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FACT SHEET 
 
Project Title Desert Claim Wind Power Project 
  
Project Sponsor Desert Claim  Wind Power LLC 
  
Proposed Action The Proposed Action is development of a 190-megawatt (MW) wind 

energy facility on a 5,200-acre site in Kittitas County, Washington.  The 
proposal includes 95 2.0 MW turbines, each a maximum of 410 feet in 
height (measured from the ground to the tip of the rotor blade when 
pointing up).  The towers would be anchored to steel and concrete 
foundations.  The power collection system would be primarily 
underground and located within road alignments. One electrical 
substation would be constructed adjacent to the interconnection point 
with the regional transmission system (lines operated by Bonneville 
Power Administration [BPA] or Puget Sound Energy [PSE]).  Other 
Project elements include: approximately 27 miles of roads, providing 
access to all turbines for maintenance; a 5,000 square foot operation 
and maintenance (O&M) facility; and four meteorological towers. 
Construction would be completed over an approximate 10 month period

  
Project Location The Project Area is located approximately 8 miles north of the City of 

Ellensburg and consists of contiguous property owned by the 
Washington State Department of Natural Resources (1,529 acres), four 
private landowners (2,551 acres), and an affiliate of the Applicant 
(1,120 acres).  It consists of sections and portions of sections in 
Township 19N, Range 18E, Sections 9, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 27, 
29, and 30 along with the NW corner of Township 19N, Range 17E, 
Section 25.  

Date of 
Implementation 

Construction would begin as soon as all required approvals and permits 
are obtained. 

  
Lead Agency, 
Responsible Official 
& Contact 

Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council (EFSEC) 
Allen Fiksdal, EFSEC Manager 
905 Plum Street SE 
P.O. Box 43172 
Olympia, WA 98504-3172 
(360) 956-2152 

  
Required Permits, 
Approvals & 
Licenses 

EFSEC’s Site Certification Agreement for the Project will identify all 
required state approvals. No federal permits have been identified at this 
time. 

EIS Authors & 
Principal 
Contributors 

The Final SEIS was prepared by Weinman Consulting, LLC and Tetra 
Tech EC. It summarizes and incorporates technical information that 
was prepared by the following firms:  Associated Earth Sciences, Inc. 
(Geology and Water); Ecology & Environment (Wetlands & Streams); 
Jones & Jones (Aesthetics); Western Environmental Systems Inc. 
[WEST] (Wildlife and Vegetation); and Northwest Archaeological 
Associates (Cultural Resources). 
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Environmental 
Document Being 
Supplemented 

Desert Claim Final EIS (Kittitas County 2004) 

  
Type/Timing of 
Subsequent 
Environmental 
Review  

No subsequent environmental review would be required for the 
development addressed in the Final SEIS and the Revised Application for 
Site Certification (ASC) submitted by the Applicant.  If the Applicant 
proposed to develop additional phases of Project facilities or to replace the 
turbines in the future, such proposals would be evaluated for consistency 
with the analysis and conclusions documented in this SEIS to determine if 
any supplemental environmental review would be necessary, pursuant to 
the SEPA Rules.  If the Project were to connect to the BPA 230 kV 
transmission line that bisects the Project Area, BPA would comply with the 
requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). 

  
Location of 
Background 
Information 

The Desert Claim ASC, this Final SEIS, and other background information 
concerning the Project and EFSEC’s procedures may be found on EFSEC’s 
website: www.efsec.wa.gov.  Copies of the ASC and this Final SEIS are 
also available for public review at the following locations: 
 
Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council 
905 Plum Street SE 
Olympia, WA 98504 
(360) 956-2121 
 
Washington State Library, Joel Pritchard Branch 
Point Plaza East 
6880 Capitol Blvd. 
Olympia, WA 98504 
(360) 704-5200 
 
Central Washington University Library 
400 E University Ave 
Ellensburg, WA  98926 
(509) 963-1111 
 
City of Cle Elum Library 
302 Pennsylvania Ave 
Cle Elum, WA  98922 
(509) 674-2313 
 
Ellensburg Public Library 
209 North Ruby Street 
Ellensburg, WA 98926 
(509) 962-7250 

  
Date of Final SEIS 
Issuance 

November 6, 2009 

  
Availability of Final 
SEIS 

CD and printed copies of the SEIS are available from EFSEC at the 
address listed previously, or may be viewed on EFSEC’s website:  
www.efsec.wa.gov  
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1.0 SUMMARY 

1.1 INTRODUCTION 
Chapter 1 provides a summary of the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement 
(Final SEIS) for the revised Desert Claim Wind Power Project, which is proposed by Desert 
Claim Wind Power LLC (Desert Claim).  The summary briefly describes relevant background 
information, including the environmental review process and the Applicant’s objectives.  The 
major features of the Proposed Action, and alternatives to the proposal, are next described.  The 
significant environmental impacts expected to occur as a result of the Proposed Action and 
alternative are summarized in a table.  Cumulative impacts are also identified.  Mitigation 
measures, which could avoid, minimize, reduce, or compensate for impacts are described.  
Finally, significant impacts that cannot be avoided if the proposal is implemented are identified.  

Chapter 2 of the SEIS includes a complete description of the Proposed Action, including 
changes that have been made to the Project since it was first proposed to Kittitas County in 2003.  
The No Action Alternative is also described.  A potential off-site alternative, in addition to those 
described in the 2004 Final EIS, is discussed but is not found to be reasonable; this alternative is 
not considered in detail in the SEIS.  This chapter also describes the steps in the SEPA process, 
ongoing consultation, and stipulations and agreements that have resulted in additional 
commitments for mitigation. 

Chapter 3 describes the affected environment, significant impacts, including the cumulative 
impacts of the Project and other approved wind power projects in the general vicinity, and 
mitigation measures.  Significant impacts that cannot be avoided are identified.  This chapter of 
the Final SEIS incorporates changes and clarifications to the analysis, and additions or 
clarifications of mitigation measures; these changes reflect comments received on the Draft SEIS 
and agreements with state agencies and tribes. 

Chapter 4 includes comment letters and testimony that were provided on the Draft SEIS and 
provides responses to those comments.  

Chapter 5 lists references used in the SEIS.   

Chapter 6 lists the agencies, organizations, and individuals who received copies of the Final 
SEIS.   
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1.2 ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS 
This SEIS has been prepared for and at the direction of the Washington State Energy Facility 
Site Evaluation Council (EFSEC), consistent with the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA, 
RCW 43.21C) and rules adopted by EFSEC to implement SEPA (Washington Administrative 
Code [WAC] 463-47).  It supplements the information contained in the Final EIS published by 
Kittitas County in 2004 for a larger (120 turbine) but similar Desert Claim wind power project.  
Desert Claim submitted an Application for Site Certification (ASC) to EFSEC in November 
2006.  After reviewing the ASC and the Final EIS, EFSEC determined that an SEIS was 
appropriate for the revised proposal.  EFSEC published a Notice of Adoption and Determination 
of Significance on March 19, 2007, and established the scope of the SEIS, which is limited to the 
following environmental issues:  Wetlands, streams, wildlife, cultural resources, and 
aesthetics/visual impacts.  A revised Application was submitted in February 2009.  A Draft SEIS 
was published on April 2, 2009, and written comments on the Draft SEIS were received until 
May 4, 2009.  EFSEC also held a public meeting in Ellensburg on April 23, 2009, to receive 
public comments on the Draft SEIS.  

Following publication of the Draft SEIS, the Applicant consulted with the Yakama Nation, the 
Counsel for the Environment (CFE), and the Washington Department of Fish & Wildlife 
(WDFW).  These consultations resulted in agreements regarding additional studies, mitigation 
measures and plans that will be implemented regarding habitat, wildlife, and historic and cultural 
resources. 

1.3 APPLICANT’S OBJECTIVES 
enXco, the owner of Desert Claim Wind Power LLC, is a privately held company based in 
California that develops, builds, operates, and manages commercial scale wind energy projects 
throughout the United States and other countries.  The company currently has approximately 
1,375 megawatts (MW) of wind power projects in operation, and projects totaling another 4,200 
MW under development. 

The primary objective of the Desert Claim proposal is to develop a commercially viable wind 
energy facility with a total nameplate capacity of at least 190 MW and a maximum of 95 wind 
turbines, plus necessary support facilities.  Site-specific criteria needed to support this objective 
include sufficient wind resource to achieve the desired goal for generation; access to sufficient 
available capacity on an existing electrical transmission system; lack of significant constraints 
posed by environmentally sensitive resources or recreational areas; and relatively large tracts of 
open land that are available for sale or lease.  
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1.4 PROPOSAL AND ALTERNATIVES 

1.4.1 Revised Desert Claim Proposal 
Wind energy production requires five basic functions, including electricity generation, energy 
transfer, power collection, an electrical substation, and transmission facilities.  The facilities 
proposed to accomplish these functions, and to meet the Applicant’s objectives, are described 
below.  

Project Area.  The Project Area is comprised of 5,200 acres of land: 2,551 acres to be leased 
from four private landowners, 1,529 acres to be leased from the Department of Natural 
Resources, and 1,120 acres to be owned by an affiliate of the Applicant.  The contiguous Project 
Area is located approximately 8 miles northwest of Ellensburg.  

Wind Turbines.  Desert Claim would include a maximum of 95 wind turbines, each with a 
nameplate generating capacity of 2 MW.  Total height of the turbine with the tip pointing up is 
410 feet.  Total generating capacity of the Project would be 190 MW, which is sufficient to serve 
between 42,750 and 57,000 homes.  The proposed turbine layout incorporates safety setbacks 
from buildings, public roads, utility corridors, and project boundaries, and a minimum 1,640-foot 
separation from residences outside the Project Area. 

Power Collection System.  Power generated by turbines would be collected by approximately 27 
miles of cables located primarily underground.  The collection system would generally be placed 
within roads and would avoid, bridge or tunnel beneath wetlands and streams. 

Substation.  One substation, occupying approximately 2 acres, would be constructed to step-up 
the power collected from turbines.  The preferred location is adjacent to the Puget Sound Energy 
(PSE) Rocky Reach transmission line.  An alternative location is identified adjacent to the 
Bonneville Power Administration (BPA) transmission line.  The substation area would be gravel 
covered and fenced. 

Meteorological (Met) Towers.  Four permanent towers would be constructed to measure wind 
speed and collect other met data.  The met towers would be freestanding, 212-foot tall open steel 
structures set on concrete foundations  

Access Roads.  A system of single-lane gravel roads, 27 miles in length, would be constructed to 
provide access to all turbines for maintenance.  Roads would bridge or span wetlands and 
streams where they cannot be avoided. 

Operations.  An approximate 5,000 square foot operations facility would be constructed.  It would 
include offices for operating and monitoring the Project, enclosed space for equipment storage and 
maintenance, and parking for employees and visitors.  The facility would occupy a 2-acre site.  
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Construction.  Construction of the Project is estimated to require approximately 10 months and 
would employ a workforce of 120 to 180 workers. 

1.4.2 No Action 
Under the No Action Alternative the proposed Desert Claim Wind Power Project and all 
associated features including the turbines, access roads, utility trenches, and substations would 
not be constructed.  There would be no adverse environmental impacts from development of the 
wind power facility within the Desert Claim Project Area.  However, on-site agricultural and 
rural residential activities would continue for the foreseeable future under current zoning.  The 
potential for residential development in the Project Area, to the extent permitted by existing 
zoning, and the potential for conflicts with existing agricultural activities, would continue.  
Conversion of some privately-owned lands to rural residential uses could displace existing uses 
and affect rural character over time.   

1.4.3 Off-Site Alternatives 
Two off-site alternatives were evaluated in the Desert Claim Final EIS.  These alternatives have 
not changed and are not repeated in the SEIS.  

1.4.4 Alternatives Considered But Not Carried Forward 
Kittitas County’s Pre-Identified Wind Farm Area, identified in Kittitas County Code 
17.61A.035, was evaluated as the site of a potential alternative.  While the area is large 
(approximately 285,120 acres), much of the area is in federal ownership (Yakima Firing Center 
92,160 acres), managed by the State of Washington for wildlife and habitat conservation 
(136,746 acres), or approved for the Wild Horse and Vantage wind power projects (14,630 
acres).  The remaining lands are contiguous to the I-90 corridor, in fragmented/non-contiguous 
parcels, or in locations where wind resources are unsatisfactory.  Moreover, the Applicant has no 
leases or property rights in this area.  On balance, these constraints are considered to be 
substantial and would severely limit the potential to site a wind power project.  As a result, this 
area is not considered to be a reasonable off-site alternative and is not evaluated in detail in the 
SEIS. 

1.5 SUMMARY COMPARISON OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 
Table 1.5-1 below briefly and generally compares the expected impacts of the Desert Claim 
proposal to the No Action alternative.  The table is a general summary and is based on the 
detailed discussion in Chapter 3 of the SEIS.  Interested readers should consult the detailed 
discussion for more information. 
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Table 1.5-1. Summary of Environmental Impacts 

Element of the 
Environment Revised Desert Claim Project No Action Alternative 
Water Resources 
Streams No temporary or permanent impacts are anticipated 

to occur.  Project access roads or the power 
collection system would cross on-site streams or 
irrigation ditches by bridging, boring underneath, 
bridging or using power poles, as appropriate.   

While a wind power facility would 
not be constructed, impacts to 
streams in conjunction with rural 
residential development or ongoing 
agricultural activities could occur 
and could result in direct and indirect 
impacts to streams. 

Plants and Animals 
Vegetation Approximately 86.4 acres of vegetation in the 

Project Area would be permanently disturbed by 
proposed facilities, and 230.8 acres would be 
temporarily disturbed.  An additional 19.5 acres 
would be disturbed by construction staging and 
storage; these areas have not been located at this 
time.  Total disturbance (temporary and permanent) 
would be 317.2 acres.  Disturbance would be less 
than for the original Desert Claim proposal. 
 
Most disturbances would occur in grassland and 
shrub-steppe habitat types; small areas of 
agricultural land, riparian forest, riparian shrub, 
open water and wet meadow would also be 
disturbed.  If unmitigated, this loss of habitat could 
affect some species of wildlife.  The Applicant has 
proposed to mitigate these impacts according to the 
WDFW guidelines and an agreement with the 
agency. 
 
A formal survey for federally-listed rare plants (Ute-
ladies tresses) was conducted in July 2009 and did 
not identify the presence of rare plants. State-listed 
species are not expected to be present because 
habitat requirements of these plants are not present 
and the site has been extensively disturbed.  
Additional survey work and consultation with the 
Yakama Nation will be conducted in conjunction 
with micro-siting to identify traditional and 
medicinal plants. 

While a wind power facility would 
not be constructed, residential 
development or ongoing agricultural 
activities could result in direct and 
indirect impacts to vegetation. 
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Table 1.5-1. Summary of Environmental Impacts (continued) 
Element of the 
Environment Revised Desert Claim Project No Action Alternative 
Wetlands No impacts to wetlands or buffers would occur. 

Impacts would be avoided through placement and 
micro-siting of turbines, or by spanning wetlands  

While a wind power facility would 
not be constructed, impacts to 
wetlands in conjunction with rural 
residential development or ongoing 
agricultural activities could occur 
and could result in direct and indirect 
impacts to wetlands.   

Wildlife Most impacts to wildlife from construction and 
operation would be as described in the 2004 Final 
EIS and the 2006 ASC for the project.  These would 
include loss of some existing habitat, primarily 
grassland and shrub-steppe; some mortality, 
disturbance, and displacement of wildlife during 
construction; and limited, intermittent disturbance of 
wildlife as a result of ongoing maintenance activity. 
As noted in the Final EIS, these effects would be 
minor. 
 
Mortality estimates for birds and bats are based on 
recent studies of existing wind facilities in the 
Columbia Plateau eco-region and the size of the 
Project in MW. Total avian mortality (raptors, 
passerine and waterfowl) is estimated to be between 
171 and 608 birds per year, with passerines 
comprising the largest percentage.  These 
mortalities are not expected to have a significant 
effect on the populations of the species evaluated, 
either for Desert Claim alone or in combination with 
other approved wind power facilities.  
 
Impacts to resident and non-migratory species of 
bats would be minor, assuming that Desert Claim 
results in mortality rates similar to other Columbia 
Plateau wind power projects. Using a per MW 
estimate, bat mortality is estimated to range from 76 
to 475 bats per year. 

No impacts to existing wildlife 
populations would occur as a result 
of wind energy development on the 
Project site.  Existing wildlife 
conditions on the Project site would 
be unchanged, subject to ongoing 
local changes from ongoing 
agricultural activities, rural 
residential development, and broader 
regional trends affecting wildlife. 
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Table 1.5-1. Summary of Environmental Impacts (continued) 
Element of the 
Environment Revised Desert Claim Project No Action Alternative 
Historic 
Resources 

Thirty sites and 103 isolates were identified within 
the revised Desert Claim site area.  If the Project 
were constructed according to the current layout, 
without any effort to avoid these resources during 
the final design and micrositing, 26 sites and 
isolates would be impacted by the Project. However, 
the Applicant proposes to avoid significant cultural 
resources during final design and micro-siting, 
where practical, and implement other measures to 
mitigate impacts when complete avoidance is not 
practical.  Additional survey work and consultation 
with the Yakama Nation will be conducted in 
conjunction with micro-siting to identify Traditional 
Cultural Properties and sites associated with 
culturally important events and people. 

Although the proposed wind power 
facility would not be constructed and 
no Project-related impacts to cultural 
resources would occur, past and 
current effects to cultural resources, 
such as from ongoing surface erosion 
and weathering and agricultural 
activities, would continue for the 
foreseeable future.  Conversion of 
land for low density rural residential 
uses could occur over the long term 
and could result in direct and indirect 
impacts to cultural resources. 

Aesthetics The location of impacts has changed in some 
instances as a result of revisions to the Project Area, 
the reduced number of turbines, and the greater 
separation between turbines and adjacent residences.  
Twenty-four simulations – showing visual 
characteristics with and without the proposed wind 
facility – were created, compared to 19 for the Final 
EIS proposal.  The greatest impact would be 
experienced by observers closest to turbines.  
Overall, changes to the Project (e.g., contiguous 
Project Area, reduced number of turbines, increased 
separation from residences) would reduce Project 
impacts for most viewer groups compared to the 
original Project proposal considered in the Final 
EIS. 

Visual quality of the surrounding 
area would not change directly, but 
would continue to be influenced by 
existing land uses and potential 
changes to land use.   

1.6 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 
The cumulative impact analysis considers the impacts of the three previously approved wind 
power facilities and the Desert Claim Project.  Projects considered include the proposed Desert 
Claim Project, and the approved Kittitas Valley, Wild Horse, and Vantage projects. 

1.6.1 Water Resources 

1.6.1.1 Streams 
No impacts are identified for the Desert Claim, Kittitas Valley, or Wild Horse projects.  The 
Vantage Wind Power Project could entail a small but un-quantified amount of fill in one 
seasonal drainage.  Each project would implement mitigation measures in the form of 
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construction Best Management Practices (BMPs) to minimize sedimentation and potential water 
quality impacts.  Cumulative impacts are not expected to be significant.  

1.6.2 Plants and Animals 

1.6.2.1 Vegetation 

Wetlands 
No temporary or permanent wetland impacts are expected to occur as a result of the revised 
Desert Claim proposal.  Impacts identified for the Kittitas Valley Project (DEIS Addendum 
2005) would be limited to 165 square feet (.00375 acre) of intrusion in two small wetlands in 
conjunction with road construction.  No wetlands were identified on the Wild Horse site and no 
impacts would occur.  Similarly, no wetland impacts were identified for the Vantage Wind 
Power Project. 

1.6.2.2 Wildlife 
For the entire Columbia Plateau Ecoregion, there are 47 existing and proposed wind energy 
facilities with a combined capacity of 6,700 MW.  If all of these facilities were constructed, 
cumulative avian mortality estimates are as follows:  raptors – 469 annually; all other birds – 
14,070 annually; and bats – 7,907 annually.  Local populations of these species are abundant and 
would not be significantly affected.  Cumulative impacts to the bald eagle, golden eagle, 
loggerhead shrike, and sage thrasher are not expected. 

1.6.3 Historic Resources 
In general, impacts to cultural resources have been or would be avoided by each of the approved 
or proposed wind power projects through site planning and micro-siting of individual turbines, or 
would be mitigated through approved data recovery programs.  With mitigation, no significant 
impacts to cultural resources are expected to occur as a result of the revised Desert Claim 
proposal.  Likewise, with mitigation, no significant impacts to cultural resources were identified 
for the Kittitas Valley Wind Power Project (Final EIS 2005), the Wild Horse Wind Power 
Project (originally approved and expanded), or the Vantage Wind Power Project.  

1.6.4 Aesthetics 
Three approved or constructed wind power projects are located in Kittitas County: Kittitas 
Valley, approximately 0.5 mile from the Desert Claim site; Wild Horse, approximately 16 miles 
to the east; and Vantage, approximately 19 miles to the east.  Turbines from the Wild Horse and 
Vantage projects could be barely discernible from the Desert Claim site and would have little or 
no effect on views.    
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Visitors and residents will be aware that there are numerous wind turbines in the greater Kittitas 
Valley area; some will likely be tourist attractions.  There would be a change in the baseline 
visual conditions of areas in which turbines are visible.  Perceptions of the rural and agricultural 
character of the area may change to some degree.  There may be a few locations where all four 
wind power projects could be visible in the distance.   

Visual simulations were created from four viewpoints where both the Desert Claim and Kittitas 
Valley projects could be seen.  The simulations indicate that cumulative visual impacts of both 
projects would not be significantly greater than those of Desert Claim alone.   

1.7 MITIGATION MEASURES 

1.7.1 Water Resources 

1.7.1.1 Streams 
Mitigation measures – such as bridging or boring – have been incorporated into the proposal so 
that no significant impacts to streams would occur.  As identified in the Desert Claim Final EIS, 
these include developing and implementing construction BMPs, a Temporary Erosion and 
Sedimentation Control Plan (TESCP), and a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) to 
minimize erosion, sedimentation and impacts to water quality.  No additional mitigation 
measures are required.  

1.7.2 Plants and Animals 

1.7.2.1 Vegetation 
Mitigation measures described in the Desert Claim Final EIS are generally sufficient to address 
impacts to vegetation.  These include or involve use of BMPs during construction to minimize 
the disturbance footprint; timing construction activities to reduce impacts; plans and standards 
for site reclamation and restoration; use of standard measures to control the spread of noxious 
weeds; and acquisition of new habitat to replace permanent shrub steppe and grassland habitat 
impacts, based on WDFW mitigation ratios.  Subsequent to the publication of the Draft SEIS, the 
Applicant executed an Agreement with WDFW and a Stipulation with the CFE.  Collectively, 
these documents specify additional measures, and provide more detailed specification of 
measures originally proposed, to mitigate potential impacts to vegetation and habitat. 

1.7.3 Wetlands 
Mitigation measures have been incorporated into the proposal so that no wetland impacts would 
occur.  No additional mitigation measures are required.  Any work adjacent to wetlands would 
adhere to applicable federal, state and local regulations and would be addressed in the 
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Department of Ecology Stormwater Discharge Permit, SWPPP, and TESCP.  The Agreement 
with WDFW and the Stipulation with the CFE, as discussed above, also incorporate measures to 
mitigate potential impacts to wetlands. 

1.7.4 Wildlife 
Mitigation measures identified in the Desert Claim Final EIS are generally adequate to address 
identified impacts.  The Agreement with WDFW and the Stipulation with the CFE, as discussed 
above, also incorporate additional measures to mitigate potential impacts to wildlife.  Agreed-
upon measures include use of BMPs during construction to minimize potential disturbance; 
timing construction to reduce impacts; use of standard design measures to minimize wildlife 
interactions; additional pre-construction or pre-operation surveys for bats and specified bird 
species; post-construction monitoring programs focused on birds and bats; and formation of a 
Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) to review studies and monitoring data and recommend 
appropriate actions to EFSEC.   

1.7.5 Historic Resources 
Direct impacts to most identified sites and resources could be avoided by micro-siting turbines or 
modifying the alignments of roads or electrical collection system components in specific 
locations.  The boundaries of identified resources should be staked in the field and flagged as no 
disturbance areas.  The site markings should be removed following construction to avoid 
disclosure of resource locations.  The Applicant engaged in additional consultation with the 
Yakama Nation regarding identification of Traditional Cultural Properties (TCPs) and sites 
associated with culturally important events and people.  The Applicant and the Yakama Nation 
have reached agreement on a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) addressing these topics. 

If avoidance is not practical because another resource (e.g., wetland, stream) would be impacted, 
or there are other constraints on siting, the Applicant will prepare an Archaeological Resources 
Protection, Treatment, Mitigation and Monitoring Plan in consultation with Department of 
Archaeology and Historic Preservation (DAHP). The plan could include data recovery 
excavations, research and/or recording of scientific and historic information. 

Based on consultation with DAHP, potential impacts to the historic character of the surrounding 
landscape could be mitigated by documenting the existing cultural landscape and developing a 
landscape history prior to commencement of construction.  The Applicant should execute a 
Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) with DAHP to identify the scope of this documentation and 
analysis. 

Additional management efforts should be undertaken to address potential impacts to 
archaeological resources.  Appropriate measures could include relocating resources out of the 
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direct impact area, and updating of inventory forms to reflect the moves.  Where resources 
cannot be moved (e.g., an irrigation ditch and stock pond), additional documentation of physical 
characteristics should occur.   

An unanticipated discovery plan should be developed prior to construction.  This would include 
protocols for notification, evaluation and treatment of any archaeological or human remains that 
might be discovered during construction. 

1.7.6 Aesthetics 
A number of mitigation measures have been incorporated into the revised Desert Claim Project 
and have reduced impacts compared to the Final EIS proposal.  These include:  a contiguous, 
slightly smaller project area, located further from the Ellensburg population center; reduction in 
the number of turbines (from 120 to 95) and lower turbine density; an evenly spaced turbine 
array, without significant gaps or isolated groupings; use of turbines of a consistent type and 
height; a minimum separation between turbines and adjacent residences of at least 4 times the tip 
height (there are only 7 residences outside the Project Area that are less than 2,500 feet from a 
turbine, and the closest is 1,687 feet from the nearest turbine); elimination of daytime strobes;  
and reduction in the number of turbines required to be lit at night.     

Numerous additional mitigation measures are identified related to visual integration (e.g., using 
local materials and native landscaping for Project facilities, using low reflectivity, neutral colors 
for Project facilities to help them blend in); ecological restoration (e.g., replacing native 
vegetation in disturbed areas; equipment maintenance (e.g., promptly removing or repairing non-
functioning turbines); and information and education (e.g., notify the local community of timing 
and duration of construction).  

1.8 SIGNIFICANT UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS 

1.8.1 Water Resources 

1.8.1.1 Streams 
Potential temporary and permanent impacts to streams would be avoided.  Therefore, no 
significant unavoidable adverse impacts to streams would occur as a result of the proposal. 

1.8.2 Plants and Animals 

1.8.2.1 Vegetation 
There would be approximately 86 acres (less than 2 percent of the Project Area) of unavoidable 
displacement of existing vegetation with development of the Project.  These impacts are not 
considered significant because they would not result in elimination of an entire vegetation type in 
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the Project Area, loss of 10 percent or more of a priority habitat in the Project Area, or a decrease 
in species richness resulting from the loss of a plant population in the Project Area.  No 
significant unavoidable adverse impacts to rare plants from construction, operation or 
decommissioning of the proposed Project are expected.  Similarly, the Project is not expected to 
result in significant unavoidable adverse impacts related to potential introduction or spread of 
noxious weeds. 

1.8.2.2 Wetlands 
All potential temporary and permanent wetland impacts would be avoided, and no significant 
unavoidable adverse impacts to wetlands would occur as a result of the proposal. 

1.8.2.3 Wildlife 
There would be unavoidable adverse impacts to several types of wildlife as a result of the 
Project.  These would include temporary displacement of wildlife as a result of construction 
disturbance, loss of some individuals from immobile species during construction, loss of existing 
habitat within the construction footprint of the Project, and collision-related mortality of birds 
and bats during Project operation.  These impacts are not considered significant based on 
consideration of the impact context, because the impacts would be temporary, limited in extent 
or intensity, and/or would be mitigated.  With respect to bird and bat mortality, the analysis 
determined that the mortality levels estimated for the Project would not represent significant 
population-level impacts for the respective species affected.  With the mitigation measures 
identified, no significant unavoidable adverse impacts to birds or other wildlife are expected. 

1.8.3 Historic Resources 
Construction and operation of the proposal could result in significant adverse impacts to historic 
and cultural resources.  The Applicant has proposed to implement mitigation measures that 
would avoid such impacts and/or reduce them to a level of non-significance.  Such measures 
include avoidance by relocation of Project facilities in specific locations, or implementing 
approved data recovery programs.  With the identified mitigation, no significant unavoidable 
adverse impacts would occur. 

1.8.4 Aesthetics 
Some degree of visibility is inherent in a wind power facility; wind turbines are large objects and 
cannot be made invisible from all locations.  Residents living closest to proposed turbines may 
experience the changes in the visual environment to be adverse and significant.  Wind turbines 
would be visible in varying degrees, and with a lower degree of impact, from other locations 
more distant from the Project site.   
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1.9 CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION  
The Desert Claim Final EIS identifies the public involvement and coordination activities that 
occurred in connection with the original Desert Claim proposal.  Since that time, as the Project 
has been revised, the Applicant has continued to coordinate with EFSEC and agencies in 
connection with revising technical studies and addressing expressed concerns.  EFSEC held 
several meetings in 2007 in connection with the revised ASC and issues relating to land use 
consistency.  EFSEC also engaged a consultant to review the Desert Claim Final EIS and to 
provide an opinion on how to proceed with environmental review for the revised application 
(Golder Report).  On March 19, 2007, EFSEC issued a notice of adoption and scoping notice, 
identifying that an SEIS would be prepared to address changes to the proposal and requesting 
comments.  Consultation with the Yakama Nation has resulted in an agreement to execute an 
MOU to conduct additional surveys and evaluations of TCPs.  Consultation with the CFE and 
WDFW has resulted in agreements and commitments to mitigation relating to wildlife resources 
and habitat impacts. 

1.10 ISSUES TO BE RESOLVED 
The issues identified for evaluation and resolution in the SEIS include wetlands, streams, plants 
and animals, historic resources, and aesthetics.  This SEIS addresses how changes to the proposal 
affect the previous analysis of these potential impacts.  Information contained in the Desert 
Claim Final EIS, which has been adopted for purposes of environmental review, adequately 
addresses other environmental concerns. 
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1.0 SUMMARY 

1.1 INTRODUCTION 
Chapter 1 provides a summary of the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement 
(Final SEIS) for the revised Desert Claim Wind Power Project, which is proposed by Desert 
Claim Wind Power LLC (Desert Claim).  The summary briefly describes relevant background 
information, including the environmental review process and the Applicant’s objectives.  The 
major features of the Proposed Action, and alternatives to the proposal, are next described.  The 
significant environmental impacts expected to occur as a result of the Proposed Action and 
alternative are summarized in a table.  Cumulative impacts are also identified.  Mitigation 
measures, which could avoid, minimize, reduce, or compensate for impacts are described.  
Finally, significant impacts that cannot be avoided if the proposal is implemented are identified.  

Chapter 2 of the SEIS includes a complete description of the Proposed Action, including 
changes that have been made to the Project since it was first proposed to Kittitas County in 2003.  
The No Action Alternative is also described.  A potential off-site alternative, in addition to those 
described in the 2004 Final EIS, is discussed but is not found to be reasonable; this alternative is 
not considered in detail in the SEIS.  This chapter also describes the steps in the SEPA process, 
ongoing consultation, and stipulations and agreements that have resulted in additional 
commitments for mitigation. 

Chapter 3 describes the affected environment, significant impacts, including the cumulative 
impacts of the Project and other approved wind power projects in the general vicinity, and 
mitigation measures.  Significant impacts that cannot be avoided are identified.  This chapter of 
the Final SEIS incorporates changes and clarifications to the analysis, and additions or 
clarifications of mitigation measures; these changes reflect comments received on the Draft SEIS 
and agreements with state agencies and tribes. 

Chapter 4 includes comment letters and testimony that were provided on the Draft SEIS and 
provides responses to those comments.  

Chapter 5 lists references used in the SEIS.   

Chapter 6 lists the agencies, organizations, and individuals who received copies of the Final 
SEIS.   
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1.2 ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS 
This SEIS has been prepared for and at the direction of the Washington State Energy Facility 
Site Evaluation Council (EFSEC), consistent with the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA, 
RCW 43.21C) and rules adopted by EFSEC to implement SEPA (Washington Administrative 
Code [WAC] 463-47).  It supplements the information contained in the Final EIS published by 
Kittitas County in 2004 for a larger (120 turbine) but similar Desert Claim wind power project.  
Desert Claim submitted an Application for Site Certification (ASC) to EFSEC in November 
2006.  After reviewing the ASC and the Final EIS, EFSEC determined that an SEIS was 
appropriate for the revised proposal.  EFSEC published a Notice of Adoption and Determination 
of Significance on March 19, 2007, and established the scope of the SEIS, which is limited to the 
following environmental issues:  Wetlands, streams, wildlife, cultural resources, and 
aesthetics/visual impacts.  A revised Application was submitted in February 2009.  A Draft SEIS 
was published on April 2, 2009, and written comments on the Draft SEIS were received until 
May 4, 2009.  EFSEC also held a public meeting in Ellensburg on April 23, 2009, to receive 
public comments on the Draft SEIS.  

Following publication of the Draft SEIS, the Applicant consulted with the Yakama Nation, the 
Counsel for the Environment (CFE), and the Washington Department of Fish & Wildlife 
(WDFW).  These consultations resulted in agreements regarding additional studies, mitigation 
measures and plans that will be implemented regarding habitat, wildlife, and historic and cultural 
resources. 

1.3 APPLICANT’S OBJECTIVES 
enXco, the owner of Desert Claim Wind Power LLC, is a privately held company based in 
California that develops, builds, operates, and manages commercial scale wind energy projects 
throughout the United States and other countries.  The company currently has approximately 
1,375 megawatts (MW) of wind power projects in operation, and projects totaling another 4,200 
MW under development. 

