKER
RESIDENCE MIGHT BE INSTALLED. IN THAT EVENT, ALl SITING AND DEVELOPMENT
REIGULATIONS OF THE AG-20 ZONE WOULD BE COMPLIZD WITH, AND SUCEAWENCEIS
commnxymummmummcmns&

ON-SITE ROAI‘ AND PARKING IMPROVEMENTS WILL BE GRAVELLED, DUST ABATED AS
NECESSARY, AND DESIGNED TO ACCOMMODATE APPROXIMATELY 100 VEHICLES, GIVEN THL
RELATIVELY REMOTE LOCATION, AS COMPARED TO BULL FROG, AND THE LACK OF
UTILITIRS, AVERAGE DAILY TRIP COUNTS IN EXCESS OF TEN ARE CONSIDERID UNLIKELY,

THE SITY, WILL BE FENCED, POSTED, WITH A LOCKED GATE ACCESSIBLE ONLY BY
AUTHORIXED USERS, INCLUDING EMERGENCY SERVICES FERSONNEL.

TEE RANGE WILL BE OPERATED IN ACCORDANCE WITH BEST MANAGEMENT
PRACTICES AS SUGGESTED BY THE FEDERAL ENVIRONMENTAL FROTECTION AGENCY, IN ITS
PUBLICATION EPA-SU-B-01-001, DATED JANUARY 2001, ENTIILED “Bm MANAGEMENT
FRACTICES FOR LEAD AT QUTDOOR SEOOTING RANGES".

RANGE OPERATION WILL ALSC COMPLY WITH BEST MANAGEMENT PRACYICES AS

RECOMMENDED BY THE NATIONAL RIFLE ASSOCIATION, AS REFLECTYED IN ITS RANGE DESIGN
AND MANAGEMENT MANUAL.

NOISE GENERATION WILL BE. SPORADIC, WITH LITTLE OFFSITY, IMPACT DUR TO THE
REMOTE LOCATION. A NOISE STUDY DONE FOR THE CLUB (CF&S EXHTBIY 4) INDICATES THE
CLUS WILL BE IN COMPLIANCE WITH THE NOISE CONTROL ACT OF 1974, RCW 70,107, WHICH
REGULATES DECIBEL LEVELS, WAC 17%60-050(1)0) EXRMPIIS SOUNDY CREATED BY THE -
DISCHARGE OF FIREARMS ON AUTHORIZED SEOOTING RANGES BETWEEN THE HOURS OF 7:00

AM. AND 10:00 PM. THE RANGE. WELL OPERATE WITHIN THOSE MOURS, SUBJECT 1O AC.TU.AL_
AVAILABILITY OF DAYLIGHT.

THE RANGE ANTICIPATES CONTINUING TO SERVE THE TRAINING NEEDS OF LOCAL
LAW INFORCEMENT AGENCIES. PAST AGENCY USKRS INCLUDE THE KITTITAS COUNTY

SHERIFF DEPARTMENT, ROSLYN AND CLE ELUM POLICE DEPARTMENTS, THE WASEINGTON
STATE PATROL, AND THE BELLIVURE SWAT TRAM.

HUNTER EDUCATION TRAINING PROGRAMS WILL CONTINUE TO BE A FOCUS OF THE
CLUB. THIS NEW FACILITY WILL BE MORX SAFE, AND ALLOW A MORE NATURAL TRAINING
ENVIRONMENT, THAN THEE BULL FROG RANGE. RCW 7731.155 MANDATES THIS TRAINING IN
ORDER TO OBTAIN A BUNTING LICENSE, THIS FACILITY WILL SUPPORT THE SIGNIFICANT
ECONCMIC IMPACT HUNTING PROVIDES TO KITTITAS COUNTY. ESTABLISHED WELL
DESIGNED AND OPERATED FACILITIES PROVIDE AN OUTLET FOR FIREARMS RELATID

ACTIVITIES, HOPEFULLY HELFING T0 DEYIR UNACTHORIZED SHOOTING AND TRESPASS ON
OTEIRFRIVATE PROFERTY.

Incomplets o iegible opplications will be retiomad, XCPD 3-02
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10, XX Application is hereby made for permit(s) to sthorize the activities desctibed herein. 1 certify that Tam

fasrdiliar with the infocmoation. contained in this application, and that to the best of my Inowledge sd belief
guch information is true, complete, and accunats, I further centify that | possess the axtharity t undertake the
proposad sctivities, 1 herchy gramt to the sguncics to whtich, this spplication is made, the tight to eater the
shove-dascribad focation to itspect the proposed and or completed werk. 0

of Authorized Agen! Date APRIL 282003
SIGRATU“ OF PAUL HORISH IS ON FILY.

Signatare of Land Ownee of Recard {required for spplication miboitsl) Date
SIGNATURE OF MONYY MILLER, ON BEEALY OF THE CLUB, IS ON FILE.

THI5 REVISED APPLICATION SUPPLEMENTS THE PRIOR APPLICATIONS, DATED SEPT. 5, 2001,
May 6, 2003 AND APRIL3G, 2003,

SECTION L ZONING STRUCTURAL SETBACK VARIANCE. MOT APFLICARLE.
ADDITIONAL TTHMS 10 COMPLETE: NONE

L wammofmn;mﬂrm&umawwﬂwwmwhﬂmwwh
ay:

ra A variznce may be granted when the foilowing criteria aro met. Plesse describe bow sach criteria
is mset for this pesticalar requeet (sttach sdditional sheets a4 necesssry):

L Uniiosl sircomatances or conditicon appiying w the property and/or the intended use that

4o not apply genenally to other propetty it the same vicinity or district, such a2

b Such varinnce is necassary for the prestrvation and enjoynesst of » substantia} property
right of the applicast possessed by S ownexs of other propesties i the s vicinity.

e That muthorization: of such varisses will not be materially detrimental to tho public
weeifare or mjurions & propesty in the viciaity. ’

4 mmmﬁuhmmnmmmmm«m
compralensive development pattern.