The primary objective of the Desert Claim proposal is to develop a commercially viable wind 
energy facility with a total nameplate capacity of at least 190 MW and a maximum of 95 wind 
turbines, plus necessary support facilities.  Site-specific criteria needed to support this objective 
include sufficient wind resource to achieve the desired goal for generation; access to sufficient 
available capacity on an existing electrical transmission system; lack of significant constraints 
posed by environmentally sensitive resources or recreational areas; and relatively large tracts of 
open land that are available for sale or lease.  
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1.4 PROPOSAL AND ALTERNATIVES 

1.4.1 Revised Desert Claim Proposal 
Wind energy production requires five basic functions, including electricity generation, energy 
transfer, power collection, an electrical substation, and transmission facilities.  The facilities 
proposed to accomplish these functions, and to meet the Applicant’s objectives, are described 
below.  

Project Area.  The Project Area is comprised of 5,200 acres of land: 2,551 acres to be leased 
from four private landowners, 1,529 acres to be leased from the Department of Natural 
Resources, and 1,120 acres to be owned by an affiliate of the Applicant.  The contiguous Project 
Area is located approximately 8 miles northwest of Ellensburg.  

Wind Turbines.  Desert Claim would include a maximum of 95 wind turbines, each with a 
nameplate generating capacity of 2 MW.  Total height of the turbine with the tip pointing up is 
410 feet.  Total generating capacity of the Project would be 190 MW, which is sufficient to serve 
between 42,750 and 57,000 homes.  The proposed turbine layout incorporates safety setbacks 
from buildings, public roads, utility corridors, and project boundaries, and a minimum 1,640-foot 
separation from residences outside the Project Area. 

Power Collection System.  Power generated by turbines would be collected by approximately 27 
miles of cables located primarily underground.  The collection system would generally be placed 
within roads and would avoid, bridge or tunnel beneath wetlands and streams. 

Substation.  One substation, occupying approximately 2 acres, would be constructed to step-up 
the power collected from turbines.  The preferred location is adjacent to the Puget Sound Energy 
(PSE) Rocky Reach transmission line.  An alternative location is identified adjacent to the 
Bonneville Power Administration (BPA) transmission line.  The substation area would be gravel 
covered and fenced. 

Meteorological (Met) Towers.  Four permanent towers would be constructed to measure wind 
speed and collect other met data.  The met towers would be freestanding, 212-foot tall open steel 
structures set on concrete foundations  

Access Roads.  A system of single-lane gravel roads, 27 miles in length, would be constructed to 
provide access to all turbines for maintenance.  Roads would bridge or span wetlands and 
streams where they cannot be avoided. 

Operations.  An approximate 5,000 square foot operations facility would be constructed.  It would 
include offices for operating and monitoring the Project, enclosed space for equipment storage and 
maintenance, and parking for employees and visitors.  The facility would occupy a 2-acre site.  
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Construction.  Construction of the Project is estimated to require approximately 10 months and 
would employ a workforce of 120 to 180 workers. 

1.4.2 No Action 
Under the No Action Alternative the proposed Desert Claim Wind Power Project and all 
associated features including the turbines, access roads, utility trenches, and substations would 
not be constructed.  There would be no adverse environmental impacts from development of the 
wind power facility within the Desert Claim Project Area.  However, on-site agricultural and 
rural residential activities would continue for the foreseeable future under current zoning.  The 
potential for residential development in the Project Area, to the extent permitted by existing 
zoning, and the potential for conflicts with existing agricultural activities, would continue.  
Conversion of some privately-owned lands to rural residential uses could displace existing uses 
and affect rural character over time.   

1.4.3 Off-Site Alternatives 
Two off-site alternatives were evaluated in the Desert Claim Final EIS.  These alternatives have 
not changed and are not repeated in the SEIS.  

1.4.4 Alternatives Considered But Not Carried Forward 
Kittitas County’s Pre-Identified Wind Farm Area, identified in Kittitas County Code 
17.61A.035, was evaluated as the site of a potential alternative.  While the area is large 
(approximately 285,120 acres), much of the area is in federal ownership (Yakima Firing Center 
92,160 acres), managed by the State of Washington for wildlife and habitat conservation 
(136,746 acres), or approved for the Wild Horse and Vantage wind power projects (14,630 
acres).  The remaining lands are contiguous to the I-90 corridor, in fragmented/non-contiguous 
parcels, or in locations where wind resources are unsatisfactory.  Moreover, the Applicant has no 
leases or property rights in this area.  On balance, these constraints are considered to be 
substantial and would severely limit the potential to site a wind power project.  As a result, this 
area is not considered to be a reasonable off-site alternative and is not evaluated in detail in the 
SEIS. 

1.5 SUMMARY COMPARISON OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 
Table 1.5-1 below briefly and generally compares the expected impacts of the Desert Claim 
proposal to the No Action alternative.  The table is a general summary and is based on the 
detailed discussion in Chapter 3 of the SEIS.  Interested readers should consult the detailed 
discussion for more information. 
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Table 1.5-1. Summary of Environmental Impacts 

Element of the 
Environment Revised Desert Claim Project No Action Alternative 
Water Resources 
Streams No temporary or permanent impacts are anticipated 

to occur.  Project access roads or the power 
collection system would cross on-site streams or 
irrigation ditches by bridging, boring underneath, 
bridging or using power poles, as appropriate.   

While a wind power facility would 
not be constructed, impacts to 
streams in conjunction with rural 
residential development or ongoing 
agricultural activities could occur 
and could result in direct and indirect 
impacts to streams. 

Plants and Animals 
Vegetation Approximately 86.4 acres of vegetation in the 

Project Area would be permanently disturbed by 
proposed facilities, and 230.8 acres would be 
temporarily disturbed.  An additional 19.5 acres 
would be disturbed by construction staging and 
storage; these areas have not been located at this 
time.  Total disturbance (temporary and permanent) 
would be 317.2 acres.  Disturbance would be less 
than for the original Desert Claim proposal. 
 
Most disturbances would occur in grassland and 
shrub-steppe habitat types; small areas of 
agricultural land, riparian forest, riparian shrub, 
open water and wet meadow would also be 
disturbed.  If unmitigated, this loss of habitat could 
affect some species of wildlife.  The Applicant has 
proposed to mitigate these impacts according to the 
WDFW guidelines and an agreement with the 
agency. 
 
A formal survey for federally-listed rare plants (Ute-
ladies tresses) was conducted in July 2009 and did 
not identify the presence of rare plants. State-listed 
species are not expected to be present because 
habitat requirements of these plants are not present 
and the site has been extensively disturbed.  
Additional survey work and consultation with the 
Yakama Nation will be conducted in conjunction 
with micro-siting to identify traditional and 
medicinal plants. 

While a wind power facility would 
not be constructed, residential 
development or ongoing agricultural 
activities could result in direct and 
indirect impacts to vegetation. 
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Table 1.5-1. Summary of Environmental Impacts (continued) 
Element of the 
Environment Revised Desert Claim Project No Action Alternative 
Wetlands No impacts to wetlands or buffers would occur. 

Impacts would be avoided through placement and 
micro-siting of turbines, or by spanning wetlands  

While a wind power facility would 
not be constructed, impacts to 
wetlands in conjunction with rural 
residential development or ongoing 
agricultural activities could occur 
and could result in direct and indirect 
impacts to wetlands.   

Wildlife Most impacts to wildlife from construction and 
operation would be as described in the 2004 Final 
EIS and the 2006 ASC for the project.  These would 
include loss of some existing habitat, primarily 
grassland and shrub-steppe; some mortality, 
disturbance, and displacement of wildlife during 
construction; and limited, intermittent disturbance of 
wildlife as a result of ongoing maintenance activity. 
As noted in the Final EIS, these effects would be 
minor. 
 
Mortality estimates for birds and bats are based on 
recent studies of existing wind facilities in the 
Columbia Plateau eco-region and the size of the 
Project in MW. Total avian mortality (raptors, 
passerine and waterfowl) is estimated to be between 
171 and 608 birds per year, with passerines 
comprising the largest percentage.  These 
mortalities are not expected to have a significant 
effect on the populations of the species evaluated, 
either for Desert Claim alone or in combination with 
other approved wind power facilities.  
 
Impacts to resident and non-migratory species of 
bats would be minor, assuming that Desert Claim 
results in mortality rates similar to other Columbia 
Plateau wind power projects. Using a per MW 
estimate, bat mortality is estimated to range from 76 
to 475 bats per year. 

No impacts to existing wildlife 
populations would occur as a result 
of wind energy development on the 
Project site.  Existing wildlife 
conditions on the Project site would 
be unchanged, subject to ongoing 
local changes from ongoing 
agricultural activities, rural 
residential development, and broader 
regional trends affecting wildlife. 
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Table 1.5-1. Summary of Environmental Impacts (continued) 
Element of the 
Environment Revised Desert Claim Project No Action Alternative 
Historic 
Resources 

Thirty sites and 103 isolates were identified within 
the revised Desert Claim site area.  If the Project 
were constructed according to the current layout, 
without any effort to avoid these resources during 
the final design and micrositing, 26 sites and 
isolates would be impacted by the Project. However, 
the Applicant proposes to avoid significant cultural 
resources during final design and micro-siting, 
where practical, and implement other measures to 
mitigate impacts when complete avoidance is not 
practical.  Additional survey work and consultation 
with the Yakama Nation will be conducted in 
conjunction with micro-siting to identify Traditional 
Cultural Properties and sites associated with 
culturally important events and people. 

Although the proposed wind power 
facility would not be constructed and 
no Project-related impacts to cultural 
resources would occur, past and 
current effects to cultural resources, 
such as from ongoing surface erosion 
and weathering and agricultural 
activities, would continue for the 
foreseeable future.  Conversion of 
land for low density rural residential 
uses could occur over the long term 
and could result in direct and indirect 
impacts to cultural resources. 

Aesthetics The location of impacts has changed in some 
instances as a result of revisions to the Project Area, 
the reduced number of turbines, and the greater 
separation between turbines and adjacent residences.  
Twenty-four simulations – showing visual 
characteristics with and without the proposed wind 
facility – were created, compared to 19 for the Final 
EIS proposal.  The greatest impact would be 
experienced by observers closest to turbines.  
Overall, changes to the Project (e.g., contiguous 
Project Area, reduced number of turbines, increased 
separation from residences) would reduce Project 
impacts for most viewer groups compared to the 
original Project proposal considered in the Final 
EIS. 

Visual quality of the surrounding 
area would not change directly, but 
would continue to be influenced by 
existing land uses and potential 
changes to land use.   

1.6 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 
The cumulative impact analysis considers the impacts of the three previously approved wind 
power facilities and the Desert Claim Project.  Projects considered include the proposed Desert 
Claim Project, and the approved Kittitas Valley, Wild Horse, and Vantage projects. 

1.6.1 Water Resources 

1.6.1.1 Streams 
No impacts are identified for the Desert Claim, Kittitas Valley, or Wild Horse projects.  The 
Vantage Wind Power Project could entail a small but un-quantified amount of fill in one 
seasonal drainage.  Each project would implement mitigation measures in the form of 
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construction Best Management Practices (BMPs) to minimize sedimentation and potential water 
quality impacts.  Cumulative impacts are not expected to be significant.  

1.6.2 Plants and Animals 

1.6.2.1 Vegetation 

Wetlands 
No temporary or permanent wetland impacts are expected to occur as a result of the revised 
Desert Claim proposal.  Impacts identified for the Kittitas Valley Project (DEIS Addendum 
2005) would be limited to 165 square feet (.00375 acre) of intrusion in two small wetlands in 
conjunction with road construction.  No wetlands were identified on the Wild Horse site and no 
impacts would occur.  Similarly, no wetland impacts were identified for the Vantage Wind 
Power Project. 

1.6.2.2 Wildlife 
For the entire Columbia Plateau Ecoregion, there are 47 existing and proposed wind energy 
facilities with a combined capacity of 6,700 MW.  If all of these facilities were constructed, 
cumulative avian mortality estimates are as follows:  raptors – 469 annually; all other birds – 
14,070 annually; and bats – 7,907 annually.  Local populations of these species are abundant and 
would not be significantly affected.  Cumulative impacts to the bald eagle, golden eagle, 
loggerhead shrike, and sage thrasher are not expected. 

1.6.3 Historic Resources 
In general, impacts to cultural resources have been or would be avoided by each of the approved 
or proposed wind power projects through site planning and micro-siting of individual turbines, or 
would be mitigated through approved data recovery programs.  With mitigation, no significant 
impacts to cultural resources are expected to occur as a result of the revised Desert Claim 
proposal.  Likewise, with mitigation, no significant impacts to cultural resources were identified 
for the Kittitas Valley Wind Power Project (Final EIS 2005), the Wild Horse Wind Power 
Project (originally approved and expanded), or the Vantage Wind Power Project.  

1.6.4 Aesthetics 
Three approved or constructed wind power projects are located in Kittitas County: Kittitas 
Valley, approximately 0.5 mile from the Desert Claim site; Wild Horse, approximately 16 miles 
to the east; and Vantage, approximately 19 miles to the east.  Turbines from the Wild Horse and 
Vantage projects could be barely discernible from the Desert Claim site and would have little or 
no effect on views.    
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Visitors and residents will be aware that there are numerous wind turbines in the greater Kittitas 
Valley area; some will likely be tourist attractions.  There would be a change in the baseline 
visual conditions of areas in which turbines are visible.  Perceptions of the rural and agricultural 
character of the area may change to some degree.  There may be a few locations where all four 
wind power projects could be visible in the distance.   

Visual simulations were created from four viewpoints where both the Desert Claim and Kittitas 
Valley projects could be seen.  The simulations indicate that cumulative visual impacts of both 
projects would not be significantly greater than those of Desert Claim alone.   

1.7 MITIGATION MEASURES 

1.7.1 Water Resources 

1.7.1.1 Streams 
Mitigation measures – such as bridging or boring – have been incorporated into the proposal so 
that no significant impacts to streams would occur.  As identified in the Desert Claim Final EIS, 
these include developing and implementing construction BMPs, a Temporary Erosion and 
Sedimentation Control Plan (TESCP), and a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) to 
minimize erosion, sedimentation and impacts to water quality.  No additional mitigation 
measures are required.  

1.7.2 Plants and Animals 

1.7.2.1 Vegetation 
Mitigation measures described in the Desert Claim Final EIS are generally sufficient to address 
impacts to vegetation.  These include or involve use of BMPs during construction to minimize 
the disturbance footprint; timing construction activities to reduce impacts; plans and standards 
for site reclamation and restoration; use of standard measures to control the spread of noxious 
weeds; and acquisition of new habitat to replace permanent shrub steppe and grassland habitat 
impacts, based on WDFW mitigation ratios.  Subsequent to the publication of the Draft SEIS, the 
Applicant executed an Agreement with WDFW and a Stipulation with the CFE.  Collectively, 
these documents specify additional measures, and provide more detailed specification of 
measures originally proposed, to mitigate potential impacts to vegetation and habitat. 

1.7.3 Wetlands 
Mitigation measures have been incorporated into the proposal so that no wetland impacts would 
occur.  No additional mitigation measures are required.  Any work adjacent to wetlands would 
adhere to applicable federal, state and local regulations and would be addressed in the 
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Department of Ecology Stormwater Discharge Permit, SWPPP, and TESCP.  The Agreement 
with WDFW and the Stipulation with the CFE, as discussed above, also incorporate measures to 
mitigate potential impacts to wetlands. 

1.7.4 Wildlife 
Mitigation measures identified in the Desert Claim Final EIS are generally adequate to address 
identified impacts.  The Agreement with WDFW and the Stipulation with the CFE, as discussed 
above, also incorporate additional measures to mitigate potential impacts to wildlife.  Agreed-
upon measures include use of BMPs during construction to minimize potential disturbance; 
timing construction to reduce impacts; use of standard design measures to minimize wildlife 
interactions; additional pre-construction or pre-operation surveys for bats and specified bird 
species; post-construction monitoring programs focused on birds and bats; and formation of a 
Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) to review studies and monitoring data and recommend 
appropriate actions to EFSEC.   

1.7.5 Historic Resources 
Direct impacts to most identified sites and resources could be avoided by micro-siting turbines or 
modifying the alignments of roads or electrical collection system components in specific 
locations.  The boundaries of identified resources should be staked in the field and flagged as no 
disturbance areas.  The site markings should be removed following construction to avoid 
disclosure of resource locations.  The Applicant engaged in additional consultation with the 
Yakama Nation regarding identification of Traditional Cultural Properties (TCPs) and sites 
associated with culturally important events and people.  The Applicant and the Yakama Nation 
have reached agreement on a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) addressing these topics. 

If avoidance is not practical because another resource (e.g., wetland, stream) would be impacted, 
or there are other constraints on siting, the Applicant will prepare an Archaeological Resources 
Protection, Treatment, Mitigation and Monitoring Plan in consultation with Department of 
Archaeology and Historic Preservation (DAHP). The plan could include data recovery 
excavations, research and/or recording of scientific and historic information. 

Based on consultation with DAHP, potential impacts to the historic character of the surrounding 
landscape could be mitigated by documenting the existing cultural landscape and developing a 
landscape history prior to commencement of construction.  The Applicant should execute a 
Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) with DAHP to identify the scope of this documentation and 
analysis. 

Additional management efforts should be undertaken to address potential impacts to 
archaeological resources.  Appropriate measures could include relocating resources out of the 
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direct impact area, and updating of inventory forms to reflect the moves.  Where resources 
cannot be moved (e.g., an irrigation ditch and stock pond), additional documentation of physical 
characteristics should occur.   

An unanticipated discovery plan should be developed prior to construction.  This would include 
protocols for notification, evaluation and treatment of any archaeological or human remains that 
might be discovered during construction. 

1.7.6 Aesthetics 
A number of mitigation measures have been incorporated into the revised Desert Claim Project 
and have reduced impacts compared to the Final EIS proposal.  These include:  a contiguous, 
slightly smaller project area, located further from the Ellensburg population center; reduction in 
the number of turbines (from 120 to 95) and lower turbine density; an evenly spaced turbine 
array, without significant gaps or isolated groupings; use of turbines of a consistent type and 
height; a minimum separation between turbines and adjacent residences of at least 4 times the tip 
height (there are only 7 residences outside the Project Area that are less than 2,500 feet from a 
turbine, and the closest is 1,687 feet from the nearest turbine); elimination of daytime strobes;  
and reduction in the number of turbines required to be lit at night.     

Numerous additional mitigation measures are identified related to visual integration (e.g., using 
local materials and native landscaping for Project facilities, using low reflectivity, neutral colors 
for Project facilities to help them blend in); ecological restoration (e.g., replacing native 
vegetation in disturbed areas; equipment maintenance (e.g., promptly removing or repairing non-
functioning turbines); and information and education (e.g., notify the local community of timing 
and duration of construction).  

1.8 SIGNIFICANT UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS 

1.8.1 Water Resources 

1.8.1.1 Streams 
Potential temporary and permanent impacts to streams would be avoided.  Therefore, no 
significant unavoidable adverse impacts to streams would occur as a result of the proposal. 

1.8.2 Plants and Animals 

1.8.2.1 Vegetation 
There would be approximately 86 acres (less than 2 percent of the Project Area) of unavoidable 
displacement of existing vegetation with development of the Project.  These impacts are not 
considered significant because they would not result in elimination of an entire vegetation type in 
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the Project Area, loss of 10 percent or more of a priority habitat in the Project Area, or a decrease 
in species richness resulting from the loss of a plant population in the Project Area.  No 
significant unavoidable adverse impacts to rare plants from construction, operation or 
decommissioning of the proposed Project are expected.  Similarly, the Project is not expected to 
result in significant unavoidable adverse impacts related to potential introduction or spread of 
noxious weeds. 

1.8.2.2 Wetlands 
All potential temporary and permanent wetland impacts would be avoided, and no significant 
unavoidable adverse impacts to wetlands would occur as a result of the proposal. 

1.8.2.3 Wildlife 
There would be unavoidable adverse impacts to several types of wildlife as a result of the 
Project.  These would include temporary displacement of wildlife as a result of construction 
disturbance, loss of some individuals from immobile species during construction, loss of existing 
habitat within the construction footprint of the Project, and collision-related mortality of birds 
and bats during Project operation.  These impacts are not considered significant based on 
consideration of the impact context, because the impacts would be temporary, limited in extent 
or intensity, and/or would be mitigated.  With respect to bird and bat mortality, the analysis 
determined that the mortality levels estimated for the Project would not represent significant 
population-level impacts for the respective species affected.  With the mitigation measures 
identified, no significant unavoidable adverse impacts to birds or other wildlife are expected. 

1.8.3 Historic Resources 
Construction and operation of the proposal could result in significant adverse impacts to historic 
and cultural resources.  The Applicant has proposed to implement mitigation measures that 
would avoid such impacts and/or reduce them to a level of non-significance.  Such measures 
include avoidance by relocation of Project facilities in specific locations, or implementing 
approved data recovery programs.  With the identified mitigation, no significant unavoidable 
adverse impacts would occur. 

1.8.4 Aesthetics 
Some degree of visibility is inherent in a wind power facility; wind turbines are large objects and 
cannot be made invisible from all locations.  Residents living closest to proposed turbines may 
experience the changes in the visual environment to be adverse and significant.  Wind turbines 
would be visible in varying degrees, and with a lower degree of impact, from other locations 
more distant from the Project site.   
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1.9 CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION  
The Desert Claim Final EIS identifies the public involvement and coordination activities that 
occurred in connection with the original Desert Claim proposal.  Since that time, as the Project 
has been revised, the Applicant has continued to coordinate with EFSEC and agencies in 
connection with revising technical studies and addressing expressed concerns.  EFSEC held 
several meetings in 2007 in connection with the revised ASC and issues relating to land use 
consistency.  EFSEC also engaged a consultant to review the Desert Claim Final EIS and to 
provide an opinion on how to proceed with environmental review for the revised application 
(Golder Report).  On March 19, 2007, EFSEC issued a notice of adoption and scoping notice, 
identifying that an SEIS would be prepared to address changes to the proposal and requesting 
comments.  Consultation with the Yakama Nation has resulted in an agreement to execute an 
MOU to conduct additional surveys and evaluations of TCPs.  Consultation with the CFE and 
WDFW has resulted in agreements and commitments to mitigation relating to wildlife resources 
and habitat impacts. 

1.10 ISSUES TO BE RESOLVED 
The issues identified for evaluation and resolution in the SEIS include wetlands, streams, plants 
and animals, historic resources, and aesthetics.  This SEIS addresses how changes to the proposal 
affect the previous analysis of these potential impacts.  Information contained in the Desert 
Claim Final EIS, which has been adopted for purposes of environmental review, adequately 
addresses other environmental concerns. 
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2.0 ALTERNATIVES INCLUDING THE PROPOSED ACTION 
This chapter of the SEIS describes the proposed action and the alternatives to the proposed 
action that are being considered.  Section 2.1 provides an updated summary of the Project 
background and procedural information, consultation with tribes and agencies, and stipulations 
and agreements that commit the Applicant to specific mitigation measures.  Section 2.2 describes 
the proposed action, as currently defined by the Applicant in the Revised ASC (January 2009).  It 
addresses the existing site conditions, the proposed Project facilities, the construction process, 
operation and maintenance (O&M) considerations, and decommissioning.  Section 2.3 identifies 
the elements of the proposed Project that have changed, relative to the Project evaluated in the 
2004 Final EIS published by Kittitas County, Washington.  Section 2.4 describes the alternatives 
to the proposed action, including no action, that are evaluated in the SEIS.  Section 2.5 identifies 
an alternative that was considered but not evaluated in detail. 

2.1 BACKGROUND 

2.1.1 Proposal History and Process 

2.1.1.1 Original Proposal to Kittitas County  
enXco, Inc., a wind power developer and operator, began identifying and evaluating potential 
sites for a wind power project in Kittitas County in 2001.  Desert Claim Wind Power LLC, a 
Washington limited liability company owned by enXco, submitted a Development Activities 
application to Kittitas County in January 2003.  At the time the application was submitted, wind 
farms were not a permitted use anywhere in the County.  Land use procedures required approval 
of a comprehensive plan amendment, a rezone, and a development agreement for a proposal to 
be considered to be in compliance with local land use and zoning requirements.   

Kittitas County was the lead SEPA agency for the Development Activities application.  It 
published a Draft and Final EIS for the proposal in December 2003 and August 2004, 
respectively.  The County's Final EIS was not appealed.  The Kittitas County Board of County 
Commissioners denied the Desert Claim application in April 2005. 

2.1.1.2 Energy Site Evaluation Council Application and Process 
Desert Claim submitted an ASC to the EFSEC on November 3, 2006.  A revised application was 
filed in February 2009.  The major differences between the current proposal and the proposal 
considered in the County Final EIS include the following:  

• reconfiguration of the area proposed for development in contiguous parcels; the Project Area 
is now 5,200 acres, which is 37 acres smaller than the prior proposal; 
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• reduction in the number of wind turbines, from 120 to 95.  Total power output of the Project 
would increase by 10 MW more than the prior proposal (190 MW versus 180 MW), due to 
use of a different turbine model (REpower MM92).  This turbine has a longer blade length 
and is taller than the prior turbines proposed (410 feet with the blade pointing straight up).  
An illustration of the prior and currently proposed turbines is shown in Figure 2.2-4a; and  

• relocation of turbines to increase the distance between them and nearby residences.  

2.1.2 Scope of SEIS 

2.1.2.1 EFSEC Scoping Determination 
This SEIS supplements the Desert Claim Wind Power Project Final EIS published by Kittitas 
County in August 2004.  It has been prepared consistent with the requirements of the SEPA 
(43.21C), the state SEPA Rules (WAC 197-11), and EFSEC’s SEPA Rules (WAC 463-47-020, 
which adopt the state rules by reference).  An SEIS is used to add information to an existing EIS 
when there are changes to, or new information about, a proposal and its probable significant 
environmental impacts.  To avoid redundancy, the SEIS should not include analysis of actions, 
alternatives, or impacts contained in the previously prepared EIS (WAC 197-11-620).   

The scope of the SEIS was determined through a scoping process conducted by EFSEC, in 
compliance with the requirements of the SEPA (WAC 197-11-360).  On March 19, 2007, 
EFSEC published a combined notice of adoption—adopting the Desert Claim EIS—and 
determination of significance/initiation of scoping.  The scoping notice identified the following 
elements of the environment for consideration in the SEIS:  plants and animals/fisheries, cultural 
resources, and aesthetics/design.  One comment letter was received from DAHP.   

2.1.2.2 Golder Report 
EFSEC’s decision to prepare an SEIS, and the elements of the environment requiring further 
evaluation, was based on an evaluation of the revised ASC and the prior EIS.  EFSEC retained 
Golder Associates to analyze changes to the proposal, potential impacts, and options for SEPA 
compliance (Golder Associates, Analysis in Support of a Threshold Determination for the Desert 
Claim Wind Power Project, February 2007, referred to hereafter as the “Golder report”).  This 
analysis discussed elements of the environment that could possibly experience new significant 
adverse impacts as a result of the revised proposal.  The Golder report identified plants and 
animals/fisheries (primarily bat and bird mortality), views/aesthetics, cultural resources, and 
cumulative impacts as the issues to be addressed in the SEIS.  As noted, the report helped guide 
EFSEC’s determination of the scope of the SEIS.  These issues are the focus of this SEIS. 

The Golder report also identified land use as a “possible” or “unknown” environmental issue, 
based on two considerations.  First, the report concluded that the proposal would be inconsistent 
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with the County’s land use plans and zoning regulations if it were to be sited without obtaining a 
comprehensive plan amendment, rezone, and approval of a development agreement.  This 
inconsistency is acknowledged in EFSEC Council Order No. 825.  As indicated in the Golder 
report, the prior Desert Claim EIS did not find the proposal to be inconsistent with substantive 
Kittitas County Comprehensive Plan policies or zoning regulations.   

Second, the Golder report pointed out a statement in the 2006 application that suggested a 4,000-
foot transmission interconnection line would be required if the Project was connected to the BPA 
transmission line within the Project Area.  This line had not been analyzed.  This statement has 
been clarified in the revised ASC.  No new transmission line corridor option is being considered.  
While an alternative substation (switchyard) location is identified in the revised ASC, it would 
connect the Project to regional transmission facilities on the Project site and would not create a 
new aboveground transmission corridor; electric cables would be entirely underground, except 
for a distance of approximately 200 feet from the Project’s switchyard to the utility transmission 
line.  Therefore, since neither of the factors mentioned in the Golder report as giving rise to a 
possible significant land use impact is currently germane to the proposal, land use was not 
included as an element of the environment for discussion in the SEIS. 

Based on its analysis, the Golder report concluded that the following elements of the 
environment would not experience new significant adverse impacts as a result of the revised 
proposal: earth, air, water, wetlands, natural resources, health and safety, noise, light and glare, 
transportation, air traffic, public services and utilities, population/housing/employment, and 
economics.  Impacts would be the same as or similar to those identified in the existing Desert 
Claim Final EIS.  These issues, therefore, are not included in the scope of this SEIS.  

2.1.3 Draft SEIS, Public Review and Comment 
EFSEC published a Draft SEIS on April 2, 2009.  Comments on the Draft EIS were received 
from the public until May 4, 2009.  A public meeting was also held in Ellensburg on April 23, 
2009, to receive verbal comments on the Draft SEIS.  All comments received are reproduced in 
Chapter 4 of this document; responses to comments are also provided in Chapter 4.  

2.1.4 Consultation, Stipulations, and Mitigation Agreements 
Following publication of the Draft SEIS, the Applicant initiated or continued consultation with 
some governmental entities and agencies to clarify the intent of particular comments and 
requests for additional information.  Consulted parties included the Yakama Nation, the CFE, 
and the WDFW.  The understandings and agreements that resulted from these meetings have 
been incorporated into SEIS mitigation measures and commitments expressed in the Final EIS.  
These are briefly summarized below.  
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Yakama Nation 

The Applicant has reached agreement with the Yakama Nation to enter into an MOU, in which 
the Applicant has committed to conduct a number of additional studies.  These include a survey 
for medicinal and traditional plants, analyses of TCPs, and an evaluation of archeological sites to 
assess their significance in light of Native American history and Yakama Nation cultural values.  
These surveys and analyses will be conducted prior to construction, in consultation with Yakama 
Nation biologists, cultural specialists, and archaeologists, and would provide a basis for final 
micro-siting of facilities.  The Applicant will also work with the Yakama Nation to develop a 
Traditional Cultural Resources Mitigation Plan to address any sites that cannot be avoided 
through micro-siting.   

Counsel for the Environment 

The Applicant and CFE entered into a stipulation that will be incorporated as conditions of any 
Site Certification Agreement (SCA) that sets forth various mitigation conditions.  Under the 
stipulation, the Applicant has agreed to: 

• Form a TAC, as outlined in the WDFW Wind Power Guidelines, to consider wildlife 
monitoring data and make recommendations to EFSEC based on that data; 

• Conduct a survey for Townsend’s ground squirrel prior to construction, and develop a 
mitigation plan if the survey indicates that the project would result in significant diverse 
impacts to the species population; 

• Schedule construction activities to minimize risks to loggerhead shrike, sage thrasher, and 
long-billed curlews to the extent that it is reasonable and feasible to do so; 

• Develop an avian monitoring plan, including 2 years of fatality monitoring; 

• Implement mitigation measures to address risks to bald eagle associated with livestock 
calving operations; develop a plan to study bald eagle behavior during calving and identify 
additional mitigation if necessary; 

• Conduct a pre-operation bat monitoring survey and develop a post-construction bat 
monitoring plan including two years of fatality monitoring; 

• Conduct a rare plant survey (note that this survey has been completed and the results are 
discussed in Section 3.2.1); 

• Develop a Habitat Restoration and Revegetation Plan prior to construction; maximize use of 
existing roads; and develop a Habitat Mitigation Plan to provide compensatory mitigation for 
habitat lost due to project construction; 
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• Prepare the following plans prior to construction to identify best management practices 
(BMPs) and other measures to avoid or minimize environmental impacts:  Construction Site 
Management Plan; Temporary Erosion and Sediment Control Plan; Construction SWPPP; 
Construction Spill Prevention, Control and Countermeasures Plan; Construction Soil 
Management and Vegetation Plan; Noxious Weed Control Plan; Construction Emergency 
Plan; Construction Fire Control and Protection Plan; Construction Traffic Management Plan; 
Cultural and Archaeological Resources Plan.  Each of these plans will be submitted to 
EFSEC for review and approval; 

• Employ specific, environmentally safe dust control measures; and 

• Retain an independent, full-time, on-site environmental monitor to ensure compliance with 
the stipulations and all conditions imposed by the SCA. 

All of the plans required above would be developed in consultation with WDFW and subject to 
EFSEC approval.  

Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife 

In July 2009, the Applicant executed an agreement with WDFW committing to implement 
numerous mitigation measures recommended by WDFW.  WDFW agreed that the mitigation 
measures, in combination with those identified in the ASC, were consistent with the 2009 
WDFW Wind Power Guidelines, would prevent significant impacts to habitat, and fully 
addressed WDFW’s concerns about the Desert Claim Project.  A number of identified mitigation 
measures overlap with those included in the CFE’s stipulations, above.   

Habitat Mitigation Plan.  The Applicant will prepare a Habitat Mitigation Plan to provide 
compensatory mitigation for habitat impacts consistent with the mitigation ratios in the 2009 
Wind Power Guidelines. 

Project Design.  The Applicant will minimize road construction to the extent practical; avoid 
above-ground collector lines where practical; install motion sensitive, downward-pointing 
security lighting at ground level; and construct free-standing, un-guyed permanent met towers.  

Construction Related Plans.  The Applicant will prepare a Construction Site Management Plan; 
Habitat Restoration and Revegetation Plan; a Temporary Erosion and Sediment Control Plan; a 
Construction SWPPP; a Construction Spill Prevention, Control and Countermeasures Plan; a 
Construction Soil Management and Vegetation Plan; a Noxious Weed Control Plan; a Fire 
Control and Protection Plan; and construction plans and specifications for ground disturbing 
work (roads, staging areas, tower pads, transmission lines, electrical collector system, quarry 
sites and substation laydown areas).  WDFW will have an opportunity to consult in the 
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development or comment upon these plans, and all plans will be submitted to EFSEC for 
approval. 

Project Construction.  The Applicant will hire an independent environmental monitor, working 
under EFSEC’s supervision, to monitor construction.  The project team will include qualified 
person(s) with experience in sensitive arid environments.  Work and clearing limits will be 
staked prior to clearing or construction.  Disturbance to wetlands will be avoided; a restoration 
plan will be prepared for any unanticipated impacts.  The Applicant will attempt to sequence 
construction activities to minimize disturbance during the wet season where practical.    

Operations Related Plans.  Prior to beginning commercial operations, the Applicant will 
develop an Operations SWPPP; an Operations Spill Prevention, Control and Countermeasures 
Plan; and an Operations Fire Control and Prevention Plan.  These plans will be developed in 
consultation with WDFW and submitted to EFSEC for approval. 

Raptor, Bald Eagle, and Avian Mitigation Measures.  The Applicant will maintain a 25 mph 
speed limit on Project roads; promptly remover livestock and big game carcasses and livestock 
afterbirths; prohibit calving on property in the Project Area owned by the Applicant; and avoid 
use of rodenticides around towers as much as possible. 

Avian Monitoring.  The Applicant will conduct a raptor nest survey during the breeding season 
just prior to the start of construction; and develop an avian monitoring plan, prior to the start of 
commercial operations. 

Bat Surveys.  The Applicant will conduct a bat survey during the bat migration season prior to 
beginning commercial operation. 

Technical Advisory Committee.  The Applicant will form a TAC to make recommendations to 
EFSEC regarding monitoring data, impacts and mitigation programs. 

Big Game.  The Applicant will cooperate with WDFW efforts to manage deer and elk in the 
Project vicinity.  The Applicant will not prohibit hunting unless it would jeopardize personnel, 
property or equipment; other private and public property owners may decide whether or not to 
allow hunting. 

Initial Decommissioning and Site Restoration Plan.  The Applicant will prepare this plan prior 
to commencing construction and submit it to EFSEC for approval.  The Plan will be designed to 
restore the site to approximate or approved pre-project conditions.   
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2.2 PROPOSED ACTION 

2.2.1 Existing Project Site Conditions 
The Project Area Vicinity Map and revised Project Area are shown in Figures 2.2-1 and 2.2-2, 
respectively.  It contains approximately 5,200 acres owned by five private landowners and 
Washington Department of Natural Resources (WDNR).  The private landowners and WDNR 
have signed agreements authorizing the Applicant to seek permits to construct and operate the 
Project on their lands.  

The southern edge of the Project Area is located approximately 8 miles north of the central part 
of Ellensburg, Washington.  The Project Area extends approximately 4 miles from west to east 
and up to 3.5 miles from north to south.  Access to the Project Area from Ellensburg can be via 
Wilson Creek Road, Robbins Road, Pheasant Lane, Reecer Creek Road, or Lower Green Canyon 
Road; and from U.S. Highway 97 via Smithson Road. 

2.2.1.1 Physical Setting  
The Project Area is described in the Final EIS.  It is situated along the northern margin of the 
Kittitas Valley, which is the broad valley area of central Kittitas County on either side of the 
Yakima River between Lookout Mountain and the Yakima Canyon.  Unlike many wind projects 
that consist of turbine strings located along high ridgelines, the Desert Claim Project is generally 
spread out over the rising valley floor.  The terrain within the Project Area is relatively flat and 
open, with a gradual south-to-north rise in elevation totaling approximately 400 feet over a 
distance of approximately 3.5 miles.  Surface elevations range from approximately 2,100 feet to 
2,500 feet above sea level across most of the Project Area.   

Geologically, the Project Area is located on a broad alluvial fan at the base of the mountains.  
The alluvial fan is a gently sloping area built up by soils carried down and deposited over 
millennia by water generated by receding glaciers that at one time covered the mountainous area 
to the north.  Several small, gently sloping creeks flow generally north to south across the Project 
Area, forming shallow depressions across the otherwise even landscape. 

The Kittitas Valley has an arid to semi-arid climate, with annual precipitation in Ellensburg 
averaging 8.5 inches per year (Kittitas County Conservation District 2003).  Some patches of 
native shrub-steppe or grassland vegetation remain, particularly around the outer edges of the 
valley, while the existing vegetative cover in most of the valley is dominated by agricultural 
cultivation and landscape plantings. 

Land use is described briefly in Section 2.2.1.3, and in greater detail in the Desert Claim Final 
EIS (Kittitas County 2004, referred to hereafter as “Final EIS”). 
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Figure 2.2-1. Project Area Vicinity Map 
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Figure 2.2-2. Project Area 
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2.2.1.2 Wind Resource 
Publicly available wind resource maps characterize the Project Area and surrounding lands as an 
area of Class 4 (Good) wind resource, with typical wind speeds at a height of 164 feet (50 
meters) averaging 15.7 to 16.8 miles per hour (mph) (Northwest Sustainable Energy for 
Economic Development 2003).  The desired baseline criterion for feasible, utility-scale wind 
power production (depending on the model of turbine selected) is a wind speed of 13 to 15 mph 
at least 30 percent of the time annually.  However, these benchmarks are likely to be lowered as 
utilities and the public continue to desire more renewable wind power.  

The Applicant collected met data at multiple sites within Kittitas County beginning in 2001, as 
part of its resource exploration studies.  Six temporary met towers were erected in several 
locations.  Each tower was equipped with several anemometers to measure wind speed, a wind 
vane to measure wind direction, and a temperature sensor.  All of the instruments provided site 
data to loggers that recorded the observed data.  The met data collected over the past 8 years 
confirm that there is a sufficient commercial wind resource for power generation in the proposed 
Project Area. 

2.2.1.3 Land Ownership and Use 

Land Ownership 
The Project Area consists of sections and portions of sections in Township 19N, Range 18E, 
Sections 9, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 27, 29, and 30 along with the northwest corner of 
Township 19N, Range 17E, Section 25. 

Of the 5,200 acres of land within the Project Area, 2,551 acres will be leased from four private 
landowners, 1,120 acres will be owned by an affiliate of the Applicant, and 1,529 acres will be 
leased from WDNR.  The following right-of-way easements cross the Project Area: 

• BPA maintains five electrical transmission lines that cross the Project Area; 

• PSE maintains one transmission line that crosses the Project Area; 

• Kittitas County Public Utility District (PUD) maintains the electrical distribution system that 
serves the Project Area and vicinity; and 

• Kittitas County maintains the county roads within and adjacent to the Project Area. 

Land Use 
Area land use is described in detail in the Final EIS.  The Project Area is in a rural, relatively 
lightly populated section of Kittitas County and is characterized primarily by agricultural uses.  
Much of the land within and surrounding the Project Area is cultivated for feed crop production 
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or pasture.  Extensive areas of rangeland are used for grazing.  Rural residential development 
occurs in a number of locations, including dwellings on farm or ranch properties, scattered 
residences on large lots, and a few small clusters of homes. 

The land within the Project Area is zoned either Ag-20 (agricultural use, with a 20-acre 
minimum parcel size) or Forest & Range (residential development at a maximum density of 20 
acres per dwelling unit).  The entire Project Area and the adjacent lands are within a large area 
designated as Rural in the Kittitas County Comprehensive Plan.  Forested areas to the north are 
designated as Commercial Forest. 

There are nine residences that are located within 2,500 feet of a proposed turbine under the 
revised Project configuration.  Two are located within the Project Area.  Table 2.2-1 indicates 
the distance from each of these residences to the nearest proposed turbine.  Figure 2.2-3 shows 
the locations of these residences. 

Table 2.2-1. Nearby Residences and Distances from Nearest Proposed Turbine 
Residence Number 
(See Figure 2.2-3) Distance to Nearest Proposed Turbine 

1 1,778 feet 
2 2,241 feet 
3 1,687 feet 
4 1,694 feet 
5 1,915 feet 
6 1,789 feet 
7 1,856 feet 
8 1,920 feet 
9 1,859 feet 

The Project Area is within a major cross-state electrical transmission corridor that links 
hydroelectric dams on the Columbia River with the large power consumer market of western 
Washington.  Six high-voltage transmission lines cross or are adjacent to the Project Area; five 
are owned and operated by BPA and one by PSE.  A BPA regional substation is located on a 
133-acre parcel 2.5 miles east of the Project Area. 
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Figure 2.2-3. Residences Located near Project Area 
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Wenatchee National Forest lands north of the Project Area are used for recreation, grazing, and 
commercial forestry.  Recreational activities include camping, hiking, horseback riding, 
mountain biking, off-road vehicle use, hunting, snowmobiling, and cross-country skiing.  
Members of the Yakama Nation hunt, gather plants, and conduct other traditional activities in the 
vicinity of the Project Area, pursuant to reserved treaty rights applicable to ceded lands.  The 
private lands of the Project Area are not open to general public use.  Some low-intensity outdoor 
recreational uses, including hunting, horseback riding, snowmobiling, and off-road vehicle use, 
occur with the permission of individual landowners.  No formal recreational use occurs on the 
WDNR lands. 

2.2.2 Project Facilities 
Wind energy projects consist of several distinct types of project facilities.  These include the 
wind turbines themselves, power collection, substation and transmission facilities, project access 
roads, and a project O&M facility.  Each facility component is described below. 

2.2.2.1 Wind Turbines  
The proposed Project includes a maximum of 95 wind turbines.  The term “turbine" refers to the 
entire structure that produces electricity.  Each turbine consists of three rotor blades connected at 
the rotor hub, a “nacelle” (the housing for the generator, which is connected via a gear box and 
rotor to the blades), and a tubular tower anchored to a tower foundation.  Each of these turbine 
components is discussed below.   

The prior Desert Claim EIS evaluated a variety of turbines, with different generating capacity, 
hub heights, and rotor diameters; please refer to Table 2-1 in the Final EIS, which provides 
dimensions for the various turbines.  The Applicant proposes to use the REpower MM92 turbine 
in this Project.  The REpower MM92 has a 2.0 MW “nameplate” generation capacity (i.e., the 
power generation specified by the manufacturer).  The height from the ground to the blade tip 
point straight up is 410 feet (124.8 meters).  Each tower (measured to the rotor hub) is 258 feet 
(78.5 meters) tall, and the rotor blades have a 304 feet (92.5 meters) diameter and would be 106 
feet (32.3 meters) above the ground when pointing straight down.  This model of turbine is taller 
than the General Electric turbines originally proposed for this Project and evaluated in the Final 
EIS.  However, the former proposal also required more turbines (120) to produce less total 
generating capacity (180 MW).  Figure 2.2-4 illustrates the typical turbine that would be used 
for the Project; Figure 2.2-4a provides a comparison of the proposed REpower MM92 turbine to 
the turbine included in the Final EIS.  To help indicate relative scale, Figure 2.2-4a also 
illustrates the towers associated with a typical BPA transmission line. 
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Figure 2.2-4. REpower MM92 Wind Turbine  
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Figure 2.2-4a. Comparison of 2004 FEIS Turbine and Currently Proposed Turbine  
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Towers 
Tubular steel towers would support the nacelle, rotor, and blades.  The purpose of the tower is to 
position the turbine blades high enough to intercept winds that are stronger than those near the 
ground surface, and to avoid wind turbulence that might be created by nearby trees, buildings, 
terrain, or other obstructions (National Wind Coordinating Committee 2002).  Each tower would 
be a maximum of 262.5 feet (80 meters) in turbine hub height.  The tower would have a diameter 
of approximately 14 feet at the base, tapering at the top of the structure.  When fully assembled, 
each tower would weigh approximately 160 tons.  The heavy, rolled steel forming the tower 
structure would have a smooth exterior surface.  The turbine towers would be painted a neutral 
color as directed by the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA).  

A locked steel door would provide secured access to the base of each tower.  A locked, 
computerized control cabinet would be located inside the tower at the base.  Cables and a steel 
ladder would extend within the hollow tower interior from the tower base to the nacelle, to 
provide access for turbine maintenance. 

Foundations 
The freestanding, tubular towers would sit atop steel and concrete foundations designed for the 
specific subsurface conditions at the individual turbine sites.  There are two industry-standard 
foundation designs that could be used in the Project.   

An inverted-T foundation employs a relatively shallow concrete base with a relatively large 
diameter.  The maximum depth of the base would be about 8 feet below the ground surface and 
the diameter would be up to 80 feet.  The turbine tower would be anchored to the foundation 
base by a base plate ring consisting of long, steel bolts extending nearly to the bottom of the 
concrete base. 

The second type of foundation is a pile foundation.  A cylindrical culvert is used to anchor the 
tower base.  Inner and outer sections of culvert pipe of slightly different diameter are sunk into 
an excavation that would range from 25 to 35 feet in depth, depending on specific subsurface 
conditions, and are backfilled with compacted soil.  Two parallel rings of full-length steel anchor 
bolts extend from the tower base plate through the culvert section, which is filled with concrete 
after installation of the bolts. 

A registered engineer would select the appropriate foundation design for each turbine location 
based on site-specific information of geotechnical conditions present, advice on load-bearing 
capacities from a geotechnical engineer, and the design engineer’s recommendations.  The 
foundation designs would conform to State and County requirements and standard industry 
practices.   
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Nacelle and Rotors 
The nacelle is the rectangular housing that covers the operating mechanism of the turbine.  Each 
nacelle would be approximately 35 feet long, 10 feet wide, and 13 feet high.  The exterior 
surface would be constructed of fiberglass lined with sound-absorbing foam.  The generator, gear 
box, and associated control equipment for the turbine would be housed inside the shell of the 
nacelle.  The nacelle would be accessed internally through the tower, and most servicing of the 
machinery would be conducted within the nacelle to protect the equipment and the workers from 
the elements. 

The rotor assembly for each turbine would include three blades, and would be attached to the 
front of the nacelle at the hub.  The blades would be composed of laminated fiberglass or a 
fiberglass composite, and would have a smooth outer surface.  Each blade would be fabricated 
off site in one piece, transported to the Project site, and then bolted to the rotor hub, raised into 
position by crane, and connected to the nacelle.  The Project would use an upwind turbine 
design, in which the nacelle is turned into the wind to place the generator and tower behind the 
blades.   

The equipment inside the nacelle would include electrical motors used to turn the nacelle and 
rotors into the wind, and to control the pitch of the rotor blades, and an automatic braking 
system.  The pitch of the rotor blades would be controlled by a computer that would rotate them 
continually on their axis to maintain the optimum angle to the wind to maximize generation 
output at a given wind direction and speed.  At wind speeds above the maximum safety threshold 
of 54 mph, the blades would be rotated into a feathered position and the braking system would 
stop the rotor from turning.  After 10 minutes, and when the wind speed reduces to below 54 
mph, the blades would rotate their pitch into the wind and start turning again. 

Desert Claim has agreed to program the control system to stop the blades of a specific turbine 
during those times and conditions (if any) when that turbine would cause perceptible shadow 
flicker at a nearby residence.  The owners of the affected residence may elect to execute a 
voluntary waiver agreement with the Applicant in lieu of stopping the turbine affecting their 
residence. 

2.2.2.2 Turbine Locations 
A maximum of 95 turbines would be installed within the Project Area, distributed across the 
Project site as shown in Figure 2.2-5.  The turbine placement plan was determined using 
computerized modeling software that incorporated a number of factors: the field-verified 
residence data; streams and wetland locations; a 625-foot safety zone setback; a goal of 
increasing the distance between turbines and nonparticipating residences; wind resource  
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Figure 2.2-5. Proposed Turbine Location and Project Power Collection System 
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considerations from metrological data collected in the Project Area; long-term weather data; 
Project Area topography; and environmental factors such as stream and wetland setbacks, and 
State noise standards.  The turbine location plan has been designed to provide each turbine with 
optimum exposure to wind from all directions, with emphasis on exposure to the prevailing 
northwesterly wind direction.  Sufficient spacing was established between wind turbine towers to 
minimize array and wake losses (i.e., energy losses created by turbulence between and among 
the turbines).  Turbines would also be micro-sited as necessary at each location during pre-
construction detailed site design to maintain stipulated siting requirements, and/or during 
construction to avoid cultural resources and environmental features that become apparent during 
construction activities. 

The distribution of turbines for the Project differs from what is often seen at wind energy 
projects, which locate turbines in long strings along high ridge tops.  Unlike many locations 
where winds are strongest along ridge tops, winds in the Project vicinity typically come out of 
the northwest from the upper valley, after funneling through passes in the Cascade Mountains, 
and spread out on the lower, flat portion of the northern Kittitas Valley.  The Project would 
locate turbines over a broad plain in response to this wind pattern. 

The turbine layout incorporates a minimum 625-foot safety zone setback from buildings, Project 
Area boundaries, public roads, and utility transmission corridors.  This safety setback is designed 
to ensure protection against potential mechanical failures and hazards, such as blade throw, ice 
throw, and tower collapse (KPFF Consulting Engineers 2006).1  The previous application to 
Kittitas County that was analyzed in the County Final EIS used a 487-foot safety setback 
because the proposed turbine model was shorter.    

The revised turbine layout also increases the distance between turbines and non-participating 
residences in order to reduce visual impacts.  All turbines are at least four times their tip height 
from residences.  There are seven residences located outside the Project Area that are less than 
2,500 feet from a turbine. 

2.2.2.3 Project Electrical System 
The electrical system for the Project would consist of three primary components: the power 
collection system, a Project substation, and an interconnection to the regional power transmission 
grid.  The function of the electrical system would be to collect the electricity produced by the 

                                                 
1 There is one exception to this safety setback in the southwest portion of the Project Area.  An affiliate of the Applicant has 
contracted to purchase the property that makes up the southwest portion of the Project Area from a landowner who will continue 
to own property to the south and west of the Project boundary.  This property owner has agreed to maintain the safety setback. 
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Project turbines and convert it to higher-voltage electricity to be fed into the regional power 
system. 

Power Collection System  
The power collection system has been configured to avoid sensitive environmental features 
identified in the County Final EIS, especially streams and wetlands.  Power collection cables 
have been placed underground or on roads bridging water crossings except, in limited cases, 
where it is not reasonably feasible to do so. 

The generator housed in the nacelle of each turbine would produce electricity at 575 volts.  Low-
voltage cables located inside the tower would carry the electricity from the nacelle through the 
tower to a transformer mounted on a concrete pad adjacent to the base of each tower.  The pad 
would be approximately 8 to 9 feet square and 1 foot thick.  The transformer would occupy 
almost the entire area of the concrete pad and would be approximately 5 feet high.  The 
transformer would raise the voltage from 575 volts to 34.5 kilovolts (kV).  

Electricity would be carried underground from the transformer into a 34.5-kV power cable 
installed as part of the power collection system.  The network of power collection cables would 
connect the 95 turbines to the Project substation.  Junction boxes that merge multiple incoming 
cables into one outgoing line would be installed at various locations within the Project Area to 
facilitate the collection of power from turbines.  Figure 2.2-5 also illustrates the expected layout 
of the power collection system.   

Power collection cables would be placed underground, except where it is not reasonable to do so 
based on site-specific physical conditions (i.e., where it would be less disruptive to sensitive 
environmental features to place the cables above ground, or where steep and/or rocky terrain 
favored the use of overhead cable).  Underground cables would be installed in trenches or 
plowed-in at a depth of 4 feet below the ground surface.  At stream crossings, the cables may be 
located on the road bridge or structure.  In certain areas, the underground cables may be encased 
in concrete to provide additional protection and stability in the ground. 

Overhead collection lines would be carried on single wood-pole structures typically 37 feet high, 
similar to typical “telephone/electrical” poles seen along roads.  The structures for overhead lines 
would provide a conductor spacing of at least 3 feet, to reduce the possibility of conductors 
contacting each other in storms. 

Overall, the collection system is estimated to contain approximately 27 lineal miles of 
underground cable; of which approximately 25.5 miles would be laid as part of the Project road 
system to reduce impacts to the land surface.  Power collection lines would be located within the 
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properties that comprise the Project Area, or short segments would be bored or trenched under 
County roads to connect parcels on either side of the County road.   

Substation 
An electrical substation would be needed to provide a further increase or step-up in voltage for 
the power collected from the Project turbines.  The preferred substation location is shown on 
Figure 2.2-5, near the southeastern corner of Section 16, Township 19N, Range 18E, 
approximately 1 mile north of the intersection of Reecer Creek Road and Pheasant Lane.  This 
location abuts the PSE Rocky Reach-Cascade 230-kV transmission line that crosses the Project 
Area.  An alternative substation is also shown at the western edge of the Project Area, adjacent to 
the BPA 230-kv transmission line.  Only one substation would be constructed, at the location 
closest to the interconnection point.  The final selection of the substation location would be made 
after the interconnection point has been determined with the transmission system owner and the 
utility purchasing the power generated by the Project.  

One or more large power transformers located within the Project substation would step-up or 
raise the voltage of the electricity flowing from the Project power collection system to meet the 
higher voltage of the receiving electrical transmission line.  Substation equipment would include 
power transformer(s), disconnect switches, and metering relays.  The substation would include a 
small building that would house the power generation control and relaying equipment, station 
batteries, and the Supervisory Control and Data Acquisition (SCADA) system.  The entire 
substation area would be cleared, graded, and covered with gravel, and would be surrounded by a 
chain-link fence.  The completed substation would occupy approximately 2 acres.   

2.2.2.4 Meteorological Towers 
Four temporary met towers are currently installed in the Project Area.  Wind power development 
typically involves the use of temporary met towers during the exploration and design phases.  
Temporary met towers are usually slender, tubular aluminum structures that are secured by 
multiple guy wires that extend up to 110 feet from the tower base.  

Permanent met towers are standard features of utility-scale wind power projects.  These towers 
would be self-supporting steel structures with concrete foundations.  The towers would have 
multiple anemometers to measure wind speed and direction at different elevations, and would be 
placed at strategic locations that best support automated control of the turbine operations.  The 
Applicant proposes to construct up to four permanent met towers.  The met towers would be 
approximately 212 feet (65 meters) tall, free-standing rather than secured by guy wires, and set 
on concrete bases. 
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2.2.2.5 Access Roads 
Road access to the Project Area is currently provided by a number of existing public roads.  
Kittitas County roads that cross or pass adjacent to parcels within the Project Area include 
Smithson Road, Reecer Creek Road, Pheasant Lane and Lower Green Canyon Road.  

The Project would include a system of roads providing access to all of the turbines, the 
substation and other key facilities.  The proposed access road system is approximately 27 miles 
in length and is shown in Figure 2.2-6.  The Project roads would connect with the existing 
public road system at a number of locations including four points along various sections of 
Reecer Creek Road and two points on Pheasant Lane.   

Project access roads would be single-lane roads with a 15-foot travel surface width for straight 
sections and up to a 20-foot travel surface width for curved sections.  Project access roads would 
have a compacted gravel surface.  Stream crossing structures are incorporated into the Project 
access road system to allow for crossing or spanning of wetlands and streams and associated 
buffers. 

Detailed plans for the Project road system and the connections to county roads would be 
prepared following micro-siting of the turbines.  Project access road connections to county roads 
would be designed pursuant to County road ingress and egress standards.    

2.2.2.6 Operation and Maintenance Facility 
Proposed Project facilities include a permanent building to support ongoing O&M activities.  
The O&M building would include an enclosed bay for storage of equipment, parts, and supplies; 
a workshop; an office for administration and monitoring of the facility; restroom and kitchen 
facilities; and parking for vehicles.  The enclosed space needed for the O&M building is 
approximately 5,000 square feet, and the overall footprint, including parking and outside storage, 
would be up to approximately 2 acres. 

The O&M facility would be constructed on a 2-acre site located 1 mile north of the intersection 
of Reecer Creek Road and Pheasant Lane.  Domestic water for the O&M facility at this location 
would either be acquired from the landowner or obtained by developing an exempt well.  Water 
consumption would be considerably less than 5,000 gallons per day.  Restroom and kitchen 
facilities would drain into an on-site septic system.  The O&M facility would be surrounded by a 
fenced enclosure with a locked gate.   

Safety and Control Systems  
The Project would include a communication system for monitoring and controlling the turbines.  
The communication system would use either copper lines, similar to telephone lines, or fiber-
optic lines.  Communication lines typically run to each turbine, parallel to the low- and medium-
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Figure 2.2-6. Project Access Road System  
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voltage power collection lines, either underground or overhead on poles.  The rotor control and 
braking system would be a key component of the Project safety systems.   

Aircraft safety lighting would be installed on the exterior of some nacelles, to comply with FAA 
rules for structure lighting.  Under the Project's lighting plan, 41 of the total 95 turbines would be 
equipped with synchronized low-intensity flashing red lights (L-864) for nighttime use.  
Experience with FAA review of prior lighting plans indicates this configuration should meet the 
FAA requirements (Chavkin 2008). 

Each wind turbine, including the rotor blades, would be equipped with a lightning protection 
system, which would be connected to an underground grounding arrangement to facilitate 
lightning flow safely to the ground.  All equipment, cables, and structures comprising the wind 
turbines would be connected to a metallic, Project-wide grounding network.   

Turbine towers would be locked, and the substation would be fenced and locked to prevent 
unauthorized entry. 

2.2.2.7 Visitor Facilities 
The Project may provide some level of attraction or interest for tourists who want to view a 
working wind energy facility.  The Project could develop visitor facilities to accommodate public 
interest in the Project, minimize potential traffic impacts to the surrounding area, reduce the 
potential for trespass, and ensure visitor safety.  

The Applicant does not currently propose to include visitor facilities in the Project.  If included, 
however, they could consist of a roadside turnout adjacent to a County road at a location providing a 
suitable view of Project wind turbines, with an information kiosk and appropriate signage.  A 
possible location could be near the junction of Reecer Creek Road and Lower Green Canyon Road 
within the Project Area.    

2.2.3 Construction Process 
Construction of the Project would involve standard construction procedures typically used for 
wind energy projects in the Northwest and are described in more detail in the Final EIS This 
section summarizes the schedule and general sequence for the construction process, and 
describes procedures to be used for construction of the various Project components. 

2.2.3.1 Schedule and General Sequence 
The construction process would be completed over an approximately 10-month period.  The 
primary tasks in the construction process include the following: 

• survey and stake Project facility locations; 
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• construct Project access roads and turbine pads; 

• micro-site and construct foundations for towers; 

• excavate trenches for underground utilities; 

• place underground power collection and communication cables in trenches; 

• construct overhead power collection and communication cables and interconnection with the 
BPA or PSE transmission line;  

• construct the Project substation; 

• construct the Project O&M facility; 

• transport tower sections to the site and assemble towers; 

• assemble and install nacelles, rotors, and other turbine equipment; 

• install safety and control systems; 

• test all Project systems; and 

• conduct final site grading, reclamation, and cleanup. 

Habitat, sensitive areas, and cultural protection areas within the Project Area would be 
delineated, defined in contracting documents, and marked in the field, pursuant to plans prepared 
in consultation with the Yakama Nation, WDFW, and DAHP, and approved by EFSEC.  Please 
refer to the plans identified in Section 2.1.4.  

In general, the first few months of construction activity would involve initial civil and electrical 
construction, including construction of the Project access roads and tower foundations, the power 
collection system and communication lines, and the Project substation.  Tower installation would 
be accomplished in phases.  As Project access roads and tower foundations are completed, 
turbines would be erected.  Installation of the nacelles, rotors, and associated equipment would 
be the final task of major construction activity for each turbine.  The Applicant expects to begin 
commercial operation within 1 month after commissioning the first wind turbine. 

2.2.3.2 Construction Space Requirements 
Construction activities would require temporary disturbance of a larger area than would be 
occupied by the permanent Project facilities.  Table 2.2-2 identifies the estimated area that 
would be disturbed in construction and within the permanent footprint of the various project 
components. 
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Table 2.2-2. Estimated Area of Construction Disturbance and Permanent Facilities 1 

Project Feature 
Temporary Construction Disturbance

(acres) 
Permanent Project Footprint 

(acres) 
Wind Turbine Pads 98.6 10.5 
Internal Power Collection System 2 3.8 0.1 
Project Substation 2.8 2.0 
Kiosk Area (not currently proposed) 1.0 0.3 
Met Towers 0.4 0.1 
Project Access Roads 3 188.2 4 71.5 
Project O&M Facility  2.8 2.0 
Construction Staging/Storage 19.5 - 
Total Area 317.2 86.4 
Percent of Project Area 6.1% 1.6% 
1 The table reflects the best estimates of disturbance available at this time.  As identified in Section 2.1.4, disturbance would be limited to the extent 
possible.  Calculations of actual disturbance would occur prior to the start of commercial. 
2 Power collection system within Project Area (under ground) with 85 percent contained within access road areas. 
3 Area for Project access roads increased 15 percent to include curves and intersections to non-Project roads.  
4 Temporary disturbance figure includes permanent footprint area. 

2.2.3.3 Work Force 
Approximately 120 to 180 people would likely be employed at some time during Project 
construction.  Some of these workers would be employees of Desert Claim or enXco, Inc., but 
most would work for various construction contractors and equipment vendors who would 
provide construction goods and services to the Project.  The size of the construction work force 
present at any given time would vary with the schedule of tasks in the construction process.  
Relatively few construction workers would be present during the initial and final stages of 
construction activity, for example.  The road/pad and tower foundation construction tasks are 
likely to be the Project activities with the greatest labor requirements.   

The Applicant would use local construction contractors and suppliers to the extent possible.  
Based on experience with other wind energy projects in the Northwest, it is likely that local firms 
and workers would be available for tasks such as surveying, site clearing and grading, road and 
turbine foundation construction, and site restoration/cleanup.  Tasks such as transmission line 
and substation construction, turbine assembly, installing safety and control systems, and testing 
require more specialized skills that are less likely to be available locally and, therefore, may be 
performed by non-local firms and workers.   

2.2.3.4 Erosion and Sedimentation Control 
Erosion and sedimentation control measures would be applied during active construction and 
during the restoration and cleanup stage of the construction process.  The Project would require a 
General Construction Stormwater Permit under the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System (NPDES) permit program.  As a requirement of the permit, the Applicant would develop 
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and implement an SWPPP to address the erosion control and water quality conditions of the 
permit.  This design-level plan would prescribe the use of Best Management Practices that are 
standard features of such plans.  The Project SWPPP would be based on and comply with the 
Washington Department of Ecology's Stormwater Management Manual for Eastern Washington.  

Based on the applicable standards, the SWPPP would include using coverings for exposed soils 
(e.g., straw, jute netting, or soil stabilizers), stormwater detention ponds, sediment control basins 
and traps, and other well-established measures.  Surface water runoff would be directed away 
from cut-and-fill slopes and other disturbed areas, and into ditches that drain to natural drainage 
features.  Exposed areas would be re-vegetated as soon as possible following completion of the 
corresponding construction task. 

2.2.3.5 Roads and Turbine Pads 
Heavy construction activity for the Project would start with clearing and grading for the Project 
access roads and turbine pads.  In some locations existing private farm roads would be used as 
segments of the Project access road system.  These existing road segments would be improved as 
necessary to comply with the design standards for Project roads 

New graveled roads would be constructed in areas where existing roads could not be used for 
access to the turbines.  These roads would vary in width and have 15-foot travel surface widths 
for straight sections and 20-foot travel surface widths for curved sections.  Project access roads 
would have turnouts at the turbine pads and other selected locations.  Stream crossing structures 
would be incorporated into the Project access road system to allow for crossing or spanning of 
wetlands and streams, including any buffers.  The temporary disturbance area along the Project 
access road routes is assumed to be approximately 35 to 50 feet wide under typical 
circumstances, with a wider area needed in locations where cuts and fills are required to 
construct and stabilize roads on slopes.  The temporary disturbance width along the access roads 
would also accommodate trenching for Project utility lines and would accommodate access for 
cranes needed to erect the turbines.  Temporary construction disturbance around the turbine pads 
is assumed to occupy an area about 1 acre per turbine. 

Topsoil removed during grading for access road and turbine pad construction would be 
stockpiled on site adjacent to the disturbed areas.  The removed topsoil would be re-spread in 
cut-and-fill slopes, and these areas would be re-vegetated as soon as possible after road 
construction was completed.  No off-site deposition of excavated material would be needed.  
Once grading for the roads and pads in a given sector of the Project had been completed, fill 
materials (gravel, soil and sand) needed for road and pad bases and road surfaces would be 
hauled to the construction site, deposited, graded, and compacted, as needed.  Native materials 
from the Project Area would be used to the greatest extent possible to meet fill material needs 
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and achieve a cut-and-fill balance within the Project Area.  If fill must be imported, gravel and/or 
crushed rock provided by local permitted sources would be used.  Quantities of filling and 
grading for the Project have not yet been estimated because they are dependent on the mix of 
tower foundations to be used, and the type of foundation for each turbine location would be 
determined based on site-specific geotechnical investigation.  These quantities would be 
estimated after the type of tower foundation is determined for each turbine.  Based on 
information developed for other wind energy projects of a comparable scale, however, the total 
volume of cut and fill quantities for the Project could be in the range of approximately 250,000 
to 300,000 cubic yards.  Gravel and other construction materials purchased by the road 
construction contractor from existing, permitted local sources would be trucked to the 
construction site via public roads.    

2.2.3.6 Staging Areas  
Temporary laydown or staging areas would be established in the Project Area to support various 
construction functions.  These include temporary storage of tower sections, nacelles and other 
turbine components; temporary storage of other equipment and supplies; parking of construction 
vehicles and equipment; parking of construction workers’ personal vehicles; and possible 
installation of portable fuel tanks surrounded by earthen berms for spill control.  Staging area 
locations and dimensions have not yet been determined.  One or more staging areas 
approximately 10 acres in size would be needed; these temporary facilities would be placed near 
existing roads and on previously disturbed land (e.g., heavily grazed and/or crop or pasture 
lands). 

2.2.3.7 Concrete Supply 
The Applicant would contract with one or more local construction companies to install the tower 
foundations and pads and the transformer pads.  These facilities would require sizable volumes 
of concrete.  The construction contractor would be responsible for obtaining the aggregate and 
concrete necessary to build these features.  The contractor could elect to purchase the 
construction materials from local suppliers, in which case concrete would be manufactured at an 
existing local plant and trucked to the Project. 