[ SECTION IL ZONING CONDITIONAL USE PERMET.
ATDITIONAL ITEME 10 CONPLETS: Sacnion X SEPA. Ervironuntat, CRECRLIST,

i. Provision of the zoning code applicaiie:
KCC CHAPTER 17.68, DEALING WErH CONDITIONAL USES IN THE AG-20 ZONE,
AND RELATED PROVISIONS.
2 A conditiona] use parieit may be grosted when the Sllowing criteria are met. Plesss describe how

each criteria is mist for this particalar project {siiach additional sheets s necessary):

Inconplnte or illagible spplicantans will be renonad, KCFD 2.03
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A mmmumdwmnhmmndmdwmm
mmmmﬁwwhbnhanﬁ,mwufevmwmmufﬂamg
aeighborhood.

STATE. LAW, CITED ABOVE, FAVORS CREATION OF FIRING RANGES.
REMOTE LOCATIONS INRURAL AREAS ART OBVIOUSLY PREFERRYD,
DUE TO THE NATURE OF THE ACTIVITY, THIS 183 ACRE PARCEL I5
IDEAL, DUE TO THE LIMITED DEVELOPMENT POTENTIAL OF THE
SURROUNDING AREA, YET IT IS BEASONABLY ACCESSIBLE.

. OPERATED IN ACCORDANCE WITH BEST MANAGEMEN'T PRACTICES, THERE
WILL BE NO ADVERSKE IMPACY TO THY PUSLIC HEALTH, PIACE, OR
SAFETY. ALTROUGH THIS IS A LAND USE APFLICATION, IT I8
IMPORTANT TO BECOGNIZE THR CONSTITUTIONAL FRIORITY THE
BOL OF RICHTS PLACES ON THE SECOND AMENDMENT. REGARDLESS
OF ONE°S POLITICAL OR PERSONAL PHILOSOPHY CONCERNING
FIREARMS, THERE, CAN BN NO DOUBT THAT PURLIC EDUCATIONAND
AN APFROPRIATE LOCATION FOR FIREARMS ACTIVITIES

- CONTRIBUTES TO THE FUBLIC EEALTH AND SAFETY.

THE LAST FACTOR REQUIRES CONSIDERATION OF THE IMPACT OF THIS
FROPOSAL ON THE CHARACTIR OF THE SURROUNDING )
NEIGHBORBOOY. THIS WORDING IS INSTRUCIIVE. LAND USE
REGULATION HAS DEVELOYED IN RESPONSE TO INCREASED :
POPULATION DENSITY. AS NEIGHEBORHOODS DEVELOP, THERY IS
INCREASED POLITICAL INTEREST IN ENCOURAGING COMPATIBLE
ACTIVITIES. THIS RURAL ARXA IS VERY LIGHIL. Y POPULATED, AND
THYS WILL BE LITTLE AFFECTED.

GIVEN SETTLEMENT PATTERNS IN THIS COUNTRY, AND PARTICULARLY IN
KITTIITAS COUNTY, THIS IS ONK OF THE MOST DESTRABLE LOCATIONS.
1T 18 REASONABLY ACCESSIBLE, BUT ABOUT AS REMOTE AS ONE CAN
EXPECT. IF HAYWARD WAS A MUCH IMFROVED ROAD, AND UTTLITIES
WERE AVAILABLE, THIS WOULD BE A MI?CH LESS DESIRABLE
mnoxmmnwommmmmnum
INTENSE: USKS.

WHEN CONSIDERING A CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT, THE UNDERLYING ZONING
AND THE USES WHICH ARX PERMITTED OUTRIGET SERVE AS A GUIDE.
IN CONSIDRERING THE, COMPATIEILITY OF THE PROFOSED USE. IN THIS
INSTANCR, AG-20 ZONING MEANS 9 BOUSES ARE INTITLED TO
BUILDING FERMITS OUTRIGHT ON THIS PARCEL, WITHOUT REGARD
TO THE IMPACT OF TEN VEHICLE TRIF ENDS ¥ER DAY PER HOUSK,
WITEOUT REGARD TO ANY ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT @XEMPT FROM
SEPA REVIEW), WITHOUT REGARD TO GROUND WATER IMPACT
(ENTITLID TO EXEMPT WELLS), WITHOUT REGARD TO ANY IMPACT

ON HAYWARD RD, AND WITHOUT REGARD TO ¥DtE PROTTCITON
ISSUKS. )

COMPLY WITH THE PLATTING REQUIREMENTS, COMPLY WITH THE BUILDING
CODE, AND THIS FROPERTY COULD BE TRANSFORMED INTO
PERMITTER USES WITH FAR MORE IMPACY THAN THIS TROFOSAL.