Alternatively, the contractor could choose to construct one or more temporary concrete batch 
plants within or near the Project Area, to minimize the cost impact of transporting concrete to the 
Project.  In this event, the location and characteristics of the batch plant(s) would be determined 
by the contractor, and the contractor would be responsible for obtaining any land use or 
environmental permits required to develop the facilities.  
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2.2.3.8 Turbine Foundations 
Once the Project roads are constructed, excavation would begin for turbine foundations.  As 
described in Section 2.2.2.1, inverted-T and pile-type foundations are likely to be used, with 
selection of the foundation design depending on site-specific conditions at each turbine location.  
Foundation construction activities are expected to occur for approximately 4 to 5 months during 
the Project's construction process. 

The inverted-T foundation requires a circular excavation approximately 8 feet deep and 90 feet 
in diameter.  Construction for this design involves excavation with a backhoe; placement of a 
layer of compacted fill at the bottom of the hole; pouring an octagonal-shaped, reinforced-
concrete (concrete poured over steel rebar) footing up to 4 feet deep on top of the fill; pouring a 
4-foot-deep, reinforced-concrete pedestal on top of the footing; and covering the footing and 
pedestal with compacted backfill and topsoil.  Steel anchor bolts extending through the pedestal 
to near the base of the footing would be used in a subsequent step to fix the tower to the 
foundation. 

The pile foundation requires excavating a hole ranging from 25 feet to 35 feet deep (depending on 
site-specific subsurface conditions) and approximately 18 feet in diameter.  A cylindrical, 
corrugated metal form approximately 16 feet in diameter would be inserted in the hole, and another 
cylindrical corrugated form several feet smaller in diameter would be placed inside the larger form.  
The space between the two forms would be filled with reinforced concrete and two rings of anchor 
bolts, and the space inside the inner metal form would be filled with compacted backfill.  

If bedrock were encountered at any turbine location, rock anchors would likely be used to secure 
the base of the foundation.  Rock anchors would be used in conjunction with either foundation 
design.  Use of explosives (blasting) might be required for installation of rock anchors. 

2.2.3.9 Collection System 
The power collection system for the Project would be installed using underground cable, except 
where it is not feasible to do so and avoid sensitive environmental features.  The cable would be 
located within the disturbance area for construction of the Project road system to the maximum 
possible extent.  At stream crossings, the cables may be located on the road bridge or structure.  
Underground cable would be installed using a trenched or plowed-in method.  The trenching 
method requires excavating a trench approximately 3 to 5 feet wide and approximately 2 to 4 feet 
deep, laying the electrical cables in a part of the trench, partially backfilling the trench, laying 
parallel communication cables, and backfilling the entire trench.  Under the plowed method, the 
power collection and communication cables would be installed without the need to excavate an 
open trench; instead, the cables would be directly plowed into the ground.  In either case, topsoil 
would be replaced on the surface of the disturbed area and would be reseeded with native plants.  
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In certain areas, the underground cables may be encased in concrete to provide additional 
protection and stability in the ground. 

2.2.3.10 Substation and Operation and Maintenance Facility 
The Project substation would be constructed while the electrical system components were being 
installed.  Construction activities would include clearing and grading the substation site, which 
would occupy up to approximately 2 acres; constructing concrete pads for transformers, the 
control building and other equipment; installing the electrical equipment; assembling the control 
building; covering the remainder of the site with gravel; and constructing a chain-link fence 
around the perimeter of the substation site.  

The Project O&M facility would be constructed on a 2-acre site located 1 mile north of the 
intersection of Reecer Creek Road and Pheasant Lane.  It would involve conventional building 
construction techniques including site clearing and grading, constructing a concrete pad for the 
building, framing and finishing the building, installing electrical wiring and plumbing, and 
constructing a septic system and drain field.     

2.2.3.11 Turbine Equipment 
Once a sufficient number of tower foundations are in place and finished, the first turbine towers, 
nacelles and blades would be brought to the Project Area for placement.  The turbine 
components would be transported to the Project Area by truck and trailer.  The towers would 
have three sections, each approximately 70 to 90 feet long.  They would be delivered by trailers, 
each carrying one tower section.  Large cranes would lift the multiple tower sections into place.  
The bottom section would be bolted to the circular ring(s) of anchor bolts on the foundation 
pedestal, and the upper sections would be sequentially bolted in place. 

Following foundation construction, the nacelles, rotors, and other components would be 
delivered to the tower locations.  The nacelle would be hoisted to the top of the tower by crane 
and bolted to the tower.  The rotor hub and blades would be assembled on the ground, and the 
assembly would be lifted by crane and secured to the nacelle. 

The permanent met towers would also be installed during this stage of the construction process.  
The tower components would be transported to the construction site in sections, hoisted by crane, 
and anchored to the met tower foundations. 

2.2.3.12 Final Grading and Restoration 
Final grading of disturbed surfaces within the Project Area would occur following completion of 
the heavy construction activities, and any additional gravel needed would be placed on the 
Project access roads.  All areas temporarily disturbed by Project construction would be restored 
to their original condition and reseeded with native vegetation.  Areas subject to construction 
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activity would be inspected for the presence of noxious weeds and treated as necessary.  Long-
term stormwater management and erosion control measures would be implemented.  A final site 
cleanup would be made before shifting responsibility for the Project Area to the Project O&M 
crew, including collection and disposal of all construction debris and other waste materials that 
could not be reused.  County roads would be restored to their pre-Project condition. 

2.2.3.13 Testing 
Following completion of construction activities on the first group of wind turbines, 
approximately a month of testing would occur before commercial operation begins.  Testing 
would involve inspections of the mechanical, electrical, and communication systems to ensure 
they are working properly and performing according to their respective specifications.  The 
testing process would include checks of each wind turbine and the overall Project control system.  
Technicians qualified for the specific systems would perform all inspections. 

2.2.3.14 Transportation and Access Management 
Management of construction access and traffic would be a specific focus during the construction 
process, primarily because of the roadway and traffic considerations associated with 
transportation of construction materials and turbine components to the Project Area.  The 
Applicant would develop a Construction Traffic Management Plan that would address 
transportation and access concerns during the construction period.  The plan would define access 
routes and procedures to be used by various types of construction equipment and material 
shipments, approved hours of operation for construction traffic, safety provisions and other 
management requirements. 

Operation and Maintenance 
The Applicant intends to operate and maintain the Project once construction is complete and the 
Project begins commercial operation, though some utilities have shown an interest in purchasing 
the Project and operating it themselves.  Electricity generated by the Project would be sold to 
power marketing entities, such as BPA; local and regional public utilities, such as the Kittitas 
County PUD and the Grant County PUD; and/or regional investor-owned utilities, such as PSE 
and Avista.  Power from the Project would ultimately be distributed by utilities to their 
customers.  This section summarizes the activities associated with long-term O&M of the 
Project. 

2.2.3.15 Functions 
Long-term O&M activities for the Project would include the following functions: 

• round-the-clock monitoring of Project output, the safety and control system, and the 
performance of individual wind turbines; 
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• controlling turbine operations as necessary to meet scheduled power deliveries and 
implement scheduled outages for scheduled turbine maintenance; 

• performing periodic, routine testing, and maintenance of the turbines as needed to maximize 
performance and detect potential mechanical difficulties; 

• providing on-site repairs of Project equipment in response to malfunctions or scheduled 
maintenance; 

• patrolling the Project Area to ensure security and monitor on-site conditions, including 
inspection for erosion, re-vegetation success, unauthorized uses, and potential wildlife 
impacts; 

• periodically maintaining Project access roads, including grading and application of additional 
gravel, as necessary; and  

• implementing the noxious weed control plan. 

Through the life of the Project, the Applicant would follow an O&M protocol that would specify 
the timing of routine turbine maintenance and inspection.  Such a protocol typically adheres to a 
program developed by the turbine manufacturer, similar to the way automobile manufacturers 
define recommended maintenance.  Scheduled maintenance would be conducted approximately 
every 6 months on each wind turbine.  On average, each turbine would require 40 to 50 hours of 
scheduled mechanical and electrical maintenance per year. 

Most servicing of the turbines would be performed within the nacelle via access through the 
tower, rather than using a crane to remove the turbine from the tower.  The use of a crane and 
equipment transport vehicles for turbine adjustments, larger repairs or replacement of rotors, or 
nacelle equipment would be needed on an occasional basis.  Routine maintenance would include 
replacing lubricants and hydraulic fluids at specified intervals.  The towers would need to be 
repainted on a periodic basis.  All lubricants, hydraulic fluids, paints, solvents and other potential 
hazardous substances would be carefully stored, used, and disposed of in accordance with 
applicable laws and regulations.  

2.2.3.16 Work Force 
The Project is expected to employ 10 to 12 full-time staff for long-term O&M.  This staff would 
include an operations manager, technicians specializing in maintenance and repair of the 
turbines, and field staff responsible for other Project functions.  Most of the O&M staff is 
expected to be hired from the local work force. 
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2.2.3.17 Access Management 
All Project access roads would be posted and maintained as private roads, with locked gates to 
minimize unauthorized access.  Public roads within and adjacent to the Project Area would 
remain open to public use, as in their current condition. 

2.2.4 Decommissioning 
The useful life of the Project is assumed to be 30 years.  New technology may become available 
for re-powering the Project (replacing the generators and/or other major turbine components) at 
some time in the future.   

At the time the Applicant decides to terminate operation of the Project, the Project would be 
decommissioned.  Decommissioning the Project would involve removal of the wind turbine 
nacelles, blades, towers, foundations, cables, and other facilities to a depth of 4 feet below grade; 
regrading the areas around the Project facilities; removal of Project access roads (except for any 
roads that landowners wanted to remain); and final restoration of disturbed lands.  A 
Decommissioning/ Restoration Plan will be prepared prior to the start of construction and will be 
designed to restore the site to approximate or approved pre-project conditions; please see Section 
2.1.4.   

If, during the life of the Project, any turbine generates electricity for fewer than 250 hours during 
a continuous period of 12 months, it would be decommissioned.  However, if a turbine stops 
generating electricity due to force majeure, mechanical breakdown, or malfunction, the 
Applicant may repair rather than decommission the turbine. 

Prior to commencing construction, the Applicant would post a bond or corporate surety in favor 
of EFSEC, to cover decommissioning costs.  The initial amount of the bond or corporate surety 
would be comparable, on a per turbine basis, to the security required by EFSEC for similar wind 
projects under its jurisdiction.  The bond or corporate surety would name the Project landowners 
as additional beneficiaries.  

2.3 CHANGES TO THE PROPOSAL 
This section highlights the revisions that have been made in the Project since it was considered 
by Kittitas County from 2003 to 2005.  The following are the most significant of those changes:   

• The 5,200-acre Project Area, while 37 acres smaller than the prior proposal, has been 
consolidated from four separated parcels to one contiguous area.  Approximately 2,046 acres 
of private land that previously made up the eastern portion of the Project was removed.  The 
Project now includes approximately 1,529 acres of land leased from the WDNR, 2,551 acres 
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leased from private landowners, and 1,120 acres of property in the western portion of the 
Project to be owned by an affiliate of the Applicant.  

• The number of turbines has been reduced from 120 to 95. 

• The turbine model has changed from the 1.5 MW General Electric Wind Energy 1.5sl turbine 
to the 2.0 MW REpower MM92 turbine.  

• The distance between turbines and neighboring residences has increased to at least four times 
the turbine tip height.   

• Sound from the Project would be 50 A-weighted decibels (dBA) or less at the boundary 
between the Project Area and residential properties. 

• Shadow flicker at adjacent residences has been reduced.  For those residences (if any) that 
are still affected by perceptible shadow flicker, Desert Claim has committed to stop the 
blades of any wind turbine that causes shadow flicker during those hours and conditions 
when shadow flicker would occur, or offer a voluntary waiver agreement to the landowners 
in lieu of stopping the turbine. 

• The Project would result in no temporary or permanent impacts to wetlands, streams, or 
specified buffers. 

• Daytime white strobe lighting has been eliminated and nighttime red lighting has been 
reduced to 41 of the Project turbines. 

The changes in the number and type of proposed wind turbines and the configuration of the 
Project Area have resulted in modifications to some other characteristics of the Project.  
Table 2.3-1 provides a summary comparison of key measures for the Project as currently 
proposed, relative to the proposal evaluated in the County EIS. 

Table 2.3-1. Comparison of Current and Prior Desert Claim Project Proposals 

 
Final EIS Proposal 

(August 2005) 
Revised ASC Proposal 

(February 2009) 
Project Area 5,237 acres 5,200 acres 
Project Footprint 90.4 acres 86.4 acres 
Number Turbines 120 95 
Project Capacity (megawatts) 180 MW 190 MW 
Turbine Height 340 feet 410 feet 
Roads 27.5 miles 27 miles 
Collection System (buried outside of Project Roads) 3 miles <2 miles 
Above Ground Transmission Lines <1 mile <300 feet 
Safety Setback 487 feet 625 feet 
Setbacks from Neighboring Residences 1,000 feet Minimum of 1,640 feet 
Number of residences located within 2,500 feet 29  9 
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2.4 ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSAL 
The Kittitas County Final EIS on the Desert Claim proposal evaluated a wide range of 
alternatives to the proposed Project.  That EIS addressed alternative generation technologies (i.e., 
generation options other than wind energy) and alternative transmission interconnections.  The 
County EIS also described an extensive process to search for and identify plausible alternative 
sites for development of a wind energy project, resulting in two such off-site alternatives that 
were evaluated in detail.  Those alternatives included the Wild Horse site, located on Whiskey 
Dick Mountain in the eastern part of Kittitas County, and the Springwood Ranch site, located 
west of Ellensburg near the town of Thorp.  The Wild Horse site has since been developed and 
become operational as a wind energy project, and that alternative is no longer applicable to 
EFSEC’s consideration of the Desert Claim application.   

There have been no other substantial changes to the alternatives addressed in the County EIS or the 
likely impacts associated with those alternatives.  No new alternatives that are appropriate for 
consideration in the SEIS have been identified.  The SEPA Rules direct that an SEIS should not 
include analysis of actions, alternatives, or impacts addressed in the previously prepared EIS.  
Therefore, because there has been no change in the previous alternatives other than the development 
of the Wild Horse site, there is no additional discussion of alternatives to the proposed action in the 
SEIS.  The interested reader may refer to the discussion of alternatives in the County EIS. 

2.4.1 No Action Alternative  
The No Action Alternative is a required element in the review of a proposed action under SEPA.  
In this case, the No Action Alternative implies a decision by EFSEC not to recommend 
execution of a Site Certification Agreement for the Desert Claim Wind Power Project.  The 
characteristics of this alternative remain as described in the County EIS; under the No Action 
Alternative, the proposed Desert Claim Wind Power Project and all associated features including 
the turbines, access roads, utility trenches, and substations would not be constructed.  There 
would be no adverse environmental impacts from development of the wind power facility within 
the Desert Claim Project Area, although some changes could occur nevertheless.   

Under the No Action Alternative, however, on-site agricultural and rural residential activities 
would continue for the foreseeable future; current Ag-20 and Forest and Range zoning are 
assumed to continue.  The potential for residential development in the Project Area, to the extent 
permitted by existing zoning, and the potential for conflicts with existing agricultural activities, 
would continue.  Conversion of some privately owned lands to rural residential uses could 
displace existing uses and affect the rural character over time.   
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The No Action Alternative would also eliminate the positive local economic effects for Kittitas 
County and nearby communities in the form of lease payments, tax revenues, and opportunities 
for employment resulting from this proposal. 

2.5 ALTERNATIVES NOT CONSIDERED IN DETAIL 
In 2007, Kittitas County amended its wind farm regulations to include provisions for areas that 
were “pre-identified” as suitable for siting wind farms (Kittitas County Code 17.61A.035).  The 
new code provision is intended to expedite permitting for projects proposing to locate in such 
pre-identified areas.  The code recognizes, however, that the lands within this area may be under 
federal, state, and local government ownership and may be subject to additional requirements.   

The pre-identified areas include an estimated 12 townships or 285,120 acres of land in eastern 
Kittitas County.  Of this total, approximately 92,160 acres include federal lands used for the 
Yakima Firing Center, and approximately 136,746 acres are on Washington State lands managed 
by WDFW for wildlife and habitat conservation (the Quilomene Wildlife Area and Colockum 
Wildlife Area).  These areas are substantially constrained for use for a wind power project. 

Of the remaining 56,214 acres in the pre-identified area, approximately 14,630 acres are the subject 
of operating, permitted, or proposed wind project development (including the Wild Horse and 
Vantage projects).  Most of the remaining lands are either contiguous to the I-90 corridor, in 
fragmented/non-contiguous parcels, or in locations where wind resources are unsatisfactory (e.g., 
south of I-90).  The remaining area does not provide sufficient contiguous or available lands within 
which to plan a wind power project alternative. 

In summary, the environmental conditions, land available, and wind resource limitations 
associated with Kittitas County’s pre-identified areas are considered to be substantial and would 
severely constrain the location of a third wind farm proposal.  The two developed and approved 
wind power projects have committed most contiguous properties with sufficient wind resources.  
As a result, this area is not considered to be a reasonable off-site alternative and is not evaluated 
in detail in the SEIS. 
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3.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT, SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS, 
MITIGATION MEASURES, AND SIGNIFICANT 
UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS 

This chapter of the SEIS contains supplemental information concerning the revised Desert Claim 
proposal.  It evaluates significant impacts and recommends mitigation measures, where 
appropriate, related to wetlands and streams, wildlife and habitat, cultural resources, and visual 
resources for the revised proposal.  This information supplements the analysis contained in the 
Desert Claim Final EIS (2004) and focuses on changes to the proposal, including the revised site 
area and turbine layout.  The former analysis is not repeated in this document; however, for the 
convenience of the reader, the major conclusions of the Final EIS are summarized at the 
beginning of each sub-section.   

The impact analysis addresses the following types of impacts: direct (construction and 
operational), indirect, and cumulative.  For the purposes of this analysis, cumulative impacts are 
defined to encompass those generated by the Project in combination with other approved wind 
power projects in the general area, including the Wild Horse, Kittitas Valley, and the Vantage 
Wind Power projects.  Information on those proposals was obtained from the following 
published environmental documents:  Kittitas Valley Final EIS, Wild Horse EIS, and the 
Vantage Wind Power Project SEPA Checklist and Determination of Non-Significance. 

3.1 WATER RESOURCES:  STREAMS 

3.1.1 Summary of Prior Environmental Analysis 
The Desert Claim Final EIS identified potential impacts to streams from the original project 
proposal, which could possibly be mitigated through micro-siting, use of Best Management 
Practices, and restoration.  Impacts included temporary impacts to disturbance along 3,700 lineal 
feet of streams and 3 acres of riparian area; and permanent impacts from Project facilities 
estimated at 1,200 lineal feet of streams and less than 1 acre of riparian area.   

3.1.2 Affected Environment 
The proposed Project is located within the central portion of the Upper Yakima River drainage 
basin.  The Yakima River begins on the eastern slope of the Cascade Mountains at Keechelus 
Lake in the Upper Kittitas Valley and flows southeasterly through the lower plateau and river-
bottom lands to the Columbia River, draining an area of approximately 6,155 square miles. 

Streams located within the Project Area drain into the Yakima River, upstream of Ellensburg and 
approximately 40 miles downstream of the river’s headwaters.  Because the Yakima River Basin 
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receives little direct precipitation (8.9 inches per year), these streams are primarily fed by the 
snowmelt of the ridges to the north of the Project Area (WRCC 2007). 

Twenty-one streams were identified, evaluated, and delineated within the Project site.  The 
definitions and standards in Kittitas County’s Critical Area regulations was used to classify 
streams (KCC 17A.07).  For more detailed information regarding the stream inventory, refer to 
the Desert Claim Wind Power Final EIS (Appendix B, Stream and Wetland Delineation Report). 

Of the streams identified, seven were classified as Type 3, which are defined as segments of 
natural waters that are not classified as Type 1 or 2, and have a moderate to slight fish, wildlife, 
or human use.  The remaining 14 streams were classified as Type 4, which are defined as 
segments of natural waters that are not classified as Type 1, 2, or 3 waters, and have a channel 
width of 2 feet or more between the ordinary high water marks); or Type 5, that are segments of 
natural water which are not classified as Type 1, 2, 3, or 4 waters, and have a channel width of 
two feet between the ordinary high water marks, including streams with or without well-defined 
channels.  Type 4 and 5 streams are intermittent in nature and may be dry beds at any time of the 
year.  Kittitas County’s regulations require a 50-foot buffer for Type III streams and 15-foot 
buffer for Type 4 and 5 streams.  The ordinance does not classify irrigation ditches, waste ways, 
drains, outfalls, operational spillways, channels, stormwater runoff facilities or other wholly 
artificial watercourses as streams (Kittitas County 2007).   

3.1.3 Significant Impacts 

3.1.3.1 Desert Claim Revised Proposal 
Potential impacts to streams and buffers from construction activities include disturbance of the 
streambed and banks, disturbance or removal of riparian vegetation, potential filling or relocation 
of parts of streams, and erosion and sedimentation, which could degrade water quality. 

Project access roads or the power collection system would cross six Type 3 streams or irrigation 
ditches.  All road crossings are proposed to bridge the affected streams to avoid impacts.  In 
locations where the power collection system intersects these water bodies, crossings would occur 
by boring underneath, bridging, or using aboveground power poles.  No temporary or permanent 
impacts are anticipated to occur. 

Potential indirect impacts would be the same as identified in the Desert Claim Final EIS. 

No Action 
As described in the Desert Claim Final EIS, under the No Action alternative, the proposed wind 
power facility would not be constructed and no project-related impacts to streams would occur.  
However, past and current impacts to streams—such as can occur in conjunction with rural 
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residential development or ongoing agricultural activities—would continue for the foreseeable 
future.  Conversion of land for low density rural residential uses could occur over the long term 
and result in direct and indirect impacts to streams.  Such effects cannot be quantified.   

3.1.4 Cumulative Impacts 
As identified above, no temporary or permanent impacts to streams are expected to occur as a 
result of the revised Desert Claim proposal.  Similarly, based on review of applicable 
environmental documents, no impacts are identified for the Kittitas Valley or Wild Horse 
projects.  The Vantage Wind Power Project could entail a small but unquantified amount of fill 
placed in one seasonal drainage.  Each project would implement mitigation measures in the form 
of construction Best Management Practices to minimize sedimentation and potential water 
quality impacts.  Cumulative impacts are not expected to be significant.  

3.1.5 Mitigation Measures 
Mitigation measures, such as bridging or boring, have been incorporated into the proposal so that 
no significant impacts to streams would occur.  As identified in the Desert Claim Final EIS and 
Section 2.2.3.4 previously, these include developing and implementing construction BMPs 
prescribed in an SWPPP required as a condition of the construction stormwater permit.  The 
measures identified in the SWPPP would minimize erosion, sedimentation, and impacts to water 
quality.  No additional mitigation measures are required.  

3.1.6 Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 
Potential temporary and permanent impacts to streams would be avoided.  Therefore, no 
significant unavoidable adverse impacts to streams would occur as a result of the proposal. 

3.2 PLANTS AND ANIMALS  

3.2.1 Vegetation 

3.2.1.1 Summary of Prior Environmental Information 
The Desert Claim Final EIS documented an inventory of vegetation types within the Project Area 
for the original proposal and an analysis of the impacts of project development on those 
resources.  The analysis indicated that construction would temporarily disturb 322.4 acres of land 
in various habitat types (not including approximately 20 acres within construction staging and 
storage areas that had not yet been located), while permanent facilities would displace 87.9 acres.  
Project facilities would primarily be located in grassland and shrub steppe habitat types.  Based 
on the specified significance criteria applied in the analysis, the temporary and permanent 
impacts to vegetation were not considered to be significant.  The Final EIS described a variety of 
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mitigation measures intended to minimize vegetation impacts, restore disturbed areas, and 
replace lost habitat. 

3.2.1.2 Affected Environment 
Vegetation in the original Project Area was mapped according to vegetation types characterized 
by the dominant plants (Young et al. 2003a).  This mapping was updated in fall 2006 and again 
in fall 2008 based on the revised Project Area, the results of vegetation mapping in the 
surrounding areas, aerial photography and a ground survey.  The revised Project Area includes 
parcels totaling 5,200 acres, including a combination of private property and land leased from 
WDNR.  Based on the new Project Area and updated vegetation mapping, habitat acreages in the 
Project Area were revised (Table 3.2-1).  

Vegetation in the Project Area was classified into ten types (Table 3.2-1, Figure 3.2-1).  The 
primary vegetation type is grassland, covering over half of the Project Area (57.3 percent), 
primarily in the western and central parcels.  Shrub-steppe is the second most common 
vegetation type (32.7 percent of the Project Area), followed by agricultural areas (4.7 percent).  
For the purposes of the vegetation map, the agricultural areas consisted of those areas where the 
vegetation is actively managed (e.g., irrigated and/or mowed) for agricultural purposes; however, 
the shrub-steppe and grassland types are also used for agriculture (i.e., cattle grazing).  Other 
vegetation types mapped in the Project Area include grassland/lithosol (0.6 percent), riparian 
shrub (2.1 percent), wet meadow (1.7 percent), riparian forest (0.6 percent), open water (0.2 
percent), and developed (0.1 percent).   

The Project Area has been decreased by approximately 37 acres from the previous project area 
identified in the 2004 Final EIS.  The descriptions of the different types of vegetation found in 
the EIS have not changed, but pine forest does not occur in the new Project Area. 

According to U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service information, a federally listed species of orchid—
Ute-ladies tresses—could occur in habitat found in Kittitas County.  Consultation with the DNR 
regarding Heritage Program data indicates that Ute-ladies tresses has been documented in Chelan 
and Okanogan Counties, but not in Kittitas County. 

A formal survey for federally-listed rare plants was conducted for the entire Project Area on July 
28 through 30, 2009, during the growing season for Ute-ladies tresses; the survey report is 
included in Appendix B of the Final SEIS.  The survey did not identify the presence of any Ute-
ladies tresses.  

Washington Natural Heritage Program data for Kittitas County was also reviewed for the 
potential occurrence of state-listed threatened or endangered plants on the site.  Of the plants 
identified as potentially occurring within Kittitas County, none were identified as likely to be 
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present on the site because the habitat requirements of listed species are not present, and because 
a high degree of site disturbance has occurred from ongoing activities. 

Table 3.2-1. Vegetation Types in the Project Area 

Vegetation 
Type 

Approx. 
Acres1 

Percent 
of Project 

Area General Habitat Description 
Agricultural 245.4 4.7 Agricultural areas are sites used for irrigated hay meadows that are 

periodically mowed.  
Developed 5.9 0.1 Areas where human activity has removed or altered natural 

vegetation, such as residential homes and farm buildings and yards. 

Grassland 2,981.9 57.3 
Areas dominated by grass species, primarily bunchgrasses bluebunch 
wheatgrass, Sandberg’s bluegrass, cheatgrass, and bulbous 
bluegrass.  

Grassland/ 

Lithosol 30.7 0.6 

A subset of the grassland habitat type found on exposed ridges in 
shallow soils (lithosol) in the northern-most parcel. Sparse grasses 
(Sandberg’s bluegrass) dominate, along with scattered forbs and 
occasional shrubs. 

Open Water 7.9 0.2 Areas of open water including natural ponds, stock ponds, and the 
irrigation canal. 

Riparian 

30.7 0.6 

Riparian zones dominated by trees and tall shrubs, located in 
drainages with perennial or intermittent streams. The dominant 
species include cottonwoods and various willows. In some locations, 
the shrub understory is very dense, limiting herbaceous growth.  

Riparian 

109.8 2.1 

Riparian areas adjacent to streams or irrigation ditches where shrubs 
are common, but often scattered. Common shrub species include 
black hawthorn and coyote willow. Various herbaceous species are 
present in the understory. Weedy species, including and knapweed 
were often observed. 

Shrub Steppe 1,701.7 32.7 

Upland areas dominated by shrubs, primarily bitterbrush and rigid 
sagebrush, with an understory of mixed grasses and forbs. Four acres 
of hawthorne are also included in this category but are not impacted 
by planned facilities. A few weedy species, such as cheatgrass and 
knapweed, were observed, but weedy species in general were not 
found over large extents of the area. 

Wet Meadow 86.1 1.7 

Areas dominated by hydrophytic vegetation, including various 
sedges, grasses, and rushes and other herbaceous species. These 
areas appear to be saturated or inundated most of the year, either 
from leakage from the irrigation canal or stockponds, or due to high 
groundwater in low spots and swales. Weeds were observed in some 
of the wet meadows, primarily chicory. 

Total 
5,200 100  

1 Approximate acreage totals based on GIS mapping and calculations. 
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Figure 3.2-1. Vegetation Mapping of the Revised Desert Claim Wind Power Project
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3.2.1.3 Significant Impacts 

Desert Claim Revised Proposal 
The potential habitat impacts were first identified using GIS analysis based on the proposed Project 
layout provided by the Applicant.  These potential impacts are summarized in this section and 
shown in Table 3.2-2.  Based on this analysis, the Applicant then made small modifications in the 
layout to avoid any wetlands or streams within the Project area.  For purposes of the Habitat 
Mitigation Plan, actual habitat impacts will be determined based on the final project design. 

Based on the initial GIS analysis of the Project layout before mitigation, an estimated 86.4 acres of 
vegetation in the Project Area would be permanently occupied by Project facilities and an 
additional 230.8 acres would be temporarily disturbed (Table 3.2-2; total disturbance is calculated 
at 317.2 acres).  These calculations do not account for Project facilities that have not yet been sited, 
including construction staging and storage areas; these would likely add approximately 19.5 acres 
of temporarily disturbed area to the Project total.  The access roads account for most of the 
permanent impacts to vegetation, accounting for 71.5 acres of the permanent habitat loss.  

The total acreage of permanent impact for the new proposed layout before mitigation is slightly 
less (by 1.5 acres) than had been calculated for the original Desert Claim layout (see Table 3.4-2, 
page 3-65 of the 2004 Final EIS).  The acreage of temporary disturbance for the new proposed 
layout is approximately 5 acres less than had been calculated for the original proposal. 

Most Project facilities would be located in grassland and shrub-steppe habitat types.  An 
estimated 23.04 acres of shrub-steppe would be occupied by Project facilities and permanently 
displaced.  An estimated 58.12 acres of grassland (including the grassland/lithosol type) would 
be permanently displaced.  In addition, an estimated 2.19 acres of agricultural lands would be 
permanently displaced, as well as 0.71 acre of riparian forest and 0.30 acre of riparian shrub.  
Desert Claim has committed to use micro-siting of facilities to avoid impacts to wetlands and 
streams; as a result, the potential impacts to open water and wet meadow impacts shown on 
Table 3.2-1 would not occur.  

As noted above, a formal survey for Ute-ladies tresses was conducted in July 2009, and this 
federally-listed rare plant was not observed on the Project site.  Therefore, no impacts to Ute-
ladies tresses would occur.  State-listed rare plants are not expected to be present on the site 
because relevant habitat characteristics are not present and the Project Area has been disturbed 
by ongoing agricultural activities. 
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Table 3.2-2. Approximate Acres of Impact by Facility and Habitat Type (before 
mitigation) 

Approximate Acres of Impact 
Facility Vegetation Type Temporary Permanent 
Turbines1 Agricultural 1.12 0.11 
 Developed <0.01 0.00 
 Grassland 64.29 6.82 
 Grassland/Lithosol <0.01 0.00 
 Open Water 0.59 0.09 
 Riparian Forest 0.84 0.03 
 Riparian Shrub 0.45 0.02 
 Shrub Steppe 31.29 3.42 
 TOTAL 98.60 10.50 
Access Roads2 Agricultural 5.59 2.13 
 Grassland 127.03 48.31 
 Open Water 0.35 0.13 
 Riparian Forest 1.91 0.70 
 Riparian Shrub 0.77 0.28 
 Shrub Steppe 52.07 19.77 
 Wet Meadow 0.48 0.18 
 TOTAL 188.20 71.50 
Collection System Agricultural 0.09 0.00 

Buried Along Project Roads3 Grassland 2.10 <0.01 
 Open Water <0.01 0.00 
 Riparian Forest 0.03 0.00 
 Riparian Shrub 0.01 0.00 
 Shrub Steppe 0.86 <0.01 
 Wet Meadow <0.01 0.00 

 TOTAL 3.11 <0.10 
Buried Cross-Country Developed 0.02 0.00 

 Grassland 0.35 <0.01 
 Riparian Shrub 0.01 0.00 
 Shrub Steppe 0.31 <0.01 
 TOTAL 0.69 <0.10 
Met Towers Grassland 0.30 0.07 
 Shrub Steppe 0.10 0.03 
 TOTAL 0.40 0.10 
Construction Staging/Storage  (19.5) - 
Substation Grassland 2.80 2.00 
O&M Facility Grassland 2.72 1.94 
 Shrub Steppe 0.08 0.06 
 TOTAL 2.80 2.00 
Kiosk Grassland 0.19 0.00 
 Shrub Steppe 0.81 0.30 
 TOTAL 1.00 0.30 
Total  317.20 86.40 

1 Assumes construction disturbance for each turbine pad and transformer will temporarily affect a 120-foot radius around the tower (~1 acre); 
area of permanent impact based on a 39-foot radius tower pad (0.11 acre). 

2 Assumes a 50-foot wide temporary disturbance corridor and a 20-foot wide permanent disturbance corridor. A 115% factor applied to 
account for increase curves and intersections which are larger than the standard road. 

3 For buried collection system an 5-foot wide temporary disturbance corridor was used with residual permanent impacts diminishing over 
time through reclamation and an 85% reduction factor applied for temporary disturbance that would occur along roads and within road 
disturbance.
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No Action 
Under the No Action alternative the existing vegetation conditions within the Project Area would 
remain generally as they are, subject to ongoing agricultural operations and rural residential 
development.  No impacts to existing vegetation communities would occur as a result of wind 
energy development. 

3.2.1.4 Mitigation Measures 
Measures to mitigate impacts to vegetation described in the Desert Claim Final EIS are still 
applicable to the revised Project.  Generally, these include use of the following: 

• All Project facilities (turbines, roads, electrical system components) will be micro-sited to 
avoid any impacts to wetlands. 

• Best management practices will be implemented during construction to minimize the 
disturbance footprint.  These include, but are not limited to, the following:  

- installing temporary sediment controls on roads used for construction access prior to 
construction;   

- using silt fencing and straw bale sediment barriers around temporary workspaces and 
construction rights-of-way; 

- maintaining temporary sediment control structures until construction area vegetation re-
establishes; and 

- clearing vegetation only to the extent necessary. 

• Plans and standards for site reclamation and restoration will be developed and submitted to 
EFSEC for approval. 

• Measures to control noxious weeds will be implemented, including but not limited to, the 
following: 

- developing a noxious weed control plan prior to construction and implementing it over 
the life of the Project; 

- washing down construction and maintenance vehicles entering and exiting the site to 
avoid transport of noxious weeds;   

- using certified “weed free” straw bales; and 
- re-vegetating temporarily disturbed areas quickly with native vegetation. 

• The Applicant will provide compensatory mitigation, by acquiring a mitigation parcel or 
make a payment in lieu of mitigation, pursuant to the WDFW Wind Guidelines. 

Subsequent to the Draft SEIS, the Applicant agreed to a list of specific mitigation measures as 
documented in the Stipulation with the CFE and the Agreement with WDFW.  With respect to 
mitigation of vegetation impacts, these documents address the development and implementation 
of a Habitat Mitigation Plan, preparation of a Construction Soil Management and Vegetation 
Plan and a Noxious Weed Control Plan, use of project design and construction procedures to 
avoid or minimize habitat impacts, and assignment of an Independent Environmental Monitor 
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during construction.  Please refer to Section 2.1.4 for identification of the specific measures 
included in these agreements.  

3.2.1.5 Cumulative Impacts 
Development of the Desert Claim project would result in both temporary and permanent loss of 
vegetation within the Project Area, with corresponding impacts to several types of plant 
communities present.  These impacts would be mitigated in accordance with WDFW guidelines 
as described above.  These impacts would occur within the context of disturbance and vegetation 
change associated with current and expected future land uses in the Project vicinity, primarily 
agricultural activities and scattered rural residential development.   

Impacts to vegetation from development of the Kittitas Valley, Wild Horse and Vantage wind 
power projects would be similar to those described for the Desert Claim Project, generally 
consisting of localized impacts to the same types of vegetation communities, and would be 
mitigated in a similar manner in accordance with the WDFW guidelines.  The permanent 
footprint for the Kittitas Valley project as presently configured would displace a somewhat 
smaller acreage than would the Desert Claim proposal, as would the Vantage Wind Power 
Project.  The analysis of the original Wild Horse Project indicated approximately 165 total acres 
would be displaced, including 87 acres of shrub-steppe habitat; those figures would be increased 
somewhat with the proposed expansion of the Project.  For each project, the area of existing 
vegetation permanently displaced by the Project facilities amounts to a small portion 
(approximately 2 percent or less) of the respective project area.  The combined impacts for the 
four projects amount to approximately 350 to 400 total acres of existing vegetation lost, of which 
less than half would be shrub-steppe habitat.  Based on the limited incremental loss of native 
vegetation relative to the local distribution of these communities, the combined effects of the 
three projects would not represent a significant cumulative impact on local vegetation 
communities.  In addition, mitigation measures for each project include replacement of lost 
habitat, according to the WDFW mitigation ratios. 

In addition to direct loss of shrub-steppe and other native habitat types, fragmentation of habitat 
has been identified as a resource management concern.  Compensatory mitigation parcels 
identified in connection with the Habitat Mitigation Plan will help to reduce fragmentation.  In a 
more regional context, a key factor is the continued maintenance of large areas of protected 
grassland, shrub-steppe, and sagebrush communities within the Colockum, Quilomene, and L.T. 
Murray wildlife areas and the Yakima Training Center. 

Environmental documentation for the respective projects also indicates that the minimal potential 
impacts of the proposed wind projects on rare plants would not represent a significant cumulative 
impact to any species. 
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3.2.1.6 Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 
There would be approximately 86 acres (less than 2 percent of the Project Area) of unavoidable 
displacement of existing vegetation with development of the Project.  These impacts are not 
considered significant because they would not result in elimination of an entire vegetation type in 
the Project Area, loss of 10 percent or more of a priority habitat in the Project Area, or a decrease 
in species richness resulting from the loss of a plant population in the Project Area.  No 
significant unavoidable adverse impacts to rare plants from construction, operation or 
decommissioning of the proposed Project are expected.  Similarly, the Project is not expected to 
result in significant unavoidable adverse impacts related to potential introduction or spread of 
noxious weeds. 

3.2.2 Wetlands 

3.2.2.1 Summary of Prior Environmental Information 
Information about wetland resources is found in the Desert Claim Final EIS, Section 3.4.2.  The 
formerly proposed site (5,237 acres) contained 76 wetlands, primarily categorized as palustrine 
or fresh water emergent.  None support fish or other protected species, although some are 
hydrologically connected to perennial streams or associated riparian corridors.  Construction of 
the prior Project proposal (120 turbines, roads, power collection system, and substation) was 
estimated to cause temporary impacts to 17.06 acres of wetland and buffer, and permanent 
impacts to 3.23 acres.   

3.2.2.2 Affected Environment 
The region surrounding the proposed Project site is comprised predominately of upland 
environment and can be described as open country with shrub-steppe-covered rolling hills and 
flats.  Typically, the dry environment of eastern Washington limits wetland areas to the 
immediate vicinity of perennial streams, seeps, and springs. 

A reconnaissance-level survey of the WDNR parcel was conducted in July 2006.  Approximately 
10 wetlands were observed, generally associated with, or located between, on-site streams.  
These wetlands were not formally delineated, but their general locations were mapped and 
characteristics were recorded.  Streams were delineated and evaluated. 

A survey of the private property in the southwest portion of the Project Area was conducted in 
July 2008.  No wetlands were observed during this investigation.  On-site streams were 
delineated and evaluated. 

Sixty-seven wetlands were identified, evaluated, and delineated within the Project site.  Wetlands 
were classified using the definitions and standards contained in Kittitas County’s Critical Area 
regulations (KCC 17A.04).  More detailed information regarding the wetland delineation is 
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contained in the Desert Claim Final EIS and Appendix B of the ASC, Stream and Wetland 
Delineation Report. 

Of the 67 wetlands evaluated on site, 65 were classified as Category III, defined to include 
wetlands that do not meet the criteria for Categories I, II or IV, and which have a habitat value 
rating of 21 points or less.  An 80-foot buffer is required for Category III wetlands.  Two 
wetlands were classified as Category IV, which are defined as either: (i) hydrologically isolated 
wetlands that are less than or equal to one acre in size, have only one wetland class, and are 
dominated (greater than 80 percent aerial cover) by a single non-native plant species; or (ii) 
hydrologically isolated wetlands that are less than or equal to two acres in size, have only one 
wetland class, and greater than 90 percent aerial cover of non-native plant species.  A 25-foot 
buffer is required for Category IV wetlands.  

3.2.2.3 Significant Impacts 

Desert Claim Revised Proposal 
The revised Project proposal is not expected to result in any temporary or permanent impacts to 
wetlands.  The revised proposal has been designed and would use micro-siting to locate turbines, 
roads, and other project facilities so as to avoid wetlands impacts.  Two wetlands would be 
crossed by the proposed power collection system.  To avoid potential impacts, these crossings 
are proposed to be accomplished by boring underneath the wetlands, bridging the wetlands, or 
using above ground power poles.   

Potential indirect impacts would be the same as identified in the Desert Claim Final EIS. 

No Action  
As described in the Desert Claim Final EIS, under the No Action alternative, the proposed wind 
power facility would not be constructed and no project-related impacts to wetlands would occur.  
However, past and current effects to wetlands—such as in conjunction with rural residential 
development or ongoing agricultural activities—would continue for the foreseeable future.  
Conversion of land for low density rural residential uses could occur over the long term and 
could result in direct and indirect impacts to wetlands.  Such effects cannot be quantified. 

3.2.2.4 Mitigation Measures  
Mitigation measures have been incorporated into the proposal so that no wetland impacts would 
occur.  No additional mitigation measures are required.  

Any work adjacent to wetlands would adhere to applicable federal, state and local regulations 
and would be addressed in the Stormwater Discharge Permit, SWPPP, and TESCP.   
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3.2.2.5 Cumulative Impacts 
In general, impacts to wetlands have been or would be avoided by each of the approved or 
proposed wind power projects through site planning and micro-siting of individual turbines.    

As identified above, no temporary or permanent wetland impacts are expected to occur as a 
result of the revised Desert Claim proposal.  Impacts identified for the Kittitas Valley Project 
(DEIS Addendum 2005) would be limited to 165 square feet (.00375 acre) of intrusion in two 
small wetlands in conjunction with road construction.  No wetlands were identified on the Wild 
Horse site and no impacts would occur.  Similarly, no wetland impacts were identified for the 
Vantage Wind Power Project. 

3.2.2.6 Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 
All potential temporary and permanent wetland impacts would be avoided, and no significant 
unavoidable adverse impacts to wetlands would occur as a result of the proposal. 

3.2.3 Wildlife (Birds and Bats) 

3.2.3.1 Summary of Prior Environmental Information 
The Desert Claim Final EIS documented an extensive inventory of wildlife resources within and 
near the Project Area for the original proposal and an analysis of the impacts of project 
development on those resources.  The analysis indicated that loss of wildlife and/or habitat from 
construction would have minor impacts.  Impacts from project operation would primarily involve 
risk of collision impacts for birds and bats.  The rate of bird fatalities was expected to be within 
the range of mortality that has been observed at other wind projects in the Northwest, and was 
estimated at 140 to 220 total birds per year.  Passerines were expected to comprise the largest 
share of fatalities, and the European starling, western meadowlark and American robin were 
identified as the individual species most at risk.  The potential impacts to wildlife were not 
considered to be significant relative to the size of species populations.  The Final EIS described a 
variety of mitigation measures intended to minimize wildlife impacts and monitor conditions 
with the Project in operation. 

3.2.3.2 Affected Environment 
The Desert Claim Final EIS provided extensive information on baseline conditions for birds 
(including data specific to raptors), bats, big game, small mammals, reptiles and amphibians, and 
threatened and endangered wildlife species in the vicinity of the Project.  That information 
remains valid for the current proposal, and is reflected in the impact analysis presented in Section 
3.2.3.3. 
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3.2.3.3 Significant Impacts 
The following section describes impacts to birds, bats and other wildlife expected to result from 
construction and operation of the revised Project.  The analysis focuses on anticipated changes to 
impacts from the original layout and potential cumulative effects from other wind projects in 
Kittitas County.  In addition, the analysis incorporates new information that has become 
available since the Final EIS.  When the Final EIS was prepared in 2003-2004, biologists 
typically estimated avian impacts based on per-turbine fatality rates developed by comparing 
mortality results from studies at similar wind projects.  Because of large differences in turbine 
sizes among various projects and the availability of more project data, biologists have now begun 
to use a different approach.  The approach is to standardize data on a per-MW basis for 
predicting fatality impacts.  This approach assumes that the mortality rates are proportional to the 
MW capacity of the turbine, which is nearly equivalent to assuming mortality is proportional to 
the rotor-swept area of the turbine.  The analysis presented below uses the approach based on 
turbine MW nameplate capacity. 

Desert Claim Revised Proposal 

Birds 

Construction Impacts 
Wind plant construction could affect birds through loss of habitat, potential fatalities from 
construction equipment, and disturbance/displacement effects from construction and human 
occupation of the area.  Habitat impacts are slightly less compared to the 2004 Final EIS because 
the number of turbines has been reduced, thereby reducing the overall footprint of turbine pads 
and associated facilities.  Consequently, potential impacts from construction equipment and 
disturbance/displacement effects will likely be slightly lower than the previous proposal, due to 
the smaller number of turbines and less time needed to complete the Project.  Potential mortality 
from construction equipment on site is expected to be low and similar to other wind projects.  
The risk of bird mortality from construction is most likely limited to potential destruction of a 
nest with eggs or young for ground- and shrub-nesting species (such as Vespar sparrow and 
western meadowlark) when equipment initially disturbs the habitat.  Because less native 
vegetation will be disturbed in connection with the current proposal compared to the proposal 
considered in the Final EIS, the risk of destruction of a nest with eggs or young will be lower.  In 
addition, compared to the original proposal, the disturbance area for the revised project includes 
a greater proportion of grassland (primarily pasture) vegetation and lesser acreages of riparian 
forest, riparian shrub, shrub-steppe, and wet meadow; the latter habitat types are more likely than 
grassland to be used by birds for nesting and foraging.  Disturbance-type impacts can be 
expected to occur if construction activity occurs near an active nest or primary foraging area. 
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Based on the previous avian studies for the Project, raptor nest density in the original project area 
and within a 2-mile buffer of the site was 0.28 nest/mi2 (0.11 nest/km2) for buteos and 0.34 
nest/mi2 (0.13 nest/km2) for all raptors.  Raptor nest density around the new proposal, including a 
2-mile buffer, is 0.18 nest/mi2 (0.07 nest/km2) for buteos and 0.20 nest/mi2 (0.08 nest/km2) for all 
raptors.  The best raptor nesting habitat in the Project vicinity is located along the Wilson Creek 
riparian corridor east of the site and along the numerous transmission lines within the Project 
Area.  Nests closer to proposed turbines within the site are more likely to be affected by Project 
activities and may experience disturbance or displacement effects to the point that raptors do not 
return and use those nests.  Compared to the original proposal, this potential impact would be 
less with the new Desert Claim proposal due to the lower nest density in the revised Project 
Area.  The 2003 nest survey indicated there were only 2 active raptor nests (both red-tailed 
hawks) within 0.5 mile of the new Project boundary.  Higher nest densities occurred in the 
southeast part of the original project area, and that area has been dropped from the Project as 
now proposed.  In addition, Wilson Creek falls outside the 2-mile buffer of the new site.  It is 
unlikely that construction of the proposed Project would result in significant disturbance or 
displacement impacts on nesting raptors. 

Operation Impacts 

Estimates of Mortality Due to Turbines.  Mortality impacts of the proposed Project are 
projected primarily based on data collected at 11 existing regional wind power facilities (see 
Table 3.2-3).  Monitoring studies at these projects were all similar in scope, and the mortality 
estimates for all projects except Condon were adjusted for bird and bat carcass removal and 
searcher efficiency biases. 

All Raptors.  Compared to other wind projects studied in the region, raptor (defined as buteos, 
accipiters, eagles, falcons) use for the Desert Claim site was slightly above average, with the 
equivalent of 0.72 raptors observed for a 20-minute survey.  The majority of the raptor sightings 
during the spring, summer, and fall were red-tailed hawks, and rough-legged hawks during the 
winter.  Raptor mortality for the 11 listed wind projects in Washington and Oregon (see Table 
3.2-3) ranged from 0 to 0.15 fatalities per MW per year, with an average of 0.07 fatalities per 
MW per year.  Considering these mortality results and raptor use estimates at these wind 
projects, it is estimated that potential raptor mortality at the proposed Project could be higher 
than average.  Using the raptor mortality rates from projects in the region, potential raptor 
mortality at Desert Claim would be expected to range from 0 to 29 per year. 
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Table 3.2-3. Avian Use Estimates and Avian Fatality Estimates for Wind Power Projects 
in the Columbia Plateau Ecoregion 

Mean Annual Avian 
Use (#/20-min survey) 

Mean Annual Mortality 
(#/MW/year) 

Project Raptors All Birds Raptors All Birds 
Nocturnal 
Migrants Source 

Combine Hills, OR 0.60 6.0 0 2.6 0.27 Young et al. 2005 
Klondike, I OR 0.47 17.5 0 0.9 0.35 Johnson et al. 2003 

Klondike II, OR 0.47 17.5 0.11 3.1 2.11 
NWC and WEST, 
2007 

Vansycle, OR 0.41 13.1 0 1.0 0.32 Erickson et al. 2000 

Stateline, WA/OR 0.41 13.1 0.10 2.4 0.78 
Erickson et al. 2004, 
2007 

Hopkins Ridge, WA 0.64 8.7 0.14 1.2 0.46 Young et al. 2007 
Nine Canyon, WA 0.26 9.4 0.05 2.8 0.45 Erickson et al. 2003 
Wild Horse, WA 0.40 5.0 0.09 1.6 0.88 Erickson et al. 2008 
Bighorn I, WA 0.90 16.6 0.15 2.6 0.57 Kronner et al. 2008 
Leaning Juniper, OR 0.52 23.6 0.06 3.2 na Kronner et al. 2007 

Condon, OR 0.37 5.8 0.021 0.051 NR 
Fishman Ecological 
Services 2003 

Mean 0.50 12.4 0.07 2.1 0.69  
1 Not adjusted for searcher efficiency or scavenger removal; study methods differed from other projects and were not as rigorous; 
therefore this estimate should be regarded as a minimum mortality estimate and it was not used in calculation of the mean values. 

A more recent analysis of results from multiple projects (Figure 3.2-2), including numerous 
studies in the Columbia Plateau region, suggests that there is a correlation between raptor use 
and raptor mortality.  The relationship between raptor use (standardized to 20-minute surveys) 
and raptor mortality (adjusted for site-specific estimates of carcass removal and searcher 
efficiency) was plotted for 13 wind projects studied since 2002.  A strong relationship is apparent 
in this analysis.  Two California projects (High Winds and Diablo Winds) have very high raptor 
use, and much higher raptor mortality than Pacific Northwest and Mid-west projects.  (Note that 
raptor use in this analysis does not include vultures, and that raptor use at the Desert Claim site 
was analyzed to include just the first 20 minutes of surveys [Young et al. 2003] and to exclude 
turkey vultures, so that it could be accurately compared to the regression results. 

Applying the regression model from this method and the estimated raptor use for the Desert 
Claim Project (0.72/survey), raptor fatalities for the Project are predicted at 0.12 MW/year, or 23 
raptors per year for the entire project.  This result is within the range of mortality predicted based 
solely on fatality rates at the other regional projects (as indicated in Table 3.2-3).   

These estimates indicate the Project would not result in any population-level consequences (e.g., 
within the Kittitas Valley, within the Columbia Plateau, or some larger population) for the raptor 
species likely to be affected.  For example, most fatalities are likely to be red-tailed hawks and 
American kestrels, and these two species are the most common raptor in the Kittitas Valley, as  
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Study and Location Raptor Use Source 
Raptor 

Mortality Source 
Buffalo Ridge, MN 0.64 Erickson et al. 2002 0.02 Johnson et al. 2000 
Combine Hills, OR 0.75 Young et al. 2003c 0.00 Young et al. 2005 
Diablo Winds, CA 2.16 WEST 2006a 0.87 WEST 2006a 
Foote Creek Rim, WY 0.55 Erickson et al. 2002 0.04 Young et al. 2003b 
High Winds, CA 2.34 Kerlinger et al. 2005 0.39 Kerlinger et al. 2006 
Hopkins Ridge, WA 0.70 Young et al. 2003d 0.14 Young et al. 2007 
Klondike II, OR 0.50 Johnson 2004 0.11 NWC and WEST 2007 
Klondike, OR 0.50 Johnson et al. 2002 0.00 Johnson et al. 2003 
Stateline, WA/OR 0.48 Erickson et al. 2002 0.09 Erickson et al. 2002 
Vansycle, OR 0.66 WCIA and WEST 1997 0.00 Erickson et al. 2002 
Big Horn, WA 0.51 Kronner et al. 2008a 0.15 Kronner et al. 2008b 
Wild Horse, WA 0.29 Erickson et al. 2003c 0.09 Erickson et al. 2008 
Nine Canyon, WA 0.43 Erickson et al. 2002 0.05 Erickson et al. 2003b 

 
Figure 3.2-2. Relationship between Raptor Use and Mortality for 13 Wind Projects Studied 
Since 2002 
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well as in the Columbia Plateau and nationally.  Also, based on results from other monitoring 
studies in the Columbia Plateau (see Table 3.2-3), impacts would be distributed among both 
adults and juveniles and would be spread throughout the year, thereby potentially affecting both 
migrants and winter residents.  Based on results data from the USGS Breeding Bird Survey 
(BBS) routes in the Columbia Plateau over the past 20 years (Sauer et al. 2006), the estimated 
breeding populations for these two species in the Columbia Plateau are approximately 5,890 
kestrels and 7,035 red-tailed hawks in the ecoregion (see discussion of cumulative impacts 
below).  Assuming the annual raptor fatality level of 23 raptors estimated above would be 
equally divided between kestrels (12 individuals) and red-tailed hawks (12 individuals) and that 
half of the fatalities occur during the breeding season, the estimated annual fatalities represent 
0.10 percent of the kestrel breeding population and 0.08 percent of the red-tail breeding 
population within the Columbia Plateau. 

Bald Eagles.  Bald eagles were documented occurring in the study area in 2002 during the 
winter months.  It is known that bald eagles continue to occur in the Kittitas Valley during the 
winter months, and they have likely increased in number.  The annual Ellensburg Christmas Bird 
Count has documented an increasing number of bald eagles in recent years.  Since the wind 
project was originally proposed, the bald eagle has been removed from the list of federally 
threatened species, indicating recovery of the species and documented population growth.   

Bald eagle use estimates for the Desert Claim Project are similar to the bald eagle use estimates 
for other wind project sites in the Columbia Plateau Ecoregion.  The chance of a bald eagle 
fatality is not expected to be any different than at other wind projects in the region. 

The Final EIS concluded that while bald eagles flying within the Project Area would have some 
exposure to wind turbines, any mortality that might occur would be at a very low level and, if it 
occurred, would not have a measurable effect on the bald eagle population.  The Final EIS noted 
that there had been no documented bald eagle fatalities at wind energy projects, which is still the 
case.  

The new project configuration does not change the conclusions from the Final EIS regarding 
impacts to bald eagles.  There is still a possibility of collision with turbines.  However, the 
absence of any recorded bald eagle fatalities at other wind projects suggests that the species is at 
a lower risk of turbine collision than other raptor species.  The fact that bald eagles are found in 
the Project Area during the least windy time of the year also reduces the risk to eagles.  In any 
event, project operation is expected to result in minimal effect on the regional eagle population.  

WDFW biologists have noted a potential risk to bald eagles during the calving season, because 
calving activity (primarily, the existence of afterbirth material as a food source) can attract bald 
eagles.  Local ranchers currently conduct calving within fenced areas in the Project Area, and 
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would continue to do so with the Project in operation.  To minimize the risk to bald eagles, the 
Applicant has agreed to several additional mitigation measures as documented in the Stipulation 
with the CFE and the Agreement with WDFW (see Section 3.2.3.4).   

Passerines.  Passerines have been the most abundant fatalities at other wind projects studied, 
often composing more than 80 percent of total avian mortality.  Both migrant and resident 
passerine fatalities have been observed.  Given that passerines make up the vast majority of avian 
observations on-site, it is expected that passerines would make up the largest proportion of 
fatalities.  As with raptor fatality estimates, biologists now generally estimate passerine mortality 
for wind projects on a per-MW rather than a per-turbine basis.  Considering the available data 
from existing regional wind projects and the fact that passerines make up approximately 70 
percent of bird fatalities at wind projects in the Pacific Northwest (Table 3.2-4), it is estimated 
that potential passerine mortality at the proposed Project would be approximately 1.47 birds per 
MW per year.  This would result in approximately 280 passerine fatalities per year at the Desert 
Claim Project with 190 MW of capacity developed.  Applying the range of mortality rates from 
Northwest projects (Table 3.2-3), annual passerine fatalities at the Project would range from 
approximately 50 to 400. 

Table 3.2-4. Percent Composition of Avian Fatalities by Species Group for Existing 
Columbia Plateau Ecoregion (WA, OR) Wind Energy Facilities 
Species Number of Fatalities Percent Composition 

Passerines 461 69.5 
Upland gamebirds 96 14.5 
Raptors 57 8.6 
Doves/pigeons 21 3.2 
Waterbirds/waterfowl/shorebirds 11 1.7 
Other birds1 17 2.6 
Totals  663 100 
 1 woodpeckers, nighthawks, swifts 

Waterfowl.  Little waterfowl mortality has been documented at other wind projects.  The most 
common waterfowl species observed in the Project Area were mallard, Canada goose, and 
northern pintail, and were seen mainly in winter.  A variety of other waterfowl species were seen 
incidentally in the study area.  Some waterfowl mortality at the Project could be expected, likely 
composed mostly of mallards; however, the total number of anticipated fatalities is low.  While 
mallards were seen year round, the majority of waterfowl use was during winter and in the 
western portions of the original Project Area.  Potential impacts to waterfowl would not be 
expected to change based on the new proposal because the portion of the original Project not 
included in the current proposal was primarily shrub-steppe vegetation that had little waterfowl 
use. 
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Total Avian Mortality.  The range of bird mortality for the 10 regional wind projects listed 
above for which fatality counts were adjusted for bias (searcher efficiency, carcass removal) is 
approximately 0.9 to 3.2 birds per MW per year for all birds, and the average is 2.1 birds per 
MW per year (Table 3.2-3).  Using this range, avian mortality at the proposed Project would be 
approximately 171 to 608 birds per year with a Project capacity of 190 MW.  Because the total 
capacity has increased by 10 MW, compared to the original proposal, this approach yields a 
slightly higher avian mortality estimate for the new Project than would have been predicted for 
the original project proposal.   

Carcass searches at other wind projects have found avian fatalities associated with guyed met 
towers, but not with un-guyed towers.  The proposed Project would have four permanent, un-
guyed met towers.  Based on the result of the above studies, no avian fatalities associated with 
these met towers are expected. 

Bats 
Research at other wind projects indicates that the primary impact to bats appears to be risk of 
collision for fall migratory species.  The hoary bat (Lasiurus cinereus) and silver-haired bat 
(Lasionycteris noctivagans) are the species with the most prevalent wind project fatalities in the 
Pacific Northwest (Table 3.2-5; Johnson 2005).  Sparse information exists regarding bat 
populations in the region; however, non-migratory and resident bat populations do not appear to 
be negatively impacted by wind turbines (see Johnson 2005).  The wind project monitoring 
studies within the region have found very little impact to resident bats, with very low numbers of 
resident bat species (little brown bats, big brown bats) being observed among the fatalities.  

Table 3.2-5. Number and Species Composition of Bat Fatalities Found at Wind Projects 
in the Columbia Plateau Region 
Species Number of Fatalities Percent Composition 

Silver-haired bat 163 48.4 
Hoary bat 152 45.1 
Unidentified bat 8 2.7 
Little brown bat 8 2.4 
Big brown bat 5 1.5 
Totals (4 species) 337 100 

Fatality estimates for ten Northwest wind projects studied have ranged from 0.39 to 2.46 bats per 
MW per year, with an average of 1.18 bats per MW per year (Table 3.2-6).  In these studies 
more than 90 percent of the bat fatalities have been hoary and silver-haired bats.  Bat mortality at 
the Desert Claim Project is not expected to greatly exceed mortality at the other regional wind 
projects.  The 2004 Final EIS had speculated that bat mortality at the Desert Claim site could be 
higher due to the proximity of forests to the north and west, and some projects in other parts of  
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Table 3.2-6. Mean Bat Mortality Estimates Based on Fatalities Found at Wind Projects in 
the Columbia Plateau Region 

Project Name (state) No. Bats/turbine/year Bats per MW1 Reference 
Stateline (OR/WA) 0.95 1.44 Erickson et al. 2004, 2007 
Vansycle (OR) 0.74 1.12 Erickson et al. 2000 
Klondike (OR) 1.16 0.77 Johnson et al. 2003 
Klondike II (OR) 0.63 0.41 NWC and WEST, Inc. 2007 
Hopkins Ridge (WA) 1.13 0.63 Young et al 2007 
Wild Horse (WA) 0.70 0.39 Erickson et al. 2008 
Nine Canyon (WA) 3.21 2.46 Erickson et al. 2003b 
Leaning Juniper (OR) 1.28 0.86 Kronner et al. 2007 
Big Horn I (WA) 2.85 1.90 Kronner et al. 2008 
Combine Hills (OR) 1.88 1.88 Young et al. 2005 
Average 1.46 1.18  
1 Most reports do not provide number per MW of energy produced so this number was calculated based on the mortality per 
turbine and capacity of turbines studied. 

the country have shown that risk to bats may be greater in forested environments (e.g., Kerns and 
Kerlinger 2004, Nicholson 2003).  The revised Project Area is farther away from forested habitat 
to the north and west than was the original Project Area, however, and other wind projects in the 
region are in similar proximity to forests without resulting high bat mortality.   

Using a per-MW estimation basis, bat mortality at the Desert Claim site may be approximately 
0.4 to 2.5 bats per MW per year, or between 76 and 475 total bats per year with a 190 MW 
capacity.  This range is a similar to the mortality estimated for the original proposal.   

Provided bat mortality at the Desert Claim project is similar to the rates at other Columbia 
Plateau wind projects, impacts to resident and non-migratory species would be minor and not 
significant.  The low level of mortality impacts for Myotis species and big brown bats would be 
to individuals and not populations, are not considered significant, and would likely be less than 
natural levels of variation in mortality for these species.  This would also hold true for the 
cumulative impact from all local wind projects (see subsequent discussion). 

Unlike the situation with birds, there is little information available about local, regional or 
national populations of bat species.  For most species that are not threatened or endangered and 
have large geographic distributions, very little is known about numbers that exist.  Results of 
monitoring studies across the U.S. and Canada have found similar trends in impacts, such as 
finding that risk to bats from wind turbines is unequal across species and across seasons.  The 
majority of bat fatalities at wind projects in the U.S. and Canada have been tree/forest dwelling, 
long-distance migrant species found in the late summer and fall periods.  Species in the Lasiurus 
genus, hoary bat in the west and red bat (L. borealis) in the east, and silver-haired bats have been 
the most abundant fatalities found at wind projects.  Numerous studies across the U.S. and 
Canada have shown this trend (see Johnson 2005).  The highest mortality has occurred during 
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what is believed to be the post-breeding dispersal and fall migration period for bats, from 
roughly late July through September.  Numerous studies across the U.S. and Canada have also 
shown this trend (see Johnson 2005).  Much lower mortality rates, and particularly in the 
Columbia Plateau Ecoregion, have occurred in the spring and summer. 

Hoary bats and silver-haired bats generally occupy forested or treed habitats during the breeding 
season.  This type of habitat is distinctly lacking and localized throughout the Columbia Plateau 
Ecoregion, but is present adjacent to the wind projects proposed in Kittitas County.  Monitoring 
of the nearby Wild Horse wind project did not suggest that the nearby forest influenced bat 
mortality, however.  The impacts to bats at Wild Horse were similar to rates for the other 
Columbia Plateau wind projects and were on the low end of the range of bat mortality (see 
Table 3.2-6).  

The significance of the potential Project impact on hoary and silver-haired bat populations is 
difficult to determine, as there is very little information available regarding the overall 
population size and distribution of the bats potentially affected.  Hoary bats and silver-haired 
bats are two of the most widely distributed bat species in North America (Shump and Shump 
1982; Kunz 1982) and it is likely that, due to the size of the species ranges, that they have fairly 
large population sizes.  Unlike many bird species that may have multiple clutches of multiple 
young per year, hoary bats and silver-haired bats typically raise only one or two young per year 
and only breed once per year (Shump and Shump 1982; Kunz 1982).  Consequently, it is 
possible that the loss of breeding individuals to bat populations such as these may have greater 
consequences than for birds.  Bats tend to live longer than birds, however, and may have a longer 
breeding lifespan.  Because of uncertainties such as these, the long-term consequences of 
mortality on long-lived, low-fecundity species such as bats are generally unknown.   

Other Wildlife 
Compared to the original proposal, no significant changes to impacts on other wildlife such as 
small mammals, reptiles and amphibians, fish, big game, and federally listed species are 
expected for the revised Desert Claim project.  Impacts to these other wildlife species would 
remain as described in the 2006 EFSEC application for the Project.  

No Action 
Under the No Action alternative the existing wildlife conditions within the Project Area would 
remain generally as they are, subject to ongoing local changes associated with agricultural 
operations and rural residential development and more broad-based regional trends affecting 
wildlife.  No impacts to existing wildlife populations, including protected species, would occur 
as a result of wind energy development in the Project Area. 
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3.2.3.4 Mitigation Measures 
Measures to mitigate impacts to wildlife described in the Desert Claim Final EIS remain 
applicable to the revised Project.  Briefly, these include: 

• use of BMPs during construction to minimize the potential for disturbance such as confining 
construction equipment to defined construction corridors and implementing measures to 
control noxious weeds;  

• timing construction activities to reduce impacts such as conducting clearing and grubbing 
activities outside the breeding season to the extent possible;  

• use of standard design measures to minimize wildlife interactions such as buried collector 
lines, tubular turbine towers, and un-guyed met towers; and 

• a program of post-construction monitoring, focusing on effects to birds, bats and mule deer 
and consistent with the WDFW guidelines. 

Subsequent to the publication of the Draft SEIS, the Applicant agreed to several additional 
mitigation measures as documented in the Stipulation with the CFE and the Agreement with 
WDFW.  With respect to mitigation of wildlife impacts, these documents address the following 
measures: 

• development and implementation of a Habitat Mitigation Plan  

• use of project design and construction procedures to avoid or minimize habitat impacts 

• assignment of an Independent Environmental Monitor during construction 

• specific bald eagle, raptor, and avian mitigation measures during Project operation 

• development and implementation of an Avian Monitoring Plan covering the first 2 years of 
the post-construction period 

• performance of a bat survey prior to commercial operation of the Project 

• creation and operation of a TAC to review and address results of  monitoring data 

• cooperation in management efforts related to deer and elk in the project vicinity 

Among other wildlife-related measures, to protect bald eagles the Applicant has agreed not to 
locate turbines within the fenced calving areas or surrounding buffer, and to remove carcasses 
and afterbirths promptly.  The Applicant has also agreed to conduct a bald eagle study during the 
calving season in the first 2 years of the Project's operation and to present the results of the study 
to the TAC, which can consider whether to recommend additional mitigation measures. 
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3.2.3.5 Cumulative Impacts 
The methodology used to identify cumulative impacts, and supporting data and graphics, are 
described in detail in Johnson & Erickson (2008).  The geographic area that was used to estimate 
cumulative impacts is identified as the Columbia Plateau Ecoregion, which includes southeastern 
Washington, including Kittitas County, and northeastern Oregon; refer to Johnson & Erickson, 
2008, Figure 1.  The cumulative impact area includes 17 existing and 30 proposed wind energy 
facilities, totaling almost 6,700 MW.  This total was used to estimate cumulative mortality, even 
though it is unlikely that all of the proposed projects will be constructed.  Estimates for the four 
existing, approved, and proposed wind power facilities in Kittitas County are also provided.  The 
Wild Horse project has been monitored for fatalities for one year (2007) (Erickson et al. 2008).  
Results of this monitoring study were included in the estimation of potential project impacts 
above (see Table 3.2-3).  The cumulative estimates are believed to be conservative, since it is 
unlikely that all proposed facilities will be approved and constructed. 