B The proposed use st the proposed locstion will not be nrressonably detrimental to the
economic welfire of the coenty xud that it will not create excessive public cost for
facilities and services Yy finding st (1) & will be sdequately serviced by existing:
fncilities such xy highways, roads, polics sod fire protection, imigation sod dixinage
strustures, refuse disposs!, water sod sewers, and schools; or (Z) that the spplicent shall
pravide such facitities; or (3) demonstrate that the proposed vse will be of suficiant
sconemic beaefit to offiet additional public costy or sconoenic detriment. )

~ THE ANALYSIS SET FORTH ABOVE SHOULD ALSG INSTRUCT REVIEW OF THESE.
PACTORS. THIS PROYECT MUST COMPLY WITHE COUNTY DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS. XACH
ACENCY WILL WEIGH IN DURING THIS REVIXW PROCESS, ISSUES CONCERNING FIRE

Incomple or iegidie applicarions wAll be recurmed. KCPD 203 3
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PROTECTION AND ROAD ACCESS WILL OBVIOUSLY BE IMPORTANT TO CONSIDER AND
RESPOND TO,

THIS FACHLITY CAN ENHANCE THE COUNTY'S RETUTATION FOR OUTBOOR SPORTS,
INCLUDING HUNTING AND MORE ORGANIZED FIRTARMS EVENTS. FPROVISIONS CAN BE MADE
FOR FIRE FROTECTION WHICHE WILL SIGNIFICANTLY ENHANCE THE CURRENT SITUATION.
ROAD CONDITIONS COULD BE BETTER, BUT THE LOW VOLUME OF PROJECTED TRAFFIC WILL
UNDGUETEDLY BY LXSS THAN IS EXIRTING PARCELS IN THE ARTA, WITHOUT ANY NEW LOT
CREATION, WERE DEVELCOPED TO THE EXISTING PEEMITTED RESIDENTIAL DENSTLY.

g SECTION L. REQUEST FORREZONE.

. NOTAPPLICARLY
ADDITKNAL TTEMS TO COMPTETR: mxsx&mgpm
i Present zoning district 8 Zoving dimrict requested:

3 Applicant for rezome must dernoostrate that the Sollowing criteria sre met (atsch additional sheets
. a8 DCESRALY): .
& The proposed xendment is compatible with the comprehensive plan.

b The proposed amendment bears s substantial relation to the public beaith, safety or welfare.
& The proposed asnendeoent fas eerit and vatue for Kittites Coutsty o 8 sub-ares of the eounty.

4 The peoposed amendmens is sppropriste becsuse of of chimged chroumstances or becssae of nnved
hMmmhmudmwbmqunwmﬁrmmm
development of the sulject property.

e The subject poperty is suitable for development in general conformance with zoning standards for
the proposed zons.

£ mmwmwumm»&amoﬁmmw
immadiate vicizity of the subject property,

‘The proposed changes i was of the subject proparty shall ot adversely impact imigation weter
dﬂmwmw

o SECTIONIV. SHORELINES SUBSTANTIAL DEVILOPMINT/CONDITIONAL USK.
NOT APPLICABLE.

ATOTIONAL F7EME TO (CCBFLETR: SECTION VI FLOOD DEVELUTMENT ANLICATION (I LOCATED WITRIN 100-YRAR
FLOODFLAINY, SBCTION X SEFA ENVIROIGMINTAL. CHBCELISY; AND, THE PCLLOWING TTEMS:

Tncomplete or Dagible appiications wiil be reternad, KCPD .07 &

Kittitas Valley Wind Power Project

Responses to Comments
Final EIS

February 2007



Organization Letter 4

0 SECTIONIX. SEPAENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLISY.
A. Bakpround
1. Proposed timing or schedule (mchiding phexing, if apolicable):
DIRTWORK IS THE BULK OF THE ACTIVITY, COMMENCING IMMEDIATELY UPON
FREMIT AFPROVAL ROUTINE ACCESS AND MAINTENANCE ALREADY OCCURS ON SITX.

STRUCTURAL IMPROVEMENTS, SUCH AS SHOOTING BRENCEHES AND COVERS, AND STORAGE
FACILITIES, WILL BE BUILT AS TIME AND MONEY PERMIT.

1. Doyoubave any plans for future additions, expansion, ar Asther activily related to or connected with this
proposal? 1 yes, explain.

AS INDICATED IN TEE APPLICATION, A FUTURE CARETAKEIVRANGE. OFFICER RESIDENCE
MAY EX ADDED IF AND WHEN UTILITIES BECOME AVAILABLY., COMMERCIAL CAMPING IS A
LONG TERM POSSIBILITY, BUT WOULD BE SUBJECT TO ZONING REVIEW AT THAY TIME.

kX mmwmmmmmmmm«wmummmm
this peopossl

SAGEBRUSH POWER PARTNERS,LLC HAS DONE EXTENSIVE STUDIES ON OUR PROPIRTY AND
THE SURROUNDING AREA WHICH HAVE BEEN PUT IN THE PUBLIC DOMAIN IN THEIR KITTITAS

VALLEY WIND POWER PROJECT EFSEC APPLICATION DATED 11 JANUARY, 2003, WITH VERBAL

PERMISSION, WE HAVE INCLUDED SOME OF THIS INFORMATION AS EXHIBITS #OR THIS
DOCUMENT.

PR ANDRIW PIACSEK, ASSISTANT PROFESSOR OF FHYSICS AT CWU, HAS COMPLETED A NOISE
STURY FOR US; THIS STUDY IS INCLUDED AS CF&S TXHINMT 4.

WE HAVE NOT PREPAREYD SPECTFIC ADDITIONAL ENYIRONMENTAL STUDIKS.

4, mymmmmmmmwwmmmofmmmm
e property covered by your propoeal? I yes, explain.

WIND FARM PROPOSALS, WHICH SEEM TO BE ON-AGAIN, OFF-AGAIN, MAY AFFECT THIS
PROFERTY (ZILXKHA)L AT THIS POINT NO CONFLICT IS AFPPARENT.

5. List sy goversment spprovals or permity that will be noedad for your proposal, if teown.

CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT, FIRE MARSHALL APPROVAL, BUILDING nnm's FOR COVERED
STRUCTURES.

B. Eamomnmlmemm
L

! Gmﬂdwxpﬁmofﬂmm(mhm) ﬂat.mllmg.h:lly stoeg sboped, mountainons, other
HILLY.
b, What is the steepest slope on the site (spproximaie percent siope)?

45%, FOR A SMALL PORTION OF TEE PARCEL. THE AREA PROFOSED FOR DEVELOPMIENT IS
BASICALLY FLAT.

¢ Whntgenu:lwuefwﬁltem&mwm{fwnmw}e,chy.mlnmmnnu)?Ifyouknowme
classificntion of agrieultursi soils, specify them snd note ary prime fepniand.

CLAY, BASIC DIRT, SCATTIRED SMALL ROCK,
4. Am there mueface indications or history of unstable soils in the iramedinte vicinity?

Incomplate or flegtbic apriications will be retarned XCPD 202 10
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NO

. Describe the purpose, type, and gppreximats quantities of wny fiing or grading proposed. Indicate souroe of Sil

ALL GRADING AND FILLING WILL BE NET TO THE FROFERTY, EXCEPT FOR ROAD ROCK
WHICE MAY BE BROUGHET IN. PEREAPS 2400 LINEAR FEET OF ACCESS ROAD WILL BE
CONSTRUCTED, TOGETHER WITE PARKING, MATERIAL MOVEMENT WILL BE VERY
LOCALIZED, ‘

£ Could wosion occur as w result of clering, constraction, eruse? H a0, geaensily describe.

TEE MOST SIGNIFICANT EROSION POTENTIAL WILL RESULT FROM FIREBREAK
CONSTRUCTION, WHICH WILL HAVE TO BX SENSITIVE TO THY. TOPOGRAPEY.

- 4 MmmﬁﬁammhmmWWu&ummmﬁm(ﬁx
exxmple, asphalt or buildings)?

SHOOTING PADS FOR THE RANGES WILL BE THE PRIMARY IMPERVIOUS SERVICES:
SHOTGUN 18X S0 =1875
RIFLE 1S X150 = 2250
PISTOL 15X 150 = 2256
CLUBROUSE 50 X 100 = 5000
STORAGE MX 2= 800

TOTAL 12,175 S0Q. FT., APPROXIMATELY .36 ACRE, OR 2%.

h  Froposed messures to reduce or control erosion, or other imnacts tn the earth, it any:

COMPLIANCE. WITH STANDARD CONSTRUCTION FROCEDURES. LANDSCAFING OF
‘DISTURBED AREAS WILL CONSIST OF REPLANTING GRASSES APFROFRIATE TO THE AREA,
SUCH AS CRESTED WHEAT GRASS, IDAHO FESCURE, AS WELL AS PINE TREES,

. Am

&, What typss of emixions to the ar would result Srom the peoposs] (e, dost, xutomobiles, odoes, industrial wood
M)mfmmmmmumumpw Kmy,mﬂymmdmwmm
quantities

DURING CONSTRUCTION, EARTHMOVING EQUIPMENT GENERATYS DUST AND DISSEL

NORMAIL OPERATIONS WILL GENERATE AUTOMOYIVE RELATED NOISE AND FUMES, AS

WELL AS SPORADIC GUNFIRE AND OCCASIONAL USE OFABANDBILD MEGAPEONE DURING
MATCHES,

DRY CAMPING BY MEMBERS AND GURSTS WILL RESULT IN OCCASIONAL FIREPTTS IN
AFPROVED LOCATIONS.

IN ALYL CASES, EMISSIONS WILL BE MINIMAL, CONSISTENT WITH THE LOW AVERAGE
DAILY TRAFFIC XXPRCTRD FOR THIS PROPOSAL.

b. Are there sy off-site sources of emissisns or odur that may sffect your proposal? 1f so, genenally describe;
NO,
Proposed mearures to reduce or coutro] emissions or other impacts to air, if amy:
DUST ABATEMENT, AS NEXDED, ON INTERIOR ROAD.

Incompiese or tWegibie applications will be returnad. KCPD 202
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3. WA
. Swface

1) Iathere sxy sarface waler body oz or in the immediste vicinity of the site (inckuding year-round and sexsonat

siresms, saitwater, hhl,pmdx,waﬁ:uh}? Ifyes, describe type and provide names. I appropriste, state what streams
e river it fows into. *

A SEASONAL STOCK POND IS LOCATED ON STIE, AS REFLECTED ON THE SITX PLAN. ITIS
FED BY SNOW MELT AND REN OFF, WHICH DRAINS FROM THE POND, FOLLOWING THR
NATURAL TERRAIN OFF-SITE.

7) Will the pruject require siry work over, i or adjscent to {within 200 foet) the described wators? If yeus, plosse
describe and sttnch available plans.

NO. THE POND AREA WILL REMAIN AS 1S FOR WILDLIFE USK.

1) Estimats the SH snd dradge materisl thist would be placed in or removed from surface water or wetiands, and
indicate the srea of the site that would be affected. Indicate the soarce of £l material

NOT AFPLICABLE.

A WMWWWWM&M? Give general description, parpose, snd
sppriodmate quansties £

NO.

5} Does the proposal lie withit & 100-yesr floodplain? If so, note Jocation on the site plan
NO, LOCATION IS 740' ABOVE THR RIVERL

6 Déammmmmmafmmmﬁﬂibmﬁum? 1¥ 50, dasczibe the type of
waste and anticipated volirme of discharge,

WASTE AND DEBRIS, SUCH AS LITYER, WILL BE DEPOSITED IN AN ON-SITE DUMPSTER.