Raptors 
An updated mortality analysis has been developed for the Desert Claim Project using recent 
information on wind project impacts (as described above).  This analysis estimated the range of 
raptor mortality would be from 0 to 29 raptors per year for the Desert Claim Project.  Provided 
all four of the Kittitas County wind projects are eventually constructed, and raptor mortality is 
similar for each project, the total estimated annual raptor mortality for the County due to wind 
turbines would range from approximately 0 to 116.  In 2007, raptor mortality at the Wild Horse 
project was estimated at 0.09 per MW.  The total raptor mortality for the project was estimated at 
20 for the year.  Because the Desert Claim, Kittitas Valley, and Vantage projects are smaller in 
size than the Wild Horse project, the total cumulative annual impact to raptors is not expected to 
be greater than 80 for all four projects.  In a previous analysis of cumulative impacts on birds for 
the entire Columbia Plateau, Johnson and Erickson (2008) estimated that an additional annual 
mortality of 469 raptors could be attributable to approximately 6,700 MW of existing and 
proposed wind energy projects within the Columbia Plateau. 

In order to determine if this predicted mortality would be considered significant, it was assumed 
that raptors within the Columbia Plateau physiographic region (ecoregion) would be the 
populations most likely affected.  While local populations of raptors are somewhat difficult to 
define, birds within the Columbia Plateau Ecoregion may easily intermix without any major 
geographic or topographic barrier, so more local populations (e.g., within the Kittitas Valley) are 
not isolated or separated from the larger regional population.   

Based on their relative abundance (observed use of the site; see Young et al. 2003a) and 
mortality at other Northwest wind projects, the two species expected to compose a majority of 
the raptor fatalities are the American kestrel and red-tailed hawk.  Five of the six raptor fatalities 
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observed at Wild Horse were American kestrel or red-tailed hawks.  These two species were 
among the three most common raptors observed during the baseline studies for all four wind 
projects in Kittitas County (based on use estimates), and they are one of the most common 
raptors observed during BBS surveys (Sauer et al. 2006) and Christmas bird counts in Kittitas 
County (National Audubon Society 2006).  These two species are also the two most commonly 
reported raptor species among fatalities at modern wind projects (see Erickson et al. 2001, 2002), 
and they account for more than 63 percent of the raptor fatalities recorded at the regional wind 
projects studied. 

Based on results data from the USGS BBS routes in the Columbia Plateau over the past 20 years, 
the breeding populations for these two species in the Columbia Plateau ecoregion are 
approximately 5,890 kestrels and 7,035 red-tailed hawks.  Cade (1982) estimated the North 
American breeding population of American kestrels at greater than 1.2 million pairs.  Reported 
estimates of the total red-tailed hawk population in the U.S. have ranged between 300,000 and 
1,000,000 (Preston and Beane 1993). 

Given the size of the regional population of the American kestrel and red-tailed hawk, neither the 
estimated Project impact nor estimated cumulative impact of the four wind projects in Kittitas 
County will be significant at the Columbia Plateau population level.  Previous analyses of the 
cumulative impact of 6,700 MW of existing and proposed wind projects for the entire Columbia 
Plateau physiographic region have reached a similar conclusion (Johnson and Erickson 2008, 
Young and Poulton 2007).  Similar to the county-level analysis, the level of wind turbine 
development proposed for the Columbia Plateau region is not expected to have a cumulative 
impact on raptor populations.  Johnson and Erickson (2008) concluded that the additional annual 
mortality of 469 attributable to approximately 6,700 MW of wind energy within the Columbia 
Plateau would not have measurable population consequences.  That is, the additional wind-
project mortality of from 0.5 to 1 percent for different species was far less than the total annual 
mortality estimates of approximately 20 to 30 percent for adults and approximately 40 to 60 
percent for juveniles indicated in other scientific studies (Johnson and Erickson 2008).  The 
overall conclusions of the cumulative effects analyses for the entire Columbia Plateau were that 
the additional mortality associated with wind development in the region would not have 
population consequences. 

Performing comparable quantitative analyses for bald and golden eagles would not be 
appropriate.  In the case of bald eagles, there have not been any recorded bald eagle fatalities at 
operating wind plants in the Columbia Plateau Ecoregion and, therefore, there is no mortality 
rate that can be applied to the baseline use level for the species.  Although it is possible that a 
bald eagle may be killed at a wind project at some time in the future, no significant impact to the 
bald eagle population is expected.  For golden eagles, baseline use of the Project Area is 
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minimal, and mortality for this species is expected to be nearly zero.  Therefore, the Desert 
Claim Project would not contribute measurably to the potential for cumulative impacts to the 
regional golden eagle population.   

Other Birds 
Passerines have been the most abundant avian fatality at wind projects studied (see Erickson et 
al. 2000, 2001, 2002; Johnson et al. 2002; Young et al. 2003b, 2005, 2007), often representing 
more than 80 percent of the avian fatalities.  For projects in the Columbia Plateau ecoregion, on 
average approximately 70 percent of the avian fatalities have been passerines.  Both migrant and 
resident passerine fatalities have been observed, with migrants generally making up 20 to 30 
percent of the avian fatalities.   

For most studies that have occurred in agricultural settings, a few common species make up the 
majority of bird observations and fatalities at the site.  A variety of other species, including 
migrants, have been recorded as fatalities, but typically in low numbers and frequency.  The 
majority of avian deaths (70 percent) due to wind power facilities in the Columbia Plateau region 
were of common passerines in mixed agriculture and grassland habitat.  Horned larks have been 
the most common fatality at most of the projects studied.  For example at the Stateline, Combine 
Hills, and Nine Canyon I projects, horned larks were 39 percent, 41 percent, and 47 percent of all 
avian fatalities, respectively and a much higher percentage of the passerine fatalities.  At Wild 
Horse, horned lark was also the most common avian fatality (14 percent or all birds; 20 percent 
of passerines) despite the lack of cultivated agriculture at the site, which tends to increase horned 
lark numbers.  Other shrub-steppe and open country passerines, such as western meadowlarks 
and European starling, were also found regularly.  For example, European starling made up 18 
percent of the fatalities at the Hopkins Ridge project (Young et al. 2007).   

The expected number of fatalities from Desert Claim alone or in combination with the other 
wind projects in Kittitas County would not be significant to the regional populations, in general 
simply because the regional populations are so large.  For example, over all passerines recorded 
during the regional monitoring studies, horned lark made up over half (51 percent) of the 
fatalities.  Assuming this pattern holds for the projects in Kittitas County, it is expected that on 
average there would be 190 horned lark fatalities per year for Desert Claim and approximately 
635 horned lark fatalities for all four projects.  This compares to an estimated regional population 
of approximately 111,000 horned larks based on the BBS results for the Columbia Plateau 
Ecoregion (Saur et al. 2006).  Natural variation in the horned lark population is likely 
substantially higher than the estimated impacts.  Impacts to other bird species are expected to be 
less based on the results of the other monitoring studies and comprise a much smaller percentage 
of the pool of fatalities from Columbia Plateau wind projects.  These small impacts would be to 
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individuals and would not result in a significant impact to specific species or general 
populations. 

Similarly, the total non-raptor bird mortality that would occur if 6,700 MW of existing, 
approved, and proposed wind energy facilities in the Columbia Plateau Ecoregion were 
constructed is estimated to be 14,070 annually.  Previous analyses of this cumulative impact 
concluded that the proposed level of wind development in the region is unlikely to have 
consequences at the population level for birds (Johnson and Erickson 2008, Young and Poulton 
2007).  Conclusions from the analyses were that the total cumulative mortality impact associated 
with wind energy development would be approximately 0.05 percent of the breeding population 
of the species for which fatalities were most common, and far less for the species with fewer 
fatalities.  For the vast majority of species recorded as wind project fatalities in the Columbia 
Plateau (11 wind projects monitored; Johnson and Erickson 2008), five or fewer fatalities have 
been found.  This level of mortality is essentially immeasurable when compared to the total 
estimates of the breeding population sizes (Johnson and Erickson 2008, Young and Poulton 
2007).  The overall conclusion of the cumulative effects analyses for the entire Columbia Plateau 
was that the additional mortality associated with wind development in the region would not have 
population consequences. 

Bats 
The four wind projects proposed or constructed in Kittitas County represent a total of 755 MW 
of installed capacity, if all four projects are constructed as proposed.  Based on the per-MW 
method for estimating potential bat mortalities, the four projects could result in a combined total 
of between 302 and 1,888 bat deaths annually in Kittitas County.  Recent experience in the local 
area suggests the cumulative mortality would likely be toward the low end of the range indicated 
above.  Total bat mortality at Wild Horse for 2007 was estimated at 89 individuals (Erickson et 
al. 2008).  Provided the Desert Claim, Kittitas Valley, and Vantage projects have similar or 
lesser impacts than Wild Horse (due to their smaller generation capacities), there would be less 
than 356 total bat fatalities per year in Kittitas County due to wind turbines.   

Johnson and Erickson (2008) estimated bat mortality for all existing, approved and proposed 
wind energy facilities in the Columbia Plateau Ecoregion at 7,906 annually.  Previous analyses 
of cumulative impacts on bats for the whole Columbia Plateau physiographic region have 
concluded that the current and proposed level of wind energy development in the region is 
unlikely to have consequences at the population level, provided that the populations of the bat 
species likely to be impacted (hoary bats and silver-haired bats) are large and stable (Johnson 
and Erickson 2008, Young and Poulton 2007).  As discussed in Section 3.2.2.3, hoary bats and 
silver-haired bats are two of the most widely-distributed bat species in North America and, 
because of their wide range, are thought to have fairly large population sizes.  While there is 
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uncertainty over the actual population sizes for these species, the existing data do not suggest 
that the population sizes are sufficiently small that the limited level of potential mortality 
estimated would have a significant effect on the breeding population. 

3.2.3.6 Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 
There would be unavoidable adverse impacts to several types of wildlife as a result of the 
Project.  These would include temporary displacement of wildlife as a result of construction 
disturbance, loss of some individuals from immobile species during construction, loss of existing 
habitat within the construction footprint of the Project, and collision-related mortality of birds 
and bats during Project operation.  These impacts are not considered significant because the 
impacts would be temporary, limited in extent or intensity, and/or would be mitigated.  With 
respect to bird and bat mortality, the analysis determined that the mortality levels estimated for 
the Project would not represent significant population-level impacts for the species affected.  
With the mitigation measures identified, no significant unavoidable adverse impacts to birds or 
other wildlife are expected. 

3.3 HISTORIC RESOURCES 

3.3.1 Summary of Prior Environmental Analysis 
The Desert Claim Final EIS identified possible expected adverse impacts to five cultural 
resource sites from development of the original Project proposal, which could be mitigated 
through avoidance of the sites during micro-siting.  The document also indicated that any direct 
impacts to cultural resources that could not be avoided could be mitigated through an approved 
data recovery program developed in coordination with DAHP and affected Tribes, and that 
significant indirect impacts to the cultural resources in the Project vicinity were not anticipated.   

3.3.2 Affected Environment 
A Cultural Resources Assessment Addendum was prepared by Northwest Archaeological 
Associates in January 2009.  The study evaluates the additional property included in the revised 
Desert Claim Project Area.  The assessment, which includes an evaluation of the entire Desert 
Claim site, was submitted to the Department of Archaeology and Historic Preservation, but it is 
not included in the ASC or this SEIS because this information is considered confidential under 
state law (RCW 42.56.300) and federal law (16 USC 470w.3). 

The Project Area is located in the upper Kittitas Valley at the western margin of the Columbia 
River Plateau, at elevations ranging from 2,000 to 2,680 feet (610 to 817 meters) above mean sea 
level.  The vicinity of the Project is characterized by broad, gently sloping alluvial fans 
composed of Pleistocene-aged Kittitas drift and Thorp gravels (Fecht et al. 1987; Waitt 1979; 
Walsh et al. 1987).  Figure 3.3-1 shows the typical terrain of the Project Area.  An unnamed  
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Figure 3.3-1. Project Overview during 2008 Field Survey, Vicinity of BPA Transmission 
Lines; View to the North 

tributary of Dry Creek makes a low-gradient descent from the north through the western edge of 
the Project area, Green Canyon Creek and Reecer Creek descend through the middle of the 
Project Area, and Currier Creek descends east of the Project Area.  Climatic conditions in the 
region support a shrub-steppe vegetation community dominated by sagebrush, lomatium, and 
perennial grasses that provide habitat for a variety of mammals and birds (Franklin and Dyrness 
1973). 

3.3.2.1 Cultural Setting 
The Kittitas Valley forms the boundary between two major Native American linguistic groups:  
speakers of Interior Salish dialects to the north, and Sahaptin dialects to the south.  The Project is 
within the traditional use area of people commonly referred to as the Kittitas Indians, a name 
derived from their important summer village k’ti’tas.  The Kittitas referred to themselves as the 
pswanwapum and were the upper division of two groups whose territory encompassed the 
Yakima River drainage basin (Schuster 1998:349).  Downstream from the Kittitas were the 
Lower Yakama, who occupied the Yakama River and its tributaries below Wenas Creek and 
portions of the Columbia River (Schuster 1975).  Although their language is most closely related 
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to the Yakama, the Kittitas maintained close relations with Interior Salish people, particularly the 
Wenatchi to the north.  Both linguistic groups followed a similar seasonal round organized 
around winter villages and seasonal forays to various resource procurement locations.  In the 
spring, groups that had wintered together dispersed to root gathering and fishing locations.  
During the fall, forays into the foothills and mountains were organized to hunt game and gather 
berries (Ray 1936). 

Euroamerican settlement of the Kittitas Valley began as early as the 1860s with small-scale cattle 
ranching, but by the 1880s, sheep surpassed cattle in importance because of their wider tolerance 
of different altitudes and more efficient grazing (Glauert and Kunz 1976).  Early attempts at 
irrigation in the Valley diverted water from mountain streams into private or partnership ditches, 
but these sources of water were unreliable during the annual summer drought (Whitley 1949).  
These early irrigation networks, which tended to be small and affected limited acreage, were 
soon followed by larger, more complex federally assisted projects such as the North Branch 
canal, completed in 1929, which delineates a portion of the south boundary of the Project Area.  
Land use of the Project vicinity during the 20th century primarily focused on cattle ranching.  
During World War II, the Ellensburg Flying Service was displaced from the Ellensburg Air Base 
north of the town to a landing strip and facilities quickly built by the government in Section 30 
that includes the southernmost portion of the additional Project Area (Kittitas County Centennial 
Committee 1989).  The facilities were dismantled and the landing strip abandoned shortly after 
the war ended.   

3.3.2.2 Previously Recorded Cultural Resources - 2003 Desert Claim Assessment  
The initial field survey for the original Desert Claim proposal (Hodges et al. 2003) identified and 
recorded a total of 22 archaeological sites and 46 isolated finds within the lands now comprising 
the central and eastern portions of the revised Desert Claim Project Area.  The sites include 10 
historic sites, 7 pre-contact sites, and 2 dual-component sites.  During the 2003 survey, 51 rock 
piles categorized as field clearing piles or fence jacks were noted but not recorded.  Sites 
associated with standing structures and historic-period isolates without characteristics that were 
clearly diagnostic of a manufacture date were not given permanent trinomial state numbers by 
DAHP.  (Sites recorded during the initial 2003 survey within the eastern segment of the original 
Project Area that is no longer under consideration for this Project are not included in the above 
discussion.) 

3.3.2.3 Newly Recorded Cultural Resources   
Subsequent field surveys conducted in 2006 and 2008 for the revised Desert Claim project 
proposal recorded 11 archaeological sites and 58 isolated finds.  These totals include 5 
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archaeological sites and 31 isolated finds during the 2006 fieldwork, and 6 sites and 27 isolates 
recorded in 2008 (Northwest Archaeological Associates 2009). 

The archaeological sites recorded during the 2006 and 2008 surveys are primarily pre-contact 
lithic scatters, ranging from three pieces of lithic debitage dispersed within 22 meters of each 
other (45-KT-2942) to a site with a large and diverse artifact assemblage comprised of debitage 
and formed and expedient lithic tools in an area of approximately 33,000 square meters (45-KT-
2910).  Two historic sites were also recorded:  an irrigation ditch (45-KT-2790), and the 
remnants of the Ellensburg Auxiliary Airport (45-KT-2914).  Further information, including 
sketch maps and photographs, may be found in their respective state inventory site forms filed 
with DAHP. 

The combined record from the 2003, 2006, and 2008 surveys includes 30 archaeological sites 
and 103 isolated finds within the current Project Area.  These documented resources represent 
Native American use of this landscape for at least the past several millennia, followed by several 
kinds of activity associated with post-Euroamerican settlement.     

3.3.2.4 Site Significance Evaluations  
The following evaluation, and the Historic and Cultural Resources Report submitted to the 
DAHP, uses criteria contained in the National Register of Historic Properties (NRHP) as a means 
to help identify “significant” resources.  Distinguishing between categories of resources is a 
means to focus on significant adverse impacts, as required by SEPA, and to identify sites that 
satisfy NRHP Criterion D, which includes sites that may provide important archaeological 
information.  It is acknowledged that Washington’s Archaeological Sites and Resources Act 
(RCW 27.53) does not distinguish between historic and archaeological sites on the basis of 
significance.  DAHP does use the NRHP criteria, however, to help evaluate sites.  Other criteria 
that may be relevant to the site’s resources relate to possible associations with culturally 
important events and people (NRHP criteria A and B), and the presence of TCPs.  The Applicant 
has been consulting with the Yakama Nation to help identify these properties.  

In August 2009, the Applicant and Yakama Nation entered into an MOU concerning surveys that 
will be performed prior to construction to identify traditionally important plants and root 
grounds, TCPs, and archaeological sites of interest to the Yakama Nation.  The MOU addresses 
concerns expressed in the Yakama Nation’s comments on the Draft SEIS (see Comment Letter 
12), and provides a framework for developing a Traditional Cultural Resources Mitigation Plan 
with the Yakama Nation.  Fourteen of the 30 archaeological sites recorded within the current 
Desert Claim Project Area are recommended significant and eligible for listing on historic 
registers.  Of these 14 sites, 6 are prehistoric or ethnographic Native American sites, 7 are 
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historic, and 1 has dual historic/prehistoric components (although the significance of this site is 
based on its prehistoric component).   

Significance of individual pre-contact and ethnohistoric Native American sites is considered in 
terms of their potential to address important research questions.  The ability of a particular site to 
address research questions, and therefore be recommended significant and eligible for listing on 
historic registers, is a function of its artifact assemblage diversity and size as well as its potential 
to yield subsurface features and chronological data.  To be considered significant, archaeological 
sites must also retain a level of physical integrity such that associations can be made between its 
contents, the site matrix, and the surrounding physical environment.  Those associations are 
necessary to adequately address any research questions. 

All of the Native American archaeological sites identified in the Project Area are entirely or 
almost entirely comprised of lithic artifacts.  All contain the technological byproducts of chipped 
stone tool manufacture, and therefore may provide some data regarding stone tool technology.  
Sites that contain finished implements, both expedient flake tools and those involving a greater 
investment in time and materials, have the potential to address other research domains including 
subsistence and resource processing behavior and site chronology.  However, sites with 
assemblages containing few artifacts, even if they represent several classes, are unlikely to 
provide additional information that can be used in a quantitatively meaningful way to address 
those research domains.  Sites with artifact assemblages consisting of approximately 75 artifacts 
or more are therefore considered likely to yield additional information about local and regional 
Native American settlement, technology, and subsistence with further investigation.  The sites 
that meet or exceed this assemblage size also contain at least three artifact classes.  These sites 
also retain important aspects of their integrity, considering they are surface deposits without (or 
very unlikely to have) site stratigraphy that would have been substantially disturbed by historic 
and modern land use.  Using these criteria, seven sites (45-KT-513 [prehistoric component], 45-
KT-2413, 45-KT-2421, 45-KT-2787, 45-KT-2788, 45-KT-2789, and 45-KT-2910) are 
considered significant and recommended eligible to the NRHP.    

The 19th- and 20th-century sites that may yield archaeological information about important 
aspects of the region’s history, and are also associated with historically important events are 
those in which additional historical research provided associations between the physical 
remnants and records of specific homesteading, agricultural, or military activities (c.f., Hodges et 
al. 2003).  The historic-period Desert Claim sites considered significant have the potential to 
yield additional information with further archaeological investigation, and may also complement 
existing historical documentation about the events with which they are associated.  Historic sites 
considered significant require the same integrity of physical characteristics as Native American 
sites, allowing potential archaeological data from the site to be confidently linked to important 



 

Desert Claim Wind Power Project Chapter 3 – Affected Environment,  
Final Supplemental EIS Significant Impacts, Mitigation Measures,  
 and Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 

3-33

research questions, and/or must retain features, artifacts, and spatial relationships that convey 
important associations with events or persons (National Park Service 1990:46).  Based on these 
criteria, seven sites (45-KT-2410, 45-KT-2411, 45-KT-2914, DC-03-25, DC-03-26, DC-03-28, 
and DC-03-31) are considered significant and recommended eligible to the National Register of 
Historic Places.   

3.3.3 Significant Impacts 

3.3.3.1 Desert Claim Proposal 

Direct Impacts from Construction  
The revised Desert Claim Project encompasses over 5,000 acres, with 95 proposed turbines and a 
network of supporting facilities and infrastructure, such as the electrical collection system, access 
roads, met towers, and switch yards.  This impact analysis is based upon the configuration shown 
in Figure 2.2-2.  However, as identified in the ASC, the Applicant intends to avoid significant 
archeological sites during final design and micro-siting where practical, and implement other 
mitigation measures when avoidance is not practical. 

Thirty sites and 103 isolates were identified within the Project Area boundary during the three 
field surveys conducted between 2003 and 2008.  Comparison of the locations of these sites and 
the Project layout as currently proposed indicates that 26 archaeological sites and isolates could 
be affected by construction disturbance if measures were not taken during final design and 
micro-siting to avoid them.  Of these, five are sites considered significant.  Direct impacts to 
sites and isolates were considered possible if their buffered boundary overlapped with the Project 
configuration as mapped at a 1:12,000 scale.  Because of the buffering, no direct impacts were 
anticipated to sites and isolates whose boundaries touched but did not overlap the Project 
configuration. 

The five significant pre-contact and historic sites potentially affected by the Desert Claim 
Project, based on locations where mapped construction elements intersect a 100-foot (30-meter) 
buffer zone around each resource, are identified as follows: 

DC-03-26 Historic White Ranch Farmstead 

45 KT 2413 Pre-Contact Lithic Scatter 

45 KT 2421 Pre-Contact Lithic Scatter/Procurement Site 

45 KT 2910 Pre-Contact Lithic Scatter 

45 KT 2914 Ellensburg Auxiliary Airport 

Proposed turbine locations are within the boundaries of four of the sites, and segments of access 
roads and electrical collection alignments ranging from 40 to 240 meters in length bisect all five 
sites.    
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If measures were not taken during final design and micro-siting to avoid impacts, Project 
construction elements would intersect with buffers for an additional 21 features, including 
archaeological and historic sites (with 100-foot/30-meter buffers applied) and archaeological 
isolated finds (50-foot/15-meter buffers) that are not considered significant.  Three of these cases 
involve turbine locations, which intersect the buffers around an historic irrigation ditch (45-KT-
2790), a lithic scatter and a single lithic flake, and another isolated find (a single lithic flake) is 
within the proposed northern switch yard location.  The remainder of the non-significant sites 
and isolates are within the alignments of access roads and/or electrical collection system 
segments.  

Indirect Impacts 
In the general sense, potential indirect impacts from wind project development could include 
increased opportunities for removal of prehistoric or historic artifacts, particularly if 
development increased public accessibility to the area, and changes to the visual environment 
around cultural resource sites.  As indicated in Section 3.1.3, the Desert Claim Final EIS 
concluded that significant impacts of this type were not anticipated.  Development of the Desert 
Claim Project would not change the existing access conditions for the lands within the Project 
Area (most of which are privately owned).  The visual environment around the cultural resource 
sites in the Project Area and vicinity currently exhibits substantial modification of the natural 
landscape. 

3.3.3.2 No Action 
As described in the Desert Claim Final EIS, under the No Action alternative, the proposed wind 
power facility would not be constructed and no project-related impacts to cultural resources 
would occur.  However, past and current activities would continue to affect cultural resources.  
Natural processes such as surface erosion and weathering would continue.  Likewise, agricultural 
activities would continue for the foreseeable future.  Conversion of land for low-density rural 
residential uses could also occur in the future and could result in direct and indirect impacts to 
cultural resources. 

3.3.4 Cumulative Impacts 
In general, wind projects have avoided significant impacts to cultural resources by site planning 
and micro-siting of individual turbines and facilities, and mitigating unavoidable impacts through 
approved data recovery programs.    

With the mitigation measures outlined below, no significant impacts to cultural resources are 
expected to occur as a result of the revised Desert Claim proposal.  No impacts to cultural 
resources were identified for the Kittitas Valley Project (Final EIS 2005), the original Wild 
Horse Project or the proposed expansion to that project, or the Vantage Wind Power Project. 
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3.3.5 Mitigation Measures  
Impacts to cultural resources could be avoided or mitigated in several ways, and the Applicant 
has agreed to implement mitigation.  The Applicant has also agreed to conduct additional 
surveys of TCPs of importance to the Yakama Nation and to work with the Yakama Nation to 
prepare a Traditional Cultural Resources Mitigation Plan. 

Avoiding all or most of the potential impacts to sites that have previously been identified as 
significant may be possible by micro-siting the wind turbines and other associated facilities 
during final project design to maintain a 100-foot (30-meter) buffer area around the recorded 
boundary of each significant archaeological or historical site.  In some cases, a turbine could be 
moved a short distance, allowing straight-line road or transmission line connections between 
turbines to be moved away from archaeological resources.  If a turbine is not within an 
archaeological site, the electrical or road connections could be re-routed around resources 
without moving the footprint of the turbine.  If practical, the Applicant will also attempt to 
micro-site project facilities in order to avoid other sites that have been classified as significant.  

For sites to be avoided in this manner, the boundaries of identified cultural resources (with 
suitable buffer zones) would need to be staked in the field and flagged as no-disturbance areas to 
avoid inadvertent entry and disturbance during construction.  To preserve confidentiality of the 
resource locations, these site markings would be removed following construction.  Given other 
siting constraints, it may not be possible to micro-site turbines and associated facilities in such a 
way that all archaeological and cultural resources are avoided.  For example, the Project must 
observe safety-based setbacks of various distances from adjoining properties, homes, and public 
roads.  The facility locations designated in the Project layout also reflect efforts to avoid 
wetlands, streams, and their buffer areas.  Consequently, it may not be possible to avoid all 
impacts to archaeological and cultural resources without incurring offsetting impacts to other 
resources.  In cases where final placement of project elements within the buffer areas of 
archaeological or cultural resources would be unavoidable, mitigation measures could be taken 
to retrieve the scientific and historical information that makes the resources significant.  Other 
ways of mitigating adverse effects to archaeological or cultural resources can include (but are not 
limited to) maintaining or restoring the integrity of the site to the extent possible, relocating 
historic structures, and undertaking tribal consultation regarding treatment of cultural resources.  

For archaeological sites that could not be avoided during the final design of the Project and 
micro-siting, mitigation would involve retaining a qualified cultural resource specialist to 
develop a cultural resource mitigation plan in consultation with the Yakama Nation and DAHP.  
This plan would include mitigation measures tailored to the specific circumstances of each 
resource and would be consistent with applicable federal, state, and local regulations.  For the 
historic sites (such as the White Ranch and the Ellensburg Auxiliary Airport), it is possible that 
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nearby construction of specific project components would not damage archaeological features, or 
would impact them in such a way that their data potential was not compromised.  In these cases, 
mitigation could involve additional research into the historic context of the resources and more 
detailed documentation of their physical remains.   

To the extent that some impacts to archeological or cultural resources might be unavoidable, 
other available measures to mitigate impacts include the following: 

• If project construction would unavoidably demolish or alter the setting and character of 
existing historic buildings and structures, those resources would be documented in 
accordance with Historic American Buildings Survey/Historic American Engineering Record 
guidelines and in consultation with DAHP prior to construction. 

• In prior comments on the Desert Claim Wind Power Project Draft EIS (Kittitas County 
2003), DAHP expressed concern that the Project could impact the setting or historic 
character of the surrounding landscape.  The Applicant consulted with DAHP and 
volunteered to address this concern by documenting the current cultural landscape and 
developing a landscape history prior to construction.  An MOA could be developed to 
specify the scope of such documentation and analysis to be completed prior to 
commencement of construction for the proposed Project.  

Twenty-one isolated finds and archaeological sites not previously identified as significant would 
potentially undergo direct impacts during construction from the Desert Claim Project as 
proposed.  These artifacts will be addressed in the Cultural Resources Mitigation Plan developed 
in consultation with DAHP and the Yakama Nation.  It may not be necessary to avoid non-
significant archaeological sites and isolates given the isolated nature of these finds and their low 
or non-existent data potential.  However, management measures could be undertaken to protect 
these resources if possible.  Because these resources lack important aspects of integrity, moving 
them out of the direct impact area would in all likelihood not damage them further.  Such 
relocations should be limited to the shortest distance possible; in most cases, a move of up to 20 
to 30 meters may be sufficient.  Twelve of these 21 resources consist of non-diagnostic isolated 
lithic flakes or small scatters of lithic artifacts with limited archaeological data potential.  These 
buffered areas should be examined through additional pedestrian survey prior to construction.  In 
some cases it may not be feasible to relocate specific artifacts that were previously recorded.  If 
artifacts can be relocated, the inventory forms should be updated to reflect the moves.  Any 
additional associated artifacts found during the pre-construction pedestrian survey should be 
treated in the same manner.  Another 7 of the 21 resources are isolated non-diagnostic historic 
artifacts or abandoned farm machinery.  These items could be treated in a similar manner, by 
moving them away from construction zones and updating their inventory forms as appropriate.  
The other two resources, an historic irrigation ditch and a stock pond, cannot be moved.  
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Additional documentation of their physical characteristics in the specific areas of potential 
disturbance could be conducted prior to construction of the Project features that would affect 
these resources.       

Regardless of the disposition with respect to other impacts and mitigation measures, an 
unanticipated discovery plan should also be developed for Project construction.  This plan would 
provide a protocol for evaluation and treatment of any archaeological remains or human remains 
that might be discovered during construction. 

3.3.5.1 Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts  
Construction and operation of the Desert Claim Project could result in significant adverse direct 
and/or indirect impacts to cultural resources.  As discussed above, however, the Applicant has 
proposed to implement mitigation measures that would reduce these impacts to a level of 
insignificance.  These measures include avoidance of the impacts by relocating selected Project 
facilities or, if relocation is not practical, implementing approved data recovery programs.  
Therefore, with the mitigation identified, there would be no significant unavoidable adverse 
impacts to cultural resources from the Desert Claim Project. 

3.4 AESTHETICS, LIGHT, AND GLARE 
3.4.1 Summary of Prior Environmental Analysis 
The Final EIS identified 19 viewpoints that were used to assess visual impacts of the Project.  It 
generally concluded that long-term impacts associated with the original project proposal would 
vary with location and proximity to the Project.  Four locations in the Northwest Valley Visual 
Assessment Unit (viewpoints 1A, 1E, 1F, and 1G), northwest of Ellensburg, were estimated to 
experience “High” levels of impacts.  These views all had the foothills of the Wenatchee 
Mountains or Manastash Ridge as their background, had proposed turbines less than 1/4 mile 
away, and looked out over relatively flat terrain.  As a result, the turbines’ color contrasted with 
the colors of the foothills and sky, and the turbine size broke the skyline and was prominent in 
the view.   

Under the original proposal, six locations in the Northwest Valley (viewpoints 1B and 1D), 
Greater Ellensburg (viewpoints 3C), Hayward Hill (viewpoint 6A), and Table Mountain Slope 
Visual Assessment Units (viewpoints 8A and 8B) would experience “Moderate” levels of 
impacts; these viewpoints were generally at higher elevations and located farther (1 to 4 miles) 
from the Project.  At longer distances, there would be less perceived contrast in color between 
the turbines and background, and the turbines would occupy less of ones view; they would 
appear similar to power lines, fences, and other man-made objects in the foreground.    
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The remaining nine viewpoints were concluded to have “Low” levels of impact due to distance 
from the project and/or the presence of disrupting visual elements—particularly suburban 
development around Ellensburg—that are part of the existing visual environment.   

3.4.2 Affected Environment 

3.4.2.1 Methodology 
The methodology used to evaluate visual impacts is described in detail in the Desert Claim Final 
EIS (Section 3.10 and Appendix G) and was used for this SEIS with a few changes discussed 
further below.  In general, this approach entails several steps to identify, characterize and rank 
visual resources, and to assess the degree of impact.  These steps are as follows:  

1. Existing visual resources are categorized in discrete “landscape units,” which are areas 
that share a common visual character and sense of place).  Each landscape unit is 
documented and characterized using photographs.  The existing conditions and visual 
character of each landscape unit is documented using a rating system (1, 2, or 3).  Criteria 
used to characterize landscape units include their vividness, intactness, and unity; these 
terms are explained further in the Desert Claim Final EIS.    

2. Viewpoints are identified to provide a focus for the analysis of visual impacts.  The 
viewpoints were revised for the SEIS to reflect the new property configuration and 
turbine layout, as described further below.   

3. For the viewpoints evaluated, a computer program is used to simulate (or visually 
superimpose) wind turbines on the existing landscape based on revised turbine 
dimensions and locations in the new proposed layout (see Figure 2.2-1 and 2.2-2).  The 
simulations are intended to reflect what a viewer would observe from these viewpoints.  
All simulations have been updated to reflect the revised proposed layout. 

4. The next step identifies and scores the degree of visual “exposure,” characterizes the 
“sensitivity” of viewers, and assesses the overall quality of the existing view.  Visual 
exposure refers primarily to the number of people who would see the turbine(s) from a 
particular viewpoint, but also considers the degree to which they are exposed to the view 
by their physical location and the duration of the view.  Viewer sensitivity refers to how 
aware people are likely to be of the visual environment, which depends primarily on their 
typical activity.  The scores are used by the analyst as a reference or short-hand for 
conclusions about visual exposure and viewer sensitivity; they are not used in a 
mathematical formula. 