BUMAN WASTE WILL, BE TAKEN CARE OF BY A PORT-POTTIL.

THERE IS A REMOTE POSSEBILITY OF LEAD LEACHING FROM THX BULLET BACKSTOPS
INTO THE INTERMITTENT DRAINAGE FROM THE STOCK POND. ASREFLECTEDINTEE
SCTENCE, LEAD IS VERY STABLE, TENDING NOT TO MOVE. HOWEVER, SMALL BEEMS, UP 10O
ABQUY ONE FOOT HIGH, WILL BE SPACKED IN THE DRAINAGE, TO SERVI. AS SMALL SETTLING

BASINS TOQ SETTLY OUT ANY LEAD WHICH MAY INTER THE CHANNEL ‘IEESI‘.CANB!
CLEANED PRERIODICALLY.

b Ground

N mwmumuwmummmm? Ifm,mgmﬂdmmpm
purposs, and zoproximate quantition i known.

NO, UNTIL AN IXEMPT WELL IS INSTALLED, WHICH PFOR PRACTICAL PURPOSES IS YEARS
1IN THI FUTURE. mwmmcomwmsmmm}nmumnommmcz
WHEN THE WELL IS INSTALLED.

2} Descrite wasto materials that will be discherged irto the growrd fom septic tanks or other sources, if sy (for
domentic sewage; industrial, containing the folowng chemisals...; sgricuitoml; ete). Degeribe $he genoral
_mnf&cm:hemmbuofmhmmmofmmhm{ﬂwq,«mmof
Enimals or zmans the systeon(s) se axpected to searve,

THE BULLET BACKSTOP AREAS WILL BE BUILT AND OPERATED IN COMFPLIANCE WITH
BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES, AS OUTLINED ABOVE IN THE AYPLICATION. WHEN

COMMERCIALLY YEASTALE, LEAD 'WILL BE RECLAIMED, THE POTENTIAL RUNOFF SITUATION
ISDEALT WITH ABOVE,

Incomplets o llegibia applications will be returned. XCPD 303 : B
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ANY CARETAKER/RANGE, OFFICER RESIDENCE, AND A POTENTIALLY PLUMBED
CLUBHOUSYE, WILL COMPLY WILE ALL REGULATIONS, IF TEEY ARE XVER BUILY.

& Water Ronoff including storm water);

1) Describe the source of runoff (inclading sofu water) sl method of coliection and dispossl, Hany (inciude
suumtities, if kowwn), ‘Whwere will this weter flow? Will this water Sow into other watens? 1 50, desctibe,

THE INTERMITTENT DRAINAGE FROM THE STOCK POND IS APPARENTLY CLASSIFIZD BY

THE COUNTY AS A CLASS 8 STREAM BED.- THIS SITE IS ABOUT 1.3 MILES FROM THE YAXIMA

RIVER. THE CLASS 5 STREAM ATPARENTLY DWS INTQ AN IRRIGATION CANAL ABOGUT 1.7
MILES AWAY.

%) c:aam'mmhmw“m&um? 1f a0, gmaerally describe,
NO, EXCEPT AS PREVIOUSLY DESCRIRED.
4. Proposnd measaies 1o reduce of control secfice, ground, mnd sanoff water impacts, if any:
THE LOW BERMS CREATING SMALL SETTLING PONDS ARE DESCRIBED ABOVE.

4. Piaiz

». Check or circle types of vegetation found on the site:
deciduons tree: aider, maple, aspen, other
evergroen tren:fir, cadar, pine, other
shub
s
putars
crop or graia
water plants: waterlily, eelgrass, milfoil, other
other types of vegettion:

SHRUBS, NATIVE GRASSES, SAGEBRUSH, AND WEEDS. SER CP&S EXHIBIT 6, AN
INVESTIGATION OF RARE PLANT RESOURCES.

b What kind snd smount of vegetation will be removed or altered?

THIS HAS BEEN FREVIOUSLY DESCRIBEID. ROAD, FARKING, AND SHOOTING BENCH
AREAS WILL RESULT IN REMOVING THE NATIVE VEGETATION. PERHAPS 11 ACRES OF THE 183
ACRE FARCEL WILL BE DISTURBED.

o List threatened or sndangered species kncwi 1o be oo o fiead the site.

NONE KNWN. SEE CF&S EXHIRIT &, AN INVESTIGATION OF RARE PLANT RESOURSES,

WASHINTON DNR LAND IN THIS AREA HAS BEEN GRAZED EVERY SPRING FOR
_ DECADES.

4 Proposed Isnducaping use of native plusts, or other measnres 1o preterve o eahance vegetation on the site, if
sy,

AS PREVIOUSLY INDICATED, UNIMPROVED DISTURBED AREAS WILL BX REFLANYED -
WITH APPROPRIATE GRASSES, SUCH AS BUNCE AND CBESTED WHEAT, FOR USE BY WILDLIFE.

PINE TREES AND OTHER APPROPRIATE SHRUHS AND TREES MAY BE WFGR
SHELTER BELTS. .

ANDCALS :
a Circle sy birds and anisnals which have boen observed on or near the site ot are known © be on or near the
siter  birds: bawk, hevon, eagle, songbirds, others

mecamaly: desr, bear, ofic, beavers, other:

Sneomplute or illegible cpplications will be retvened. XCPD 203
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fiah: bess, salmoon, frout, herring, shellfish, other

FAWES, RAGLES, SONGRIRDS, DEXR, ELK, AND COYOTES. FOR A MORE COMPLETE
LISTING SEX CF&S EXTIRIT % - WILDLIFE BASELINE STUDY — AND CF&S EXHIBIT S
WASHINTON FISH AND WILDLIFE'S ANSWERE TO OUR SAME QUYSYION, -

b List any threatened or endangeved specics known to be on ornear the site.