The analysis assumes that while viewer groups often vary in the degree to which a visual 
impact is perceived, they do not often differ in their recognition of a project’s visual 
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impact as positive or negative.  The analysis is intended to focus on objective factors 
(such as vividness and intactness), and does not address viewer likes and dislikes.   

It is noted that several recent studies of viewer perceptions indicate that the public seems 
to be embracing renewable energy solutions, such as wind power; this acceptance may 
also affect their visual perceptions.  The British Wind Energy Association (BWEA), for 
example, has conducted more than 60 public perception surveys at or near wind power 
facilities since 1990.  Support averaged 70 to 80 percent, both for wind energy in general 
and in the opinion of residents living near wind farms (www.bwea.com, BWEA Briefing 
Sheet: Public Attitudes to Wind Energy in the UK, October 2005).  The surveys also 
indicated that pre-project concerns about visual and other environmental impacts declined 
significantly after the wind farm was in operation.  (Also see American Wind Energy 
Association [AWEA], Wind Energy: Views on the Environment: Clean and Green). 

5. The overall level of change or impact caused by the project is measured by the degree of 
change that occurs between the existing view and the view with the project.  A number is 
used to indicate the analyst’s assessment of the degree of change; a decrease of .33 
equates to a low impact, a decrease of .67 equates to a medium impact, and a decrease of 
1.0 equates to a high impact.  The assessment is conservative in that the visibility of even 
a single turbine at any distance is presumed to have at least a low impact.  The 
conclusions are discussed in narrative and summarized in a table. 

This general approach was used in the Desert Claim Final EIS and in this SEIS.  Two 
modifications are reflected in the SEIS:  

(1) Thirteen new viewpoints, described in the following subsection, were identified and 
used in the analysis to reflect the revised property configuration, the new turbine layout, 
and the new proposed turbine height.  Some viewpoints used in the Final EIS were 
eliminated for reasons described in the following section.  Twenty-five viewpoints were 
evaluated in the SEIS, compared to nineteen in the Final EIS;   

(2) A 50 mm lens was used to photograph the existing landscape and to prepare the 
simulations, rather than the 35mm lens used in the Desert Claim Final EIS.  The change 
in camera focal length is in response to recommendations by EFSEC’s consultant.  A 
50mm lens generally corresponds to the normal field of view of a typical viewer looking 
straight ahead, and is most frequently used in landscape analysis.  In comparison, a 
35mm lens shows more of the surrounding landscape but makes objects appear to be 
further away compared to a 50mm lens.  (The camera used for the analysis was a Canon 
EOS Digital Rebel XTi, which has a 1.6 digital crop ratio, with a Canon EFS 18-55mm 
lens.)   
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In cases where a viewpoint used in the present analysis (50mm lens) was also used in the Final 
EIS analysis (35mm lens), the findings were reassessed to determine whether the change in 
camera focal length (as distinct from change in turbine configuration) had an effect on impact 
ratings.  Examples of the same view using a 35mm and 50mm lens are shown in Figures 3.4-1 
and 3.4-2.  As described in Section 3.4.3, the change in camera lens was not found to have a 
material influence on the ratings.   

3.4.2.2 Viewpoints 
The viewpoints used for the visual analysis were revised to reflect changes in the Project Area 
and turbine layout.  The Project Area has generally shifted to the west and slightly to the north, 
compared to the Final EIS proposal (Figure 3.4-3).  The easternmost parcels in the Final EIS 
proposal have been eliminated, and the property is now contiguous.  New property has been 
added to the west (WDNR and private property owners), which is sparsely populated, has fewer 
residences, and is generally further away from Ellensburg and its concentration of population. 
The revised property configuration and reduced number of turbines have reduced turbine density 
from 1:43 acres to 1:55 acres.  In view of these changes, some viewpoints used in the Desert 
Claim Final EIS were no longer used, either because no turbines would be visible with the new 
layout; the viewpoint was not considered representative of how nearby residents and other 
viewer groups would experience the project; or elements in the foreground (such as topography 
or recent construction) now blocked the view of turbines.  As a result, thirteen new viewpoints 
(shown on Figure 3.4-4) were identified and used for the SEIS analysis; five of these are 
oriented to the western portion of the Project Area.  
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Figure 3.4-1. Viewpoint 1B – Existing View with 35mm Lens (above) and 50mm 
Lens (below) 
Note that the utility pole in the middle-ground appears closer and larger with the 50mm lens. 
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Figure 3.4-2. Viewpoint 3C – Existing View with 35mm Lens (above) and 50mm 
Lens (below) 
Note that green water tower in background (right side) appears larger with 50mm lens. 
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Figure 3.4-3. Final EIS and SEIS Project Areas 

 



 

Desert Claim Wind Power Project Chapter 3 – Affected Environment,  
Final Supplemental EIS Significant Impacts, Mitigation Measures,  
 and Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 

3-44

 

 
Figure 3.4-4. Project Area and Viewpoints 

Ellensburg 
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3.4.3 Significant Impacts 

3.4.3.1 Desert Claim Proposal 

Input Methods 

Photosimulations 
“Before” and simulated “after” photos of viewpoints are used to show the landscape as it 
currently exists and with proposed wind turbines.  The photos are used to assist in the evaluation 
of impacts and to depict the changes that would occur to the visual environment.  Computer-
generated photosimulations, which electronically superimpose proposed wind turbines on the 
landscape, were created for each of the identified viewpoints.  The before and after photos for 
each viewpoint are presented at the end of this section (Figures 3.4-5 through 3.4-49).    

Factors Influencing Degree of Impact 
Using the methodology described in Section 3.4.2, visual quality was assessed and scored for 
each viewpoint, and impacts were rated as High, Moderate, or Low.  The impact to each 
viewpoint is discussed in the following subsection.  Major factors influencing the assessment are 
described below. 

The height of the turbines was determined to be the major component affecting long-term visual 
impacts, and impacts generally decrease with increasing distance.  Other components of the 
project including roads, O&M center, substation, met towers, and others described in Chapter 2 
of the SEIS, are much smaller, would be visible only from the immediate surrounding area, and 
would be designed to blend in with their surroundings.  As a result, they would have a minor 
impact on the visual environment 

The primary changes to the revised Desert Claim Project affecting visual quality are the  
reduction in the number of turbines, from 120 to 95; the decrease in turbine density, from 1 
turbine per 43 acres to 1 turbine per 55 acres; the contiguous Project Area, which has also shifted 
to the west and north, farther away from Ellensburg; a reduction in the number of turbines 
required to be lit at night and the elimination of daytime flashing strobe lights; and the increase 
in the distance between turbines and adjacent residences, from a minimum of 1,000 feet to at 
least 1,640 feet for residences located outside the Project Area.  

A separation of 1,640 feet (four times the turbine tip height) has been used as a guide for Desert 
Claim’s revised turbine configuration.  Increasing distances further may be possible through 
individual turbine micrositing for turbines located within 2,500 feet of residences.  At a viewing 
distance of four times its height, an object blends in more with its surroundings, and does not 
dominate a view.  Examples of the literature supporting this distance are summarized below.  
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(Note that pre-filed testimony, Exhibit 18, also contains an analysis of the mitigating effect of 
increased distance from large objects.)  

For centuries, architects, designers, and optical theorists have considered the appropriate spacing 
of tall structures.  In the 1400s, Alberti wrote that to avoid buildings feeling too high, buildings 
around a square should be a maximum of one-third the breadth of the open area (Alberti, Leone 
Batista, The Ten Books of Architecture, Book 8, Chapter 6, p. 173.).  In 1570, Palladio similarly 
concluded that a harmonious relationship between spaces is established if structures built around 
a square are not taller than a third of the width of the square (Palladio, Andrea.  The Four Books 
of Architecture, Book 1, Chapter 16, p. 193.). 

More recently, in 1953 Hans Blumenfeld cited the work of H. Maertens (The Optical Scale in the 
Plastic Arts 1884) who related the mathematics for the measurement of optics to architectural 
scale and building design.  Blumenfeld explains Maertens’ work as follows:  

the maximum angle at which an object can be perceived clearly and easily, is about 27 
degrees, corresponding to a ratio of 1:2 between the size of the object and its distance 
from the beholder....At an angle of 27 degrees...the object appears...’as a little world in 
itself’ with the surroundings only dimly perceived as a background; at an angle of 18 
degrees (1:3) it still dominates the picture, but now its relation to its surroundings 
becomes equally important.  At angles of 12 degrees (1:4) or less, the object becomes 
part of its surroundings and speaks mainly through its silhouette (Blumenfeld, Hans. 
Scale in Civic Design, in Town Planning Review, Vol 24, April 1953, pp. 36, 37). 

In 1973, a planning document developed for the County of Essex, England, stated as follows: 
“The relationship between the ‘effective height’ of the buildings and the width of the space is 
critical if a harmonious [spatial relationship] is to be created.  If too high in relation to width, a 
feeling of oppression may result.”  The guide goes on to suggest that a 1:4 proportion of height 
to width creates a harmonious spatial relationship (County Council of Essex, 1973, p. 65.). 

While the works cited deal primarily with larger buildings that have more mass than a wind 
turbine, the optical and psychological principles can also be applied to most types of 
environmental design.  A wind turbine is, of course, much narrower than the buildings 
considered in these references, so at a viewing distance of four times its height, it blends in with 
its surroundings, and generally no longer dominates a view; a viewer does not have to physically 
move his/her head upward to see all of the object.  By increasing the distance between turbines 
and residences to more than four times the tip height of the turbine, therefore, the revised 
proposal has significantly reduced visual impacts.   



 

Desert Claim Wind Power Project Chapter 3 – Affected Environment,  
Final Supplemental EIS Significant Impacts, Mitigation Measures,  
 and Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 

3-47

Impacts to Visual Assessment Units 
This subsection describes the visual impact evaluation for the revised Desert Claim proposal, 
which is summarized in Table 3.4-1.  The discussion includes new viewpoints selected for the 
SEIS, along with viewpoints used in the Final EIS that are still relevant to the revised proposal.  
Final EIS viewpoints that were no longer considered representative are not discussed.  For each 
assessment unit, primary viewer exposure and sensitivity are characterized, followed by an 
assessment of existing visual quality.  Then, visual quality with the project and the resulting level 
of impact are described.  Viewpoints that are identified with an “S” (e.g., S1H or S5B) are new 
viewpoints used in the SEIS.  Please refer to the Desert Claim Final EIS (Appendix G) for more 
detailed information about how ratings were derived.  

Table 3.4-1. Summary of Impacts by Visual Assessment Unit and Viewpoint 

Key View 

Primary 
Viewer 

Exposure 
Primary Viewer 

Sensitivity 

Existing 
Visual 
Quality 

With Project 
Visual Quality 

Level of Visual 
Impact 

Unit 1: Northwest Valley Floor 
1B 2 2 3.0 2.33 Moderate 
1C 2 2 2.0 1.33 Moderate 
1D 2 3 2.0 1.33 Moderate 
S1H replaces 1A 2 3 2.33 1.33 High 
S1I replaces 1E 2 3 2.67 1.33 High 
S1J replaces 1F 2 3 2.0 1.33 Moderate 
S1K replaces 1G 1 3 2.0 1.0 High 
S1L 2 3 2.0 1.0 High 
S1M 2 3 2.33 1.67 Moderate 
Unit 2: Northeast Valley Floor 
2A 2 3 1.67 1.67 None–Turbines no 

longer visible 
2B 1 2 2.0 1.67 Low 
2C 2 2 2.67 2.33 Low 
Unit 3: Greater Ellensburg 
3A 2 2 1.33 1.00 Low 
3B 1 1 1.33 1.33 None-Turbines no 

longer visible 
3C 1 2 2.67 2.0 Moderate 
Unit 4: Yakima River 
4A 1 2 3.0 3.0 None-Turbines no 

longer visible 
Unit 5: Southwest Valley Floor 
S5B replaces 5A 1 2 2.33 2.00 Low 
Unit 6: Hayward Hill 
6A 1 3 3.0 2.67 Low 
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Table 3.4-1. Summary of Impacts by Visual Assessment Unit and Viewpoint (continued) 

Key View 

Primary 
Viewer 

Exposure 
Primary Viewer 

Sensitivity 

Existing 
Visual 
Quality 

With Project 
Visual Quality 

Level of Visual 
Impact 

S6B 1 3 2.0 1.33 Moderate 
Unit 7: Dry Creek Slope 
7A 2 1 2.33 1.67 Moderate 
S7B 2 1 2.0 1.33 Moderate 
S7C 1 3 2.67 2.0 Moderate 
Unit 8: Table Mountain Slope 
S8C replaces 8A 1 3 2.67 2.0 Moderate 
S8D replaces 8B 3 3 2.33 1.67 Moderate 
S8E 2 3 2.33 1.67 Moderate 

The Final EIS discussed the existing visual quality of many of the viewpoints.  The following 
subsection addresses only the viewpoints that are new to the SEIS or that have experienced 
changes in visual quality since the Final EIS was written.  

Visual Assessment Unit 1:  Northwest Valley 

Viewer Group Exposure and Visual Sensitivity 
Primary Viewer Groups Viewer Exposure Viewer Sensitivity 

Rural residents Moderate High 

Agricultural workers Moderate Low 

Motorists on Reecer Creek Rd. Moderate Moderate 

Motorists on County roads Low Moderate 

John Wayne Trail Users Low Moderate 

Existing Visual Quality  
View S1H:  Figure 3.4-11 shows an existing view looking west-by-southwest across the 
Northwest Valley Visual Assessment Unit from Robbins Road, just north of the North Branch 
Canal.  (Note: This viewpoint was considered more relevant than Final EIS Viewpoint 1A, which 
was oriented toward an area that is no longer part of the Project Area.) 

Vividness—2:  Regional representation of agricultural land and open space that includes, 
farm pastures and structures, broad open valley floor, foothills and mountains beyond.  
Hillside in middleground on right side rises dramatically and blocks view of distant 
mountains. 

Intactness—2:  Strong visual character that is mostly free from encroachment of 
discordant elements, with the exception of a few distant powerline poles.  

Unity—3:  Unified and coherent visual composition. 
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Overall Visual Quality:  2.33—Moderate. 

View S1I:  Figure 3.4-13 shows an existing view looking northeast across the Northwest Valley 
Visual Assessment Unit from Reecer Creek Road, immediately north of North Branch Canal.  
This viewpoint was selected as being more relevant than Viewpoint 1E because the original 
viewpoint was oriented toward an area where turbines are no longer being proposed (although 
more distant turbines would still be visible). 

Vividness—2:  Unobstructed view of rolling pastureland ascending to more steeply rising 
foothills beyond.  Grassland punctuated by sparsely scattered shrub steppe vegetation, 
with upland forest beginning to appear in higher elevations.  Somewhat memorable and 
picturesque. 

Intactness—3:  Intact example of Kittitas Valley pastureland with natural foothills 
beyond.  

Unity—3:  Unified and coherent visual patterns of rural farmland and natural foothill 
environments. 

Overall Visual Quality:  2.67—High. 

View S1J:  Figure 3.4-15 shows an existing view looking west-by-northwest across the 
Northwest Valley Visual Assessment Unit from Smithson Road, just east of Green Canyon 
Road.  This viewpoint was selected as being more relevant than Viewpoint 1F, because the 
original viewpoint was oriented toward an area where turbines are no longer being proposed 
(although more distant turbines would still be visible). 

Vividness—2:  Foreground view of enclosed pasture surrounded by a variety of wetland, 
riparian, and shrub steppe vegetation.  Distant views of Wenatchee Mountains foothills 
and powerline transmission towers. 

Intactness—2:  Distant powerline transmission towers, and utility poles in the foreground 
disrupt the pastoral character of the view. 

Unity—2:  The scattered appearance of a variety of fence post types, utility poles, and 
distant powerline towers break up what would otherwise be a fairly unified pastoral 
composition. 

Overall Visual Quality:  2.00—Moderate. 

View S1K:  Figure 3.4-17 shows an existing view looking south-by-southwest across the 
Northwest Valley Visual Assessment Unit from Reecer Creek Road, just north of the project 
boundary.  This viewpoint was selected as being more relevant and representative than 
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Viewpoint 1G, because it is oriented toward turbines that are closer to nearby residences in the 
current SEIS proposal. 

Vividness—2:  View across the valley floor to foothills and the Manastash Ridge in the 
distance are picturesque but fairly typical.  The contrasting patterns of shrub steppe 
vegetation, pastureland, distant powerlines, and dramatically rising foothills add depth 
and interest to the scene. 

Intactness—2:  Distant powerline transmission towers, utility poles, and light reflected 
from roofs on opposite side of the valley disrupt the intactness of the view. 

Unity—2:  The variety of powerline transmission towers, utility poles and fencing 
elements detract from the unity of the visual patterns. 

Overall Visual Quality:  2.00—Moderate. 

View S1L:  Figure 3.4-19 shows an existing view looking southeast across the Northwest Valley 
Visual Assessment Unit from 1/8 mile east of Reecer Creek Road, 1/8 mile north of the Project 
boundary.  This viewpoint was selected as being relevant because it shows a group of existing 
farms/residences that would be near proposed turbines. 

Vividness—2:  View across the valley floor to foothills and the Manastash Ridge in the 
distance are picturesque but fairly typical.  The contrasting patterns of farm buildings and 
poplar windbreaks, shrub steppe vegetation, pastureland, distant powerlines, and 
dramatically rising foothills add depth and interest to the scene. 

Intactness—2:  Distant powerline transmission towers, utility poles, and light reflected 
from roofs of farm structures and residences disrupt the intactness of the view. 

Unity—2:  The variety of farm buildings and residences, powerline transmission towers, 
utility poles, and fencing elements detract from the unity of the visual patterns. 

Overall Visual Quality:  2.00—Moderate. 

View S1M:  Figure 3.4-21 shows an existing view looking north-by-northeast across the 
Northwest Valley Visual Assessment Unit from Smithson Road, 1/4 mile west of Howard Road.  
This viewpoint was selected because it provides a representative view of the area where turbines 
are being proposed on the WDNR and private parcels added to the revised proposal. 

Vividness—3:  Unobstructed view of rolling pastureland ascending to more steeply rising 
foothills beyond.  Grassland punctuated by sparsely scattered shrub steppe vegetation, 
distant powerlines, and farm structures, with upland forest beginning to appear in higher 
elevations.  Somewhat memorable and picturesque. 
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Intactness—2:  Distant powerline transmission towers and utility poles disrupt the 
intactness of the view. 

Unity—2:  The variety of powerline transmission towers, utility poles, and fencing 
elements detract from the unity of the visual patterns. 

Overall Visual Quality:  2.33—Moderate. 

Visual Assessment Unit 5:  Southwest Valley 

Viewer Group Exposure and Visual Sensitivity 
Primary Viewer Groups Viewer Exposure Viewer Sensitivity 

Rural residents Low Moderate 

Agricultural workers Low Low 

Motorists on County roads Low Moderate 

Existing Visual Quality  
View S5B:  Figure 3.4-32 shows an existing view looking north-by-northeast from the Southwest 
Valley Visual Assessment Unit approximately 1/2 mile north of the intersection of Killmore 
Road and Robinson Road.  This viewpoint was selected as being more relevant than Viewpoint 
5A because a recent housing development has blocked views of most of the wind farm Project 
Area. 

Vividness—3:  Memorable regional representation of agricultural land and open space 
that includes farm pastures and structures, broad open valley floor, foothills, and 
mountains. 

Intactness—2:  Strong visual character that is relatively free from encroachment of 
discordant elements, although wind turbines detract slightly from overall intactness. 

Unity—2:  Slight reduction in compositional harmony due to highly contrasting styles 
and scales of expression of farmland built elements. 

Overall Visual Quality:  2.33—Moderate. 

Visual Assessment Unit 6:  Hayward Hill 

Viewer Group Exposure and Visual Sensitivity 
Primary Viewer Groups Viewer Exposure Viewer Sensitivity 

Rural residents Low High 

Motorists on County roads Low Moderate 
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Existing Visual Quality  
View S6B:  Figure 3.4-36 shows an existing view looking north from the Hayward Hill Visual 
Assessment Unit near a group of residences immediately south of U.S. Highway 97, above the 
intersection with Howard Road.  This viewpoint was added because it shows the area where the 
Project Area has expanded farther to the south and west from the Final EIS Project Area, and it 
shows the area where turbines may be more visible to motorists along U.S. Highway 97 and 
residences in the area. 

Vividness—2:  Somewhat memorable view across agricultural land and open space that 
includes farm pastures and structures, residences, riparian areas, broad open valley floor, 
and foothills. 

Intactness—2:  Strong visual character that is somewhat compromised by the presence of 
utility poles, traffic signs, and other roadside elements associated with U.S. Highway 97. 

Unity—2:  Slight reduction in compositional harmony due to highly contrasting styles 
and scales of expression of farmland built elements, the presence of U.S. Highway 97, 
and associated roadside objects. 

Overall Visual Quality:  2.00—Moderate. 

Visual Assessment Unit 7:  Dry Creek Slope 

Viewer Group Exposure and Visual Sensitivity 
Primary Viewer Groups Viewer Exposure Viewer Sensitivity 

Rural residents Low High 

Motorists on Hwy 97. Moderate Low 

Existing Visual Quality  
View S7B:  Figure 3.4-40 shows an existing view looking southeast from U.S. Highway 97 in 
the Dry Creek Visual Assessment Unit approximately 1½ miles north of the intersection of 
Smithson Road at driveway 16011.  This viewpoint was selected because it represents the only 
view that southbound motorists on U.S. Highway 97 will have of the proposed wind turbines. 

Vividness—2:  Somewhat memorable view that includes dramatic ridgelines, and some 
views to the foothills and mountains beyond.  The ridgeline blocks views of the open 
Kittitas Valley floor.   

Intactness—2:  Roadside elements and utility poles detract from the visual quality. 

Unity—2:  Scale of roadway and utility poles contrasts with and dominate the overall 
landscape character. 

Overall Visual Quality:  2.00—Moderate. 
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View S7C:  Figure 3.4-42 shows an existing view looking north-by-northeast from the Dry 
Creek Slope Visual Assessment Unit approximately 1/2 mile west of U.S. Highway 97 above the 
terminus of Smithson Road.  This viewpoint is representative of a group of farms that sit on the 
hill to the west of the Project Area.  Though roughly a mile from the nearest turbine, the site has 
a good vantage point from which to view most of the Project Area. 

Vividness—3:  Memorable regional representation of agricultural land and open space 
that includes farm pastures and structures, broad open valley floor, and foothills in the 
distance. 

Intactness—3:  Strong visual character that is relatively free from encroachment of 
discordant elements, although power transmission poles are visible in the distance. 

Unity—2:  Slight reduction in compositional harmony due to presence of powerline 
transmission towers and contrasting styles and scales of expression of farmland built 
elements. 

Overall Visual Quality:  2.67—High. 

Visual Assessment Unit 8:  Table Mountain Slope 

Viewer Group Exposure and Visual Sensitivity 
Primary Viewer Groups Viewer Exposure Viewer Sensitivity 

Rural residents Moderate High 

Outdoor recreationists  Low High 

Existing Visual Quality  
View S8C:  Figure 3.4-44 shows an existing view looking south from the Table Mountain Slope 
Visual Assessment Unit over the Kittitas Basin.  This view is more relevant than View 8A 
because elements in the foreground blocked view of part of the current turbine layout. 

Vividness—3:  Memorable display of the open sky, mountains, valley floor; dramatic 
changes in topography from vantage point.  Diverse plant communities:  ponderosa pine 
forest, riparian vegetation, shrub-steppe, rangeland, and pasture.  Farms dot the valley 
floor. 

Intactness—3:  Strong visual character.  Undisrupted skyform, landcover, landform, and 
built forms. 

Unity—2:  Clear visual composition and sense of prospect and refuge; moderately 
harmonious patterns across the valley. 

Overall Visual Quality:  2.67—High. 
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View S8D:  Figure 3.4-46 shows an existing view looking west from the Sun East development 
in the Table Mountain Slope Visual Assessment unit along Robbins Road.  This viewpoint is 
more relevant than viewpoint 8B because it was oriented mainly toward an area where turbines 
are no longer being proposed. 

Vividness—3:  View across the valley to Manastash Ridge allows an appreciation of the 
larger form of the valley as well as its distinctive rolling landforms and a diverse array of 
native shrub steppe vegetation.  The top of Mount Rainier is visible among the clouds 
behind the mountains. 

Intactness—2:  View over stunning valley interrupted by utility poles, fence rows, and 
scattered residential structures. 

Unity—2:  Clear, uninterrupted progression from foreground through background along 
undulating landforms.  Powerlines and utility poles break up visual patterns. 

Overall Visual Quality:  2.33—Moderate. 

View S8E:  Figure 3.4-48 shows an existing view looking south from the Table Mountain Slope 
Visual Assessment Unit toward the WDNR property from Upper Green Canyon Road.  This 
view is a new view selected because it provides a clear view of the WDNR property (which was 
not part of the Final EIS Project Area) where no turbines were previously proposed. 

Vividness—2:  Somewhat memorable view of vast, undulating topography that changes 
color and texture as it rolls from dry desert steppe to the greener Yakima River valley 
bottom in the distance.  Farms, associated structures, utility poles, and towers form 
repeating patterns that fade into the distance. 

Intactness—3:  Strong visual character.  Undisrupted repeating patterns of sparse 
vegetation on rolling hills, with occasional farm structures and outlines of pastures. 

Unity—2:  Clear visual composition and balanced integration of built and natural 
elements in a harmonious pattern; broken up slightly by powerlines and utility poles. 

Overall Visual Quality:  2.33—Moderate. 

Impacts with the Revised Desert Claim Project 

Visual Assessment Unit 1:  Northwest Valley 

Visual Quality of Views-With Project 
View S1H:  Figure 3.4-12 shows a simulated view looking west-by-southwest across the 
Northwest Valley Visual Assessment Unit from Robbins Road, just north of the North Branch 
Canal.  
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Vividness—2:  Height and concentration of turbines create a vivid scene, but they detract 
from the open, expansiveness of the agricultural open space and views of the mountains 
beyond.  The superior position of the tower on the right side adds to its height. 

Intactness—1:  The intactness of the view is severely diminished by the introduction of 
the discordant turbines. 

Unity—1:  The strong vertical character of the turbines contrasts sharply with the 
horizontally oriented visual characteristics of the agricultural landscape and the hills and 
ridgelines beyond. 

Overall Visual Quality:  1.33—Low. 

Level of Visual Impact:  1.00—High. 

View S1I:  Figure 3.4-14 shows a simulated view looking northeast across the Northwest Valley 
Visual Assessment Unit from Reecer Creek Road, immediately north of North Branch Canal.   

Vividness—1:  Height and light color of turbines impact the qualities of the pastureland 
and foothills beyond.  

Intactness—2:  The presence of the turbines, in an otherwise intact landscape, creates a 
contrast to their surroundings. 

Unity—1:  The strong horizontal characteristic of the progression from foreground to 
background is disrupted by the turbines. 

Overall Visual Quality:  1.33—Moderate. 

Level of Visual Impact:  1.34—High. 

View S1J:  Figure 3.4-16 shows a simulated view looking west-by-northwest across the 
Northwest Valley Visual Assessment Unit from Smithson Road, just east of Green Canyon 
Road.   

Vividness—1:  Height and density of turbines diminish the intrinsic features of the 
foreground pastureland and distant mountains. 

Intactness—2:  Although the turbines disrupt the skyline and pastoral qualities of the 
view, the view was already disrupted by exiting transmission towers and utility poles.  

Unity—1:  The turbines add additional discordant elements to the view and detract from 
the expansiveness of the distant view. 

Overall Visual Quality:  1.33—Low. 

Level of Visual Impact:  .66—Moderate. 
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View S1K:  Figure 3.4-18 shows a simulated view looking south-by-southwest across the 
Northwest Valley Visual Assessment Unit from Reecer Creek Road, just north of the project 
boundary.   

Vividness—1:  Large scale and quantity of turbines detract from the intrinsic qualities 
and features of the long, cross-valley view. 

Intactness—1:  Turbines break up the view of the Manastash Ridge and foothills in the 
distance, and decrease the openness of the middleground pastureland. 

Unity—1:  The turbines appear as a large scattered group, encompassing the entire scene 
and disrupting the strong horizontal character of the landscape. 

Overall Visual Quality:  1.00—Low. 

Level of Visual Impact:  1.00—High. 

View S1L:  Figure 3.4-20 shows a simulated view looking south east across the Northwest 
Valley Visual Assessment Unit from 1/8 mile east of Reecer Creek Road, 1/8 mile north of the 
Project boundary.   

Vividness—1:  Somewhat memorable view—large scale and quantity of turbines detract 
from the intrinsic qualities and features of the long, cross-valley view. 

Intactness—1:  Turbines break up the view of the Manastash Ridge and foothills in the 
distance, and decrease the openness of the middleground pastureland. 

Unity—1:  The turbines appear as a large scattered group, encompassing the entire scene 
and disrupting the strong horizontal character of the landscape. 

Overall Visual Quality:  1.00—Low. 

Level of Visual Impact:  1.00—High. 

View S1M:  Figure 3.4-22 shows a simulated view looking north-by-northeast across the 
Northwest Valley Visual Assessment Unit from Smithson Road, 1/4 mile west of Howard Road.   

Vividness—2:  Large scale and quantity of turbines detract moderately from rolling 
pastureland and foothills beyond.  Ridge in background still dominates scale of turbines. 

Intactness—2:  Although turbines and existing powerline transmission towers break up 
views of foothills in the distance, and decrease the openness of the middleground 
pastureland, the intactness of views was already disrupted by existing utility towers and 
utility poles.   

Unity—1:  The turbines and existing powerline transmission towers detract from the 
unity of the visual patterns in the landscape. 
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Overall Visual Quality:  1.67—Moderate. 

Level of Visual Impact:  0.66—Moderate. 

Visual Assessment Unit 5:  Southwest Valley 

Visual Quality of Views-With Project 
View S5B:  Figure 3.4-33 shows a simulated view looking north-by-northeast from the 
Southwest Valley Visual Assessment Unit approximately 1/2 mile north of the intersection of 
Killmore Road and Robinson Road. 

Vividness—3:  No significant change in vividness; the turbines are not strong features at 
this distance. 

Intactness—2:  Turbines do not break up the skyline or views of the distant hills.  They 
do contrast slightly with the brown foothills, but not enough to change the existing 
intactness rating.   

Unity—1:  Although they are distant, the wind farm introduces elements and patterns that 
are not part of the existing farmland view. 

Overall Visual Quality:  2.00—Moderate. 

Level of Visual Impact:  0.33—Low. 

Visual Assessment Unit 6:  Hayward Hill 

Visual Quality of Views-With Project 
View S6B:  Figure and 3.4-37 shows a simulated view looking north from the Hayward Hill 
Visual Assessment Unit near a group of residences immediately south of U.S. Highway 97, 
above the intersection with Howard Road.  

Vividness—2:  Somewhat ”memorable” view across agricultural land and open space 
that includes proposed turbines, farm pastures and structures, residences, riparian areas, 
broad open valley floor, and foothills.  Distant hills dominate proposed wind turbines, 
farm elements, and residences. 

Intactness—1:  The intactness of the view is diminished by the introduction of a large 
number of wind turbines. 

Unity—1:  The strong vertical character of the turbines contrasts sharply with the 
horizontally oriented visual characteristics of the agricultural landscape, hills, and 
ridgelines beyond. 

Overall Visual Quality:  1.33—Low. 
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Level of Visual Impact:  0.67—Moderate. 

Visual Assessment Unit 7:  Dry Creek Slope 

Visual Quality of Views-With Project 
View S7B:  Figure 3.4-41 shows a simulated view looking southeast from Highway 97 in the 
Dry Creek Visual Assessment Unit approximately 1½ miles north of the intersection of Smithson 
Road at driveway 16011.  

Vividness—2:  Height and contrast of the turbines create a vivid scene.  Although they 
detract somewhat from the rural/agricultural character of the landscape and from the 
views of the mountains beyond, the view remains in the moderate range of vividness.   

Intactness—1:  The intactness of the view is diminished by the introduction of the 
turbines. 

Unity—1:  The strong vertical character of the turbines contrasts sharply with the 
horizontally oriented visual characteristics of the agricultural landscape and the hills and 
ridgelines beyond. 

Overall Visual Quality:  1.33—Low. 

Level of Visual Impact:  0.67—Moderate. 

View S7C:  Figure 3.4-43 shows a simulated view looking north-by-northeast from the Dry 
Creek Slope Visual Assessment Unit approximately 1/2 mile west of U.S. Highway 97, above 
the terminus of Smithson Road.   

Vividness—3:  Memorable view disrupted slightly by presence of distant turbines. 

Intactness—2:  Turbines encroach slightly on strong visual character of agricultural 
landscape. 

Unity—1:  The turbines contrast with the lines and forms of the existing agricultural 
landscape and introduce a new element to the view. 

Overall Visual Quality:  2.00—Moderate. 

Level of Visual Impact:  0.67—Moderate. 

Visual Assessment Unit 8:  Table Mountain Slope 

Visual Quality of Views-With Project 
View S8C:  Figure 3.4-45 shows a simulated view looking south from the Table Mountain Slope 
Visual Assessment Unit over the Kittitas Basin.   
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Vividness—2:  Turbines only moderately diminish appreciation of the open 
expansiveness of the valley floor and the distant views. 

Intactness—2:  The leftmost turbine intrudes on the view; the majority of the turbines, 
however, blend to some degree with the mixture of tones and textures in the valley floor. 

Unity—2:  Although scattered turbine arrangement clutters middleground and contrasts 
somewhat with the strong horizontal character of the vegetation and pasture patterns, the 
view remains in the moderate range for unity. 

Overall Visual Quality:  2.00—Moderate. 

Level of Visual Impact:  0.67—Moderate. 

View S8D:  Figure 3.4-47 shows a simulated view looking west from the Sun East development 
in the Table Mountain Slope Visual Assessment unit along Robbins Road.   

Vividness—2:  Scattered pattern of turbines diminish appreciation the larger form of the 
valley and of Mt. Rainier, but overall experience of the valley is still dominant.   