NONE KNOWN, PLEASE SEE C24&S XHNINIT 7 - BIOLOGICAL ASSESSMENT OF
ENDANGERED, THREATEINED, PROPOSKD AND CANDIDATE SPRCIRS, OUR CLURB PROPERTY WAS
COVERED AS A PART OF THIS STUDY.

G, EXTENSIVE DRYLAND FARMING, AND RESIDENTIAL HOUSING ARE ALL
PERMITTED OUTRIGHT ON THEIS PARCEL THESE PERMITTED USES ARE PAR MORE
DESTRUCTIVE OF THE NATURAL ENVIRONMENT THAN THIS PROPOSAL.
& Is the site part of 2 migrtion route? If so, explain.

NQ,
4 Proposed meanues & preserve or enhance wildlife, if sny.

MAINTAIN STOCK POND, REVEGETATE UNDMPROVED DISTURBED AREAS, MAINTAIN A
VERY HIGH PERCINTAGE OF UNDISTUBRBED AREA.
6. Ehanry AND NATURAL RESCETRLES
L ‘What kinds of anaygy (eleoctric, nsteml gas, oil, wood stove, solar) will be vaad tn méet the competed
peojectDs snergy needs? Describe wihethir it will be vsed for heating, musufactiving, et

LACK OF UTILITIES LIMIES ENERGY CONSUMPITON. FROPANE AND FUEL POWERED
GENERATORS MAY BE OCCASIONALLY USED. THIS IS NOT AN ENERGY CONSUMPTIVE
PROJECT, . ’

b Would your project affect the potential use of solar enargy by adjacent propertica? 130, describe.

NO.
. Whxtkinds of swgy comservation featres are inchuded i the plaus of this proposal? List atber propossd.
meagures to reduce or control energy inzpacts, if my.

NONE.

7.

EnvRoteRiral HEALIE
L Auﬂm:uymmumm!hmhmmmwmmmmﬁﬁemdm@m
spill, or hezardous waste, that could ocour as & result of this proposal? I so, deacribe.

LEAD MIGRATION FROM BULLET IMPACT AREAS IS A REMOTE POSSIBILITY, AS
PREVIOUSLY DESCRIBED, SMOKYXLESS POWDER, EVEN IN BULK, IS NOT EXPLOSIVE AND
SIMPLY BURNS RAPIDLY. BLACK POWDER IS EXPLOSIVE, BUT WILL BE ON SITE IN VERY
SMALL QUANTIITES FOR PERSONAL USE. IT WILL NOT BE STORED ON SITE. POWDER
BELATED EFFECTS ARE PRIMARILY BURN RELATED TO INDIVIDUAL USKE, CONTROLLABLE B’?

- THE USER, MUCH AS A CHAIN SAW IS DANGERQUS IF NOT PROMERLY HANDLED.

1} Describe special emarpency services that might be required.

AMBULANCE AND FIRE FROTECTION, CONSISTENT WITH THE ZONING.

2) Proposed messures 1o reduce or control evircamenial beatth hazards, if any.

THIS FACILITY WILL BX DESIGNED, CONSTRUCTED, AND OPERATED IN COMPLIANCE

'WITH BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES FOR OUTDOOR SHOOTING RANGES, YURSUANT TO'
MANUALS IDENTIFTED IN THE APPLICATION.

Incomplete ov dlegible applicerionr will be retvrnad. XCPD 2-02
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b Noise

n Whutypaofmemttmthnawhchmym project {for sxample, traific, squipment,
operation, other)?

NONE. i:

2) What types und levely of noise would be creatsd by or with the project o a short-teym basis

(Iwexmple: traffic, conatruction, opersticn, other)? Indicate whet noiss wonld come from the site,

ROAD BUILDING AND LAND LEVELING WITH COSNTRUCTION EQUIPMENT, TYPICALLY
FROM 7:80 AM TO 5:00 PM.

3 mmmmammmﬂmy.
NONE.
1.8 Toodity AND SHORELINE UsE
: N What is the cvzrent wse of the site and adjacent propertiss?.
THIS STLX 18 RANGE LAND, mmmnmsmmmenm
SCAYTERED, VERY LOW DENSITY SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENCES ARE ALSO IN'THY AREA. THE
CLOSEST RESIDENCE IS TEOUSANDS OF FEET AWAY.
jY Has th site been wsod for agriculture? I a0, dewceibwe,
GRAZING, SINCE AT LEAST THE 1960°S.

& Describe suy- stimctizres on the sits,

NONE. AWM’WWM%MMM&D FOR
STORAGE AND A 15000 FIRE WATER STORAGE TANK HASBEEN BURRIED.

4 Will any stroctures be demolished? I a0, what?
NO.
e. What is the current 2oning clessification of the site?
AG 28,
£ Whatis the corrent comprebensive plan designstion of the site?
RURBAL.
g Ifapplicsble, whatis the carment shoreline master program designation of th gite?
NOT APPLICAELE. '

h Has anry part of the site been cinssified as an Cenviroementaily

NOT TO OUR KNOWLEDGE,
i Approxirmately how many people would the completed projeck duplau?
NONE. '
Incomplete o llegible applications will be retwmed. XCPD 2534 : 15
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i Approximately haw iy people world tesids or work i the cousploted project?

ONE,ON A PART-'IIME, PROBABLE YOLUNTEER BASIS, mnmmv FEREAPSIONA
MORE FPERMANENT BASIS IN THE DISTANT FUTURE.

4 Proposed messures to svaid or reduce displacement impacts, If sy,
NONE.

© Proposed messures o ensovs tha proposs! i compatible with axisting xnd peojected Iand vses snd plans, if
-y,
PROJECT WILL COMPLY WITH BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES POR FACHLITIES OF

TRIS TYPE. THE PROJRCT WILL HAVE LESS IMPACT TEAN EXISTING PERMITTED USES, WITH A
MUCH LOWER OVEBALL DEVELOPMENT DENSITY.

BN CONSIDERING COMPATIBILITY AND ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS, WASHINGTON
CASRLAW DIRECTS THAT A CONDITIONAL USE FERMIT PROJECT MUST BE COMPARED IN
LIGHET OF USES WHICH ARR PERMITTED OUTRIGHT IN TEX SAME ZONX. IT IS INAPPROPRIATE
TO REQUIRE MORE OF A PROJECT WHICH REQUIRES A CONDITIONAL USK FERMIT, I¥ IT HAS
LI-SS OR EQUIVALENT IMPACY, THAN WOULD DE REQUIRED OF AN OURTIGHT PERMITTED -

SEX BANSEN Y, CHELAN COUNTY, $1 WN.APP. 133 (1996), CEYED APPROVINGLY IN DEY,
SERVS. v CIXY OF ShATTLA 15¢ WN.2D 107, 126 (1999).

REGULATORY REPORM LEGISLATION, CODIFIEDR AT RCW 35.708, REQUIRES LOCAL
PROJECT REVIEW TO BX CONSISTENT WITH, AND NOT REVISIT, FUNDAMENTAL LAND USE
PLANNING CHOICES MADE IN ADOPTRED COMPREHENSIVE PLANS AND DEVELOPMENT
REGULATIONS. SEE RCW 36,76B.030 (FROJECT REVIEW—RXQUIRED nmqm-nmozisy
AND 34,708.048 (DETERMINATION OF CONSISTENCY).

5. Houmo '

N Approximetely how many mits would be provided, i any? Iwlicats whether high, middie or low-income:
bousing.

PERHAFS ONE UNLY IN THE DISTANT FUTURE, LOW TO MIDDLE INCOME,

b, Approxinsiely how muny units, if ey, would be eliminated? Indicate whether high, midile or low-incotne
housing.

N
< Proposed measures ty recines or control bovsing itepects, if ey,

NONE.
10 ARSTHEICE
mummmwwmwﬂ,mmm w!miuhem{pdmmr
WM}}M?

METAL BUILDINGS, PERHAPS 15 FEET HIGH, ARE ANTICIFATED. ALL STRUCTURES

WILL COMPLY WITH AG 70 ZONING AND RELATED nm,erm REGULATIONS, INCLUDING
UNIFORM BUILBDING CODE

b, What views in the immediate vicinity would be sltsred or obtroctsd?
NONE.

Proposad messures 1o recuce or control assthetic impacts, ifsny.

Becomplute or iagible applicevions will be returned. KCPD 202 16

Kittitas Valley Wind Power Project

Responses to Comments
Final EIS

February 2007



Qr_ganinlﬁnn Letter 4

NONE.

. LIHTANDGram

% What type of light or glave will the proposal produce? What thme of day would it maindy occur?
NONE.

b, MMEMM&WFMM:WM&M%M

& What existing off-site sovrces of light or glare may affect youf proposal?
NONE. _

4 Proposed messures to reduce or control light aud glace impact, i€ any.
NONE.

RECREATION .
s What designsted and informal recreatienal oppoctumities are i the immediste vicinity?

NOTHING DESIGNATED, INFORMAL ROCK MG, WILDLIFE VIEWING, AND
FLOWER PICKING.

-3 ‘Would the proposed project displace any existing recreutional uses? If 5o, describe.

Mmmwmmm&mmmmmmmmmumh
wﬁedbyﬂwmwtwwpm:fw

NOTHING IS PROPOSED TO REDUCE OR CONTROL IMYACTS ON EXISTING RECREATION
OPPORTUNITIES,

THIS IS A RECREATION PROPOSAL, SUBST. Y INCREASING RECREATIONAL
RESOURCES IN KITTITAS COUNTY, ’

x mmmyp&cumowmwm«wman«mmmm
mmhmmmeum If 8o, generully describe,

b, memumﬁmmmmmmmww

Tnows o be on o next to the site.
NONE,

c hwdmmmmmﬁwam,ifm.
NQNE.

14, TRANIPORYATION '
LN Tdentify public streets and highwyy serving the aite, and describe proposed accest to the existing stroet
systa. Show on site plans, if any.

Incomplets or illegible applications will be veturned, XCED 202
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Organization Letter 4

EAYWARD RD ¥ROM THE NORTH (CONNECTING TO BETTAS RD) IS THE PRIMARY

ACCESS. HAYWARD RDH TO THRE SOUTH, IS MORE PRIMITIVE AND WOULD NOT BX ADVOCATED
NOR FROMOTED BY THE CLUB FOR ACCESS.

b s site currently served try public wransit? Hmﬁahmwmuﬁmwmmmh@?
NO. NEAREST PUBLIC TRANSIY 1S ABOUT 11 MILES,

Y How mauy pariing spaces would the completed project bavel How many would the project eliminate?
ABOUT 100 GRAVELLED SPACES WILL BX PROVIDED. NONE WILL BE ZLIMINATID.

4 w&mmmwmm«mwwmm;mﬁmmmhm
drivewrsys? 1f so, penerally deacribe (indicate whether public or peivate),

NO. LEVEL OF SERVICE ON EXISTING FUBLIC ROADS DOES NOT REQUIRE
IMPROVEMENT UNDER STATRE CONCURRENCY REQUIREMENTS. EAYWARD RD DOXS NOT
MEXT CURRENT COUNTY ROAD STANDARDS, BUT IS CONSIDERFD ADEQUATE BY THE
APFLICANT TO SERVICE TEHIS FROJECT. COUNTY PURLIC WORKS WILL OBVIQUSLY BE
INVOLVED IN REVIEWING THIS PROPOSAL, AND} WE WILL WORK WITH THEM IN THE EVENT

MINOR IMPROVEMENTS ARE CONSIDERED ADVISABLE, OR IMPOSED AS A CONDITION OF THE
PERMIT. - ’

o Wil the project v (or oter in the immediste vicinity of) water, i), oz 2ir transportation? ngmaﬂ'y'
descrite. |

NO.

f How many vehicolar irips per day wonld be genceated by the completed projact? If known, indicate when
peak vohunes would octar.

PERHAPS § ROUND TRIPS ARE FREDICTED ON A DALY AVERAGYE. THIS IN BASED UPON
THE CLUB'S EXPERIENCE WITH THE BULL FROG RD RANGE, WHICH HAD CONSIDERARLY
MORE CONVENIENT ACCESS,

£ Proposed mensires o racucs or control tramaportation fmpacts, it gny

DUST ABATEMENT OF THE ON-SITE ROJ\D. AND CONSTRUCTION OF AN APPROVED
ACCESS TO RAYWARD RD,

18 DG SERVICK
5 Wmh&amﬁmhmmmﬁmﬁﬁrmbﬁnmh(ﬁtmm fire protection, police
protection, heslth care, schools, other)? If 50, genemily describe.

ANY INCREASE IN PUBLIC SERVICES WILL BR INSIGNIFICANT, AND LESS THAN THE
PROBABLE IMPACT OF THE ALREADY PERMITTED USES.

b. Propased mesvures 1 reduce or contrl ditect impacts on publc services, if any.

AS PREVIOUSLY INDICATED, THE APFLICANT WILL COMPLY WITH FIRE MARSHALL
REGULATIONS WHICH MAY BE BMPOSED AS A CONDITION OF THE PERMIT, LIKELY INCLUDING
A FIREBREAK AND ON-STTX STORAGE OF WATER. A 15000 STORAGE TANK FOR FIRK wsm
HAS BEEN INSTALLED ON THY PROFERTY.

TBX PROFERTY WILL BX FENCED, POSTED, WITH CONTROLLED ACCESS, LIMITED TG
MEMBIRS AND INVITED GURSTS, AS WFLL AS IMFRGENCY PERSONNEL. -

16 roms

Incomplese or ibegthle qppiications will ba netemad, XCPD 303 1
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L Cirele utilities currently available st the site: amunmmiw,m,mmmiephmq
ssnitary sewer, septic yystem, other.

NONK.
b. Describe the utilities that are proposed for the project, the utility providing the sexvices, and the general
construction sctivities on the site of in the immediste vicinity which might be necded,

NONE AT THIS POINT. ELECTIRICTTY IS ABQUT ONE MILE AWAY, WATER IS PROBABLY
VERY DEEP, GIVEN TEIS LOCATION IS MORE THAN 700 FERL ABOVE THE RIVER.
L+ SEMATIRE

XCCthe abovesrwwers sre true and cornplete to the best of rry knowladgs. zmwmmmw
is relying on: them to make it docisicn. 0

MONTY MILLER ORIGINAL ON FILE, 3-6402
Signature Date

THE KEMARNING QUESTIONS ARE BXCLUSIVELY FOR RRZONE ARPLICANTS ANTH POR AMENDMINTS TO UOUNTY
OCOMPRSERNSIVE FLAN ARD CODE. UNLESS THRIR APFLY 70 YOU, THIS M THE XND OF THE SEPA CHNCELIST.

“AW&BMWWWWQMQWMYNNTMMMW
AFFECT AN ITEM AT A GREAYER INTENSITY OR AT A FASTER RATE THAN 0 THH FROPOSAL WERE NOT MFLEMBTHD,
RESHOND BRIRFLY AND DN CENERAL TERMS (ATTACH ADDITIONAL SHERTS AS NECESIARY)

L How would the propossl be Ekely to increase discharge 10 waer; anissions to six; production, starage, or

reloape of toxic or hezardous substances; or production of noise? Proposad mesurss to avoid or reduce gich
ixreases.

r mmmwummﬁwmmm«mm Proposed measures to protect
o comserve phaaty, snimelx, fish or marie e

3 wamldﬁemodhmmdwmmgnrmw Proposed meanares to protect or
conserve energy st nanarsl resources.

4, How would the provoeal be likely to use o affect enviroementally sensitive arens of avess designated (o
eligihie or ynder sindy) for govearnmental protaction; such as perks, wildemess, wild and scenis rivers, threstened or
eudangered speries habitat, historic or coltural sites, wetlands, focdpiains, or prime farmiands? Proposod messures
0 protect sach resources of to sveid of reduce impacts.

5 How would the proposal be likely to affect land und shorelie sse, inchoding whether it would sllow o
eaconrage iand or shoreline usea? Proposed measres 1o svoid or reducs shoreline sud land e togect.

Incompiets or illagible cpplications will be renorned. KCPD 202 18
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