Intactness—2:  Turbines slightly detract from valley view that is already interrupted by 
utility poles and other elements.  

Unity—1:  Scattered turbine arrangement clutters middle- and background, and contrasts 
with the strong horizontal character of the vegetation and pasture patterns. 

Overall Visual Quality:  1.67—Moderate. 

Level of Visual Impact:  0.66—Moderate. 

View S8E:  Figure 3.4-49 shows a simulated view looking south from the Table Mountain Slope 
Visual Assessment Unit toward the WDNR-managed property from Upper Green Canyon Road.  
This view is a new view selected because it provides a clear view of the WDNR-managed 
property (which was not part of the Final EIS Project Area) where no turbines were previously 
proposed. 

Vividness—2:  Turbines diminish appreciation of the distant view and rolling 
topography, but the view remains in the moderate range for vividness.  

Intactness—2:  Turbines interrupt the patterns of vegetation, farm structures, and outlines 
of pastures. 

Unity—1:  Scattered turbines clutter middleground and break harmonious patterns of 
built and natural elements. 

Overall Visual Quality:  1.67—Moderate. 
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Level of Visual Impact:  0.66—Moderate. 

Summary and Conclusions 
Of the seven original viewpoints in the Final EIS within the Northwest Valley Visual 
Assessment Unit (1A through 1G), the four viewpoints that were rated High for level of visual 
impact in the Final EIS (1A, 1E, 1F, and 1G) dropped to ratings of Moderate, Low, or None with 
the SEIS proposal because the project layout essentially moved away from them or out of view.  
The only viewpoint where the level of visual impact increased with the SEIS project layout was 
viewpoint 1C.  The visual impact for viewpoint 1C was rated Low in the Final EIS  analysis 
since the nearest turbine was almost 2 miles away, but it was changed to Moderate in the SEIS 
analysis because the new project layout now has turbines located just over 1/2 mile from the 
viewpoint. 

Of the six new viewpoints studied in the SEIS in the Northwest Valley Unit (viewpoints S1H 
through S1M), four were rated High and two were rated Moderate.  Four of these new 
viewpoints (S1H through S1K) were selected to represent the residences closest to multiple 
turbines.  Two other new viewpoints (S1L and S1M) were added because they were near groups 
of farms or residences that would be potentially impacted by the SEIS project layout.   

From the visual assessment units that surround the Northwest Valley Unit, wind turbines would 
also be visible, to varying degrees, but in these cases views of the turbines would be from much 
greater distances and the levels of visual impact would be Moderate to Low.  At viewpoints in 
the other seven visual assessment units that were reassessed, the visual impact ratings for four of 
the viewpoints went down (2A, 3B, 6A, and 8A) and the ratings for seven viewpoints stayed the 
same (2B, 2C, 3A, 3C, 4A, 5A, and 8B).  The only location where the visual impact rating 
increased was Viewpoint 7A in the Dry Creek Slope Visual Assessment Unit.  In the Final EIS 
project layout, this viewpoint was almost 2 miles from the nearest turbine, while in the SEIS 
project layout it is only 3/4 mile to the nearest turbine; the level of visual impact changed from 
Low to Moderate.   

Seven new viewpoints (S5B, S6B, S7B, S7C, S8C, S8D, and S8E) in the more distant visual 
assessment units were added for the SEIS project layout to replace viewpoints that were no 
longer relevant, or that captured views from groups of farms or residences impacted by the SEIS 
project layout.  All of the new viewpoints received visual impact ratings of Moderate to Low. 

In summary, the ratings for the 24 simulations (compared to 19 in the Final EIS) that were 
determined to best represent visual impacts to each of the visual assessment units are as follows: 

• Four viewpoints were rated High for visual impact (S1H, S1I, S1K, and S1L). 
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• Thirteen viewpoints were rated Moderate for visual impact (1B, 1C, 1D, S1J, S1M, 3C, S6B, 
7A, S7B, S7C, S8C, S8D, and S8E). 

• Eight viewpoints were rated Low or None for visual impact (2A, 2B, 2C, 3A, 3B, 4A, S5B, 
and 6A). 

Both the Final EIS and the additional analysis in the SEIS indicate that the greatest impacts 
would be experienced by those observers closest to the turbines.  However, the revised 
configuration has significantly reduced the number of residences located close to proposed 
turbines.  It has also increased the distance between neighboring residences and the nearest 
turbines to more than four times their tip height.   

Although the visual quality of the revised Desert Claim project has improved when compared to 
the Final EIS layout, there would be some new impacts associated with the new project 
configuration:   

• A few residences nearest the Project Area will have more turbines in their view because the 
proposed project now consists of a single, contiguous area (compared to the Final EIS 
evaluation of a project area with four separate parcels). 

• The introduction of turbines on lands added to the west creates additional visual impacts 
(rated Low and Moderate) where none existed in the Final EIS project layout, while 
eliminating impacts identified in the Final EIS at locations near the eastern portion of the 
original project that have since been eliminated.  This shift of the Project Area to the west 
also moves visual impacts farther away from Ellensburg, which is the population core in the 
area. 

On the whole, the visual impacts of the Desert Claim project have been reduced in a number of 
ways compared to the proposal evaluated in the Final EIS.  These include: 

• a smaller, contiguous project area;  

• reduced number of turbines and turbine density;   

• fewer nearby residences; 

• increased distances between turbines and neighboring residences;   

• reduced nighttime flashing lights and eliminated daytime strobes;   

• reduced number of met towers; and  

• reduced length of roads.   

These changes would lessen project impacts for most viewer groups.  Visual impacts may also be 
reduced through the use of micrositing to increase the distances of turbines within 2,500 feet of 
residences.  While these measures and visual quality improvements would not lead to a project 
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that is invisible, which is impossible, they would result in a project that fits better with the 
landscape of the Kittitas Valley, and that better responds to the aesthetic values of the people 
who live in the region.   

3.4.3.2 No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action alternative, visual quality of the surrounding environment would not 
change as a result of the Proposed Project.  Visual quality in and near the Project Area would 
continue to be influenced by existing land uses, and by potential changes in existing land uses.  
Continued development pressure to unincorporated rural land near Ellensburg could result in 
development of some lands for housing, and low density rural residential uses could expand.  
Alternative power generating facilities could be built in other, undetermined locations in 
response to state-wide demand for electricity and mandated state renewable portfolio standards.  
Such energy facilities, if they occurred, could have some degree of visual impact, depending on 
their type, location, and design. 

3.4.4 Cumulative Impacts 
Figure 3.4-50 at the end of this section shows the locations of the Desert Claim Project and three 
other approved or existing wind power projects in the general vicinity: Kittitas Valley, Wild 
Horse, and Vantage.  The Desert Claim project is within 1/2 mile of the Kittitas Valley project, 
and is approximately 16 miles and 19 miles from the Wild Horse and Vantage projects, 
respectively.   

The existing landscape in the vicinity of the Desert Claim Project and elsewhere in the Kittitas 
Valley has been substantially modified through agricultural practices, road construction, rural 
residential development, and infrastructure facilities such as electric transmission lines and 
irrigation canals.  The cumulative visual effect of existing, approved and proposed wind power 
projects would represent a significant change from the baseline aesthetic condition in areas 
where those facilities would be visible.  The Wild Horse and Vantage projects are 16 and 19 
miles from the Desert Claim Project and 21 and 24 miles from the Kittitas Valley project, 
respectively.  There are some areas near the Desert Claim and Kittitas Valley projects from 
which views of the Wild Horse and/or Vantage projects may also be possible, but at these 
distances the Wild Horse and Vantage turbines will have very little effect on views.  Although 
sometimes visible, the scale of the distant turbines would be dominated by the shapes, colors, 
and patterns of the hills, ridges, valleys, and vegetation in the landscape.   

Visitors and residents would be aware that there are numerous wind turbines in the greater 
Kittitas Valley area.  Their perceptions of the area would change to some degree as a result of the 
scale and number of turbines.  The shift and consolidation of the revised Desert Claim Project to 
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the west, and the reduction in the number of turbines, would likely lessen the cumulative impact 
of all wind power projects to local residents and to the region in general. 

At night, flashing red lights on some turbines in each project, as required by the FAA, would be 
visible to residents and travelers within several miles of the project areas.  This change in the 
nighttime skyline would likely be perceived by residents in the area as an adverse visual impact. 

The Final EIS prepared for the nearby Kittitas Valley project indicates that, due to topographic 
conditions, there are no areas from which the Kittitas Valley project could be seen in the 
foreground with the Desert Claim project in the middleground or background (EFSEC 2007).  
For this evaluation, it was determined that there are several locations where the Desert Claim 
Project could be seen in the foreground with the Kittitas Valley Project visible in the 
middleground to background.  In these instances, the Kittitas Valley Project would appear more 
distant and the turbines would appear more faint.  In those views where both the Desert Claim 
and Kittitas Valley projects would be visible, the presence of the Kittitas Valley turbines would 
not add significantly to the impacts caused by the Desert Claim turbines alone.  Photo 
simulations from four locations with views of both projects are shown and described below. 

Figure 3.4-51 shows the viewpoints from which photo simulations were generated to depict 
cumulative visual effects.  During reconnaissance and analysis, it was observed that there are few 
locations along public roadways or public areas in the vicinity from which both projects will be 
seen in the same view.  The locations shown below provide a variety of views of both projects 
from areas to the north, northwest, and west of Ellensburg. 

Cumulative Viewpoint 1 (Figure 3.4-52):  Simulated view looking north across the Greater 
Ellensburg Visual Assessment Unit, over the Burlington Northern RR near U.S. Highway 97 and 
Cascade Way.  Photographed from on top of the bridge that crosses the railroad, this is one of the 
only views within the Ellensburg population core from which either the Desert Claim or the 
Kittitas Valley projects would be visible.  Motorists crossing the bridge in either direction will 
briefly have this view if they look to the northwest.  Residents in the development within the 
foreground will most likely not see the turbines due to their lower vantage point, and the dense 
riparian vegetation to the north.  At this distance, while turbines from both projects are visible, 
the foothills in the background dominate the view.  Although the Kittitas Valley turbines (far left 
side and background left of center) add slightly to the visual impact caused by the Desert Claim 
turbines (center and right side), cumulatively they would not have a significant impact on the 
view. 

Cumulative Viewpoint 2 (Figure 3.4-53):  Simulated view looking north-by-northwest from U.S. 
97, ¾ mile north of intersection with Hungry Junction Road.  This viewpoint was determined to 
be the only location along U.S. 97 from which turbines in both the Desert Claim and Kittitas 
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Valley projects would be visible in the same view.  Both projects would be visible to northbound 
travelers for approximately ¼ mile before and after the location from which the photograph was 
taken; in all other locations, trees or landforms would block views of at least one of the projects, 
and often block views of both projects.  From this distance, the Desert Claim turbines (center and 
right side) visually appear as tall as the foothills beyond, but the Kittitas Valley turbines (mostly 
left side) are quite faint.  Cumulatively there would not be a significant impact to the overall 
quality of the view. 

Cumulative Viewpoint 3 (Figure 3.4-54):  Simulated view looking 7 degrees east of north, ½ 
mile north of the intersection of Killmore Road and Robinson Road.  Photographed from near the 
base of the foothills on the high southern edge of the valley that slopes down toward the Yakima 
River and Ellensburg, this viewpoint is elevated and a viewer is able to see both the Desert Claim 
project (to the right of the nearest utility pole) and Kittitas Valley project (to the left side of the 
pole).  Although visible in the simulation, turbines in both projects are quite distant and faint; 
they are also dominated in scale by the foothills and Stewart Mountain Range in the distance.  
From this distance, the Desert Claim turbines only slightly detract from the overall visual quality 
of the scene; the Kittitas Valley turbines also appear quite faint.  Cumulatively, there would not 
be a significant impact to overall visual quality. 

It should be noted that straight ahead (to the north) and farther down the slope, motorists 
traversing the scene on I-90 would have their views of the Desert Claim project completely 
blocked by the long hillside/mesa that extends across the scene (Hayward Hill—shown just 
above the roofs on the right side of the photograph); it appears that the mesa would block I-90 
motorists’ views of the majority of the Kittitas Valley project as well. 

Cumulative Viewpoint 4 (Figure 3.4-55):  Simulated view looking northwest from the 
intersection of Hungry Junction Road and Lookabout Lane, near Bowers Field Airport.  From 
this location on an elevated ledge just north and east of the airport, the view includes the majority 
of both the Desert Claim and Kittitas Valley project areas.  Because of the viewpoint’s elevated 
position on the eastern edge of the valley, most of the Desert Claim turbines are in view (center 
and right side), while the Kittitas Valley turbines are more faintly seen in the distance (left side 
and center, background).  Because of their proximity and the viewing angle, the Desert Claim 
turbines visually reach nearly to the top of the foothills beyond and have a moderate impact upon 
the visual quality of the scene.  The patterns they make contrast with the more typical 
agricultural landscape patterns and colors closer to the foreground.  Although the Kittitas Valley 
turbines slightly increase the overall visual impact, they do not add significantly to the moderate 
impact that the Desert Claim turbines have upon the view. 
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3.4.5 Mitigation Measures 
A number of visual quality improvements have been made to the Desert Claim Project, including 
increased turbine distances and other factors discussed in Section 3.4.3.  Impacts may be further 
reduced by the use of micrositing to increase the distance of turbines within 2,500 feet of 
residences.  The Project would also adhere to a number of “best practices” that pertain to design 
and implementation of wind farms.  These measures can avoid some impacts and reduce the 
overall impacts of projects, but all visual impacts cannot be avoided. 

Increased Turbine Setbacks.  The distance separating proposed turbines from the closest 
residences has been increased to mitigate the visual impacts from those residences.  
Based on research referenced in the SEIS, at a distance of four times its height, an object 
does not dominate the view or appear to loom over nearby objects.  All proposed turbines 
are at least 1,640 feet from off-site residences.  There are two residences located within 
the Project Area that are at least 1,640 feet from the closest turbine, and these property 
owners have consented to the location of turbines on their property and have no objection 
to any associated visual impacts. 

Evenly Spaced Turbine Array:  Paul Gipe, in Aesthetic Guidelines for a Wind Power 
Future, states that, “The absence of visual order is the principal aesthetic criticism of 
[many] wind farms.  They are often described in terms of the “disorder, disarray, or 
clutter” of turbines on the landscape.  Maintaining order and visual unity among clusters 
of turbines is the single most important means of lessening the visual impact of large 
arrays.”  This best practice is also supported by research done by Thayer and Freeman, 
the Danish Ministry of Energy, and others (Gipe, Aesthetic Guidelines for a Wind Power 
Future, p. 180; Thayer and Freeman, Altamont:  Public Perceptions of a Wind Energy 
Landscape, p. 395).  The currently proposed array of turbines is fairly evenly spaced, 
with no major gaps or isolated groupings.  This represents an improved project 
configuration compared to the proposal analyzed in the Final EIS.   

Uniform Height and Type of Turbines and Towers:  Many wind farm projects contain a 
variety of turbine types and tower heights, although research has shown that arrays of 
turbines and towers that are of the same height and type are preferred (Gipe, 
Aesthetics...p. 183, Thayer and Freeman, Public...p. 395).  The towers and turbines that 
are being proposed for this Project are of a consistent height and type. 

Commitment to Remove Decommissioned Turbines:  Malfunctioning, inoperative or 
towers without turbines cause negative public responses.  In their research, Thayer and 
Hansen deduced that, “the single most significant action wind companies could take to 
boost public acceptance [of wind farms] is to quickly fix broken turbines and remove 
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those that are not repairable” (Thayer and Hansen, “Wind on the Land,” 68-73).  The 
project proponent has committed to keep conspicuous turbine malfunctions to a minimum 
and to remove any towers that are decommissioned. 

In addition to the measures above, the Applicant has agreed to implement the following 
measures:  

Visual Integration: 

• Construct required ancillary structures of local materials and maximize their fit in the 
vernacular landscape by studying local building types and siting them sensitively.  

• Use native shrub-steppe vegetation around buildings and equipment boxes to integrate the 
structures into the surrounding landscape. 

• Use existing roads to access turbines.  Minimize new road building.  

• Do not piggyback advertising, cell antennas, or other clutter on the turbines.  Do not 
prominently display the logo of the manufacturer on the nacelle. 

• Sculpt natural landforms and plant foreground screening native vegetative along some nearby 
roads and around residences with expected significant visual impacts. 

• Use low-reflectivity, neutral-color finishes for turbines, equipment boxes, substation 
equipment, and O&M building.  Earth-tone finish would blend in best with the surrounding 
landscape. 

• Use only minimum required lighting on turbines (aviation warning lighting) required by the 
FAA, and minimize security lighting at the substation and O&M facility.  Make any ground 
level security lighting motion-sensitive so that most of the time it does not impact the night 
landscape.  

• Use lighting devices designed to be least visible from ground level.  

• Synchronize blinking of aviation warning night lights and maximize period in light-off 
condition.  

Ecological Restoration and Management of Disturbed Areas: 

• Remove construction debris. 

• Replace native vegetation disturbed in non-road surface areas or non-turbine areas. 

• Seed or cover temporarily stockpiled materials and disturbed sites to reduce dust and prevent 
erosion.  
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Equipment Maintenance: 

• Maintain uniform, high-quality turbine towers, nacelles, and blades.  Any replacements 
should maintain uniform height, model, color, etc. 

• Promptly repair all parts of non-functioning turbines. 

• Keep O&M area and turbines clean. 

Information and Education: 

• Notify the local community of the timing and duration of construction. 

3.4.6 Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 
Development of the Desert Claim Project as currently proposed would result in unavoidable 
impacts to the visual environment.  Those residents living closest to the Project might find the 
impacts to be significant and adverse.  Some of these visual impacts may also be reduced 
through micrositing of turbines.  Wind turbines would be visible to varying degrees from other 
locations, though views would be more distant and the level of visual impact would be lower.  
While mitigation for many types of built projects may include measures like screening the 
project from view with vegetation, or constructing the project with materials that blend with the 
vernacular architecture, wind farms cannot be completely hidden from view or blended into their 
surroundings.  Some degree of visibility is inherent in a wind power facility.   
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Figure 3.4-5. View 1B – SEIS Existing View Looking NW across the Northeast Valley  
Visual Assessment Unit from Intersection of Hungry Junction Road and Lookabout Lane 

 
Figure 3.4-6. View 1B – SEIS Simulated View 
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Figure 3.4-7. View 1C – SEIS Existing View Looking NE across the Northwest Valley 
Visual Assessment Unit along Smithson Road near Highway 97 

 
Figure 3.4-8. View 1C – SEIS Simulated View 
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Figure 3.4-9. View 1D – SEIS Existing View Looking SW across the Northwest Valley 
Visual Assessment Unit from Immediately N of the Project Area 

 
Figure 3.4-10. View 1D – SEIS Simulated View 
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Figure 3.4-11. View S1H – SEIS Existing View Looking W-by-SW across the Northwest  
Valley Visual Assessment Unit from Robbins Road, just N of North Branch Canal 

 
Figure 3.4-12. View S1H – SEIS Simulated View 
Note:  This is a new viewpoint that was not included in the Final EIS. 
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Figure 3.4-13. View S1I – SEIS Existing View Looking NE across the Northwest Valley  
Visual Assessment Unit from Reecer Creek Road, just N of North Branch Canal 

 
Figure 3.4-14. View S1I – SEIS Simulated View 
Note:  This is a new viewpoint that was not included in the Final EIS. 
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Figure 3.4-15. View S1J – SEIS Existing View Looking W-by-NE across the Northwest 
Valley Visual Assessment Unit from Smithson Road, just E of Green Canyon Road 

 
Figure 3.4-16. View S1J – SEIS Simulated View 
Note:  This is a new viewpoint that was not included in the Final EIS. 
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Figure 3.4-17. View S1K – SEIS Existing View Looking S-by-SW across the Northwest 
Valley Visual Assessment Unit from Reecer Creek Road, just N of the Project Boundary 

 
Figure 3.4-18. View S1K – SEIS Simulated View 
Note:  This is a new viewpoint that was not included in the Final EIS. 
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Figure 3.4-19. View S1L – SEIS Existing View Looking SE across Northwest Valley Visual 
Assessment Unit from Katie Ln., 1/8 Mile E of Green Canyon Rd., 1/8 Mile N of Project Limit 

 
Figure 3.4-20. View S1L – SEIS Simulated View 
Note:  This is a new viewpoint that was not included in the Final EIS. 
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Figure 3.4-21. View S1M – SEIS Existing View Looking NE across the Northwest Valley 
Visual Assessment Unit from Smithson Rd., ¼ Mile W of Howard Rd., just S of Project Area 

 
Figure 3.4-22. View S1M – SEIS Simulated View 
Note:  This is a new viewpoint that was not included in the Final EIS. 
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Figure 3.4-23. View 2A – SEIS Existing View Looking SW across Northwest Valley Visual 
Assessment Unit from Wilson Creek Road 
Note:  There are no turbines visible from this viewpoint in the current proposal. 
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Figure 3.4-24. View 2B – SEIS Existing View Looking W across the Northeast Valley  
Visual Assessment Unit from Wilson Creek Road on Rabbit Hill 

 
Figure 3.4-25. View 2B – SEIS Simulated View 
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Figure 3.4-26. View 2C – SEIS Existing View Looking NW across the Northwest Valley 
Visual Assessment Unit from the N end of Bowers Field at Hungry Junction Road 

 
Figure 3.4-27. View 2C – SEIS Simulated View 
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Figure 3.4-28. View 3A – SEIS Existing View Looking N across the Greater Ellensburg 
Visual Assessment Unit over the Burlington Northern Railroad near Hwy 97 and Cascade Way 

 
Figure 3.4-29. View 3A – SEIS Simulated View 
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Figure 3.4-30. View 3C – SEIS Existing View Looking NW across the Greater Ellensburg 
Visual Assessment Unit from Reed Park in Ellensburg 

 
Figure 3.4-31. View 3C – SEIS Simulated View 



 

Desert Claim Wind Power Project Chapter 3 – Affected Environment,  
Final Supplemental EIS Significant Impacts, Mitigation Measures,  
 and Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 

3-82

 
Figure 3.4-32. View S5B – SEIS Existing View Looking N-by-NE from the Southwest  
Valley Visual Assessment Unit ½ mile N of the intersection of Killmore Rd. and Robinson Rd. 

 
Figure 3.4-33. View S5B – SEIS Simulated View 
Note:  This viewpoint was selected as an alternative to 5A since recent development there has blocked 
views of most of the wind farm. 
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Figure 3.4-34. View 6A – SEIS Existing View Looking NE from the Hayward Hill  
Visual Assessment Unit at the Top of the Hill 

 
Figure 3.4-35. View 6A – SEIS Simulated View 
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Figure 3.4-36. View S6B – SEIS Existing View Looking N from above Highway 97 in the 
Hayward Hill Unit from a Group of Residences roughly 2 miles S of the Project Boundary 

 
Figure 3.4-37. View S6B – SEIS Simulated View 
Note:  This viewpoint was added because it provides clear view of new property in the SW quadrant of 
the Project Area where no turbines were previously proposed. 
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Figure 3.4-38. View 7A – SEIS Existing View Looking NE from the Dry Creek Slope  
Visual Assessment Unit 1/3 mile N of Smithson Road, off Highway 97 

 
Figure 3.4-39. View 7A – SEIS Simulated View 
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Figure 3.4-40. View S7B – SEIS Existing View Looking SW from the Dry Creek Slope 
Visual Assessment Unit from Hwy 97 at Driveway 16011, roughly ½ Mile W of the Project Area 

 
Figure 3.4-41. View S7B – SEIS Simulated View 
Note:  This viewpoint was added because it provides clear view of new property in the SW quadrant of 
the Project Area where no turbines were previously proposed. 
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Figure 3.4-42. View S7C – SEIS Existing View Looking E-by-NE from a Hilltop in Dry 
Creek Slope Visual Assessment Unit, 1/3 mile W of Hwy 97, due W of Smithson Road 

 
Figure 3.4-43. View S7C – SEIS Simulated View 
Note:  This viewpoint was added because it provides clear view (from a group of farms) of new property 
in the SW quadrant of the Project Area where no turbines were previously proposed. 
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Figure 3.4-44. View S8C – SEIS Existing View Looking S from the Table Mountain Slope 
Visual Assessment Unit over the Kittitas Basin, Slightly W of Final EIS Viewpoint 8A 

 
Figure 3.4-45. View S8C – SEIS Simulated View 
Note: This viewpoint was selected as an alternative to 8A since the slope in foreground blocked view of 
part of the SEIS turbine layout. 
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Figure 3.4-46. View S8D – SEIS Existing View Looking W from the Table Mountain 
Slope Visual Assessment Unit from Robbins Road 

 
Figure 3.4-47. View S8D – SEIS Simulated View 
Note:  This viewpoint was selected as an alternative to 8B because it was oriented to an area where 
turbines are no longer being proposed. 
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Figure 3.4-48. View S8E – SEIS Existing View Looking S from the Table Mountain 
Slope Visual Assessment Unit toward the WDNR Property from Upper Green Canyon Road 

 
Figure 3.4-49. View S8E – SEIS Simulated View 
Note:  This viewpoint was added because it provides clear view of new property in the SW quadrant of 
the Project Area where no turbines were previously proposed.
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Figure 3.4-50. Visual Resource Cumulative Impact Study Area 
Note:  Map modified from original Cumulative Impacts Map in Kittitas Valley Project Final EIS. 
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Figure 3.4-51 Cumulative Impacts Viewpoints for Simulations of Desert Claim and Kittitas 
Valley Wind Power Projects 
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Figure 3.4-52 Cumulative Viewpoint 1 Simulation 

 
Figure 3.4-53 Cumulative Viewpoint 2 Simulation 
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Figure 3.4-54 Cumulative Viewpoint 3 Simulation 

 

Figure 3.4-55 Cumulative Viewpoint 4 Simulation 
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4.0 DRAFT SEIS COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 
This chapter of the Final SEIS includes comments on the Draft SEIS received from agencies, 
tribes, associations and individuals, and provides responses to those comments. 

The Draft SEIS was published on April 2, 2009.  Copies of the document were mailed to 
agencies, tribes, groups, and individuals identified on the distribution list.  It was also posted on 
the EFSEC website and was made available for review at local libraries.  A public comment 
meeting on the Draft SEIS was held in Ellensburg, Washington on April 23, 2009 and provided 
an opportunity for verbal or written comment. 

Forty-five (45) written comment submittals were received via mail, email and comment forms 
from agencies, tribes, groups, and individuals.  Verbal comments were also provided by 28 
individuals at the public meeting.  A list of those who submitted comments on the Draft SEIS is 
provided in Table 4-1. 

The comments and responses comprise the remainder of this chapter.  Each comment letter is 
reproduced in its entirety; some included voluminous attachments that did not contain comments 
specific to the Draft SEIS, and those have been omitted to conserve paper.  Comment letters are 
presented in the order in which they were received.  Each individual comment letter is given a 
number (e.g., Comment 1).  Within each letter, each section or paragraph that provides a 
comment is also given a sequential number in the margin (e.g., 1-1, 1-2).  The responses to the 
comments in each letter follow the letter.  Responses are numbered to correspond to the letter 
and comment (e.g., 1-1).  The transcript from the April 23 public comment meeting is also 
reproduced.  Each speaker who commented at the meeting is annotated as a separate comment 
letter.  Responses to those comments follow the meeting transcript, in the same format as used 
for the responses to letter comments. 

Table 4-1. List of Draft SEIS Comments 
Comment Number Commentor Number of Comments 

 Comment Letters  
1 Geoff Saunders 2 
2 Spokane Tribe (Randy Abrahamson) 2 
3 Dwight Lee Bates 17 
4 David Crane 1 
5 Mark Braun 1 
6 No name 1 
7 Chris & Lee Burtchett 18 
8 Helen Wise 2 
9 Craig Johnson 3 
10 Jan Sharar 2 
11 Windworks! Northwest 1 
12 Yakama Nation (Johnson Meninick) 4 
13 Patty Kinney 2 
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Table 4-1. List of Draft SEIS Comments (continued) 
Comment Number Commentor Number of Comments 

14 Thom McCosh 1 
15 Washington Department of Natural Resources (Sandy Swope 

Moody) 
2 

16 Ellensburg School Dist 1 
17 Kittitas Audubon Society 10 
18 Everett Olson 1 
19 Tom & Ginger Morrison 3 
20 Tony Helland 3 
21 Eloise Kirchmeyer 2 
22 Bob & Judy Corey 3 
23 Thom McCosh 4 
24 Liz Lasell-McCosh 5 
25 Deidre Link 4 
26 Washington Department of Ecology (Gwen Clear) 4 
27 Chet Morrison 3 
28 Gina Jefferson-Lindemoen 2 
29 Christine Cole & Roger Binette 5 
30 Craig Nevil 1 
31 J.P. Roan 5 
32 David O. Young 1 
33 Washington Attorney General, Counsel for the Environment (H. 

Bruce Marvin) 
17 

34 Gina Jefferson-Lindemoen 3 
35 Gina Jefferson-Lindemoen 2 
36 Jan Sharar 1 
37 Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (Brock Applegate) 47 
38 Catherine Clerf 2 
39 Liz Lasell-McCosh 4 
40 Tanna McVicker 4 
41 Burtchett 2 
42 Kittitas County (Gregory Zempel)  10 
43 Washington State Department of Transportation (Bill Preston) 5 
44 Darrell Lehmann, Katana Summit 1 
45 Stephen Prue 27.  
 DSEIS Hearing Testimony  
46 Marshall Madsen, Ellensburg Chamber of Commerce  1 
47 Anita Boyum, Ellensburg School  Board 2 
48 Theresa Petrey 2 
49 Dan Morgan 2 
50 Bernice Best 1 
51 Helen Wise 2 
52 Catherine Clerf 2 
53 Jan Sharar 3 
54  Chris Burtchett 7 
55 Patty Kinney 3 
56 Mary Scott 3 
57 David Crane 2 
58 Randy Richmond 2 
59 Melanie Garrod 3 
60 Kevan Smith 1 
61 Dana Lind 4 
62 Roger Overbeck 10 
63 Desmond Knutsen 3 
64 Liz McCosh 2 
65 Paula Thompson 4 
66 Ellen Finch 7 
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Table 4-1. List of Draft SEIS Comments (continued) 
Comment Number Commentor Number of Comments 

67 Eloise Kirchmeyer 2 
68 Noel Van Geisen 2 
69 Bertha Morrison 1 
70 David Young 3 
71 Aaron Zimmerman 2 
72 Linda Johnson Huber 2 
73 Eric Gustafson 1 
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Comment 1:  Geoff Saunders 
 
1‐1  Response:  EFSEC conducts its site certification proceedings according to the direction 
provided by the EFSEC statute, State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) and other applicable laws 
and regulations. Public processes administered by EFSEC are open to all interested parties, and 
all public input is given serious consideration. Comments provided concerning the Draft SEIS 
have been considered carefully and several changes have been made to the Final SEIS in light of 
those comments.   
 
1‐2  Response:  This comment expresses concern about the Council's decision in an 
unrelated proceeding to recommend certification of the Kittitas Valley Wind Project, claiming 
that the construction of that project will adversely affect the commenter.  This comment does 
not relate specifically to the SEIS for the Desert Claim Wind Project.  For additional information 
regarding the potential effect of the Desert Claim Project on property values in the vicinity, see 
the response to Comment 3‐17 below.  
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Comment 2: Spokane Tribe (Randy Abrahmson) 
 
2‐1  Response: The comment is noted.  
 
2‐2  Response: Consistent with this comment, the Applicant proposes to stop work and 
contact state agencies and tribes if any artifacts or human remains are discovered during 
excavation.  See SEIS Section 3.3.5 and Revised Application Section 6.12. 
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Comment 3: Dwight Lee Bates 
 
3‐1  Response:  The one‐year study conducted by the Applicant was based on and 
consistent with the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) guidelines for wind 
power siting and development. The 2003 WDFW Guidelines that were in effect at the time 
avian studies for the project were completed recommended 1 year of pre‐construction avian 
studies.  The updated Guidelines that WDFW issued in April 2009 also recommend 1 year of 
avian studies, unless there is very limited data about the surrounding area or indications of 
relatively high or especially sensitive avian populations in the area; the latter circumstances do 
not apply to the Desert Claim Project Area.  Similar comments were received in response to the 
Draft EIS issued by Kittitas County, and a detailed response was provided in the 2004 Kittitas 
County Final EIS. 
 
3‐2  Response:  The SEIS presents a detailed technical analysis of potential bird impacts 
associated with the proposed project, and the consequences of the estimated mortality. The 
analysis determined that the impacts to the affected species would not be significant at the 
regional population level, and the SEIS identified mitigation measures that would further 
reduce the potential impacts. This comment references bird mortality at Altamont Pass, but it is 
widely acknowledged that the Altamont Pass experience is not indicative of avian impacts 
expected from wind projects proposed today.  The Altamont Pass project used older wind 
generation technology and was sited in a particularly high avian use area.  The SEIS discusses 
avian impact information gathered from 11 wind power projects currently operated in the 
Pacific Northwest, which are believed to provide data that are much more representative of the 
likely impacts at Desert Claim. 
 
3‐3  Response:  The commenter's opinion concerning bird mortality is noted.  Passerine 
fatalities resulting from the Desert Claim project are estimated to be 280; not 740.  SEIS Section 
3.2.3.5 explains that this number of fatalities is not significant because the regional populations 
of these species are so large.   
 
3‐4  Response:  Based on the documentation already in the record at the time EFSEC began 
preparing the Draft SEIS, the topic of fire hazards was not included within the scope of the SEIS.  
Fire hazards were addressed thoroughly in the Final EIS published by Kittitas County in 2004, 
and this information does not need to be repeated in the SEIS; see Final EIS Section 3.8.2.1.  The 
Final EIS presented information indicating that wind power projects are unlikely to cause fires 
because of the fire safety features, monitoring and control systems, and response measures 
that are standard features in modern wind energy projects.  The Final EIS recommended that 
power collection lines be placed underground as much as possible to reduce fire risks.  In 
addition to locating power collection lines underground, the Applicant has proposed to prepare 
both a Construction Emergency Plan and an Operations Emergency Plan that will include 
measures to prevent and respond to fires.  The Applicant has also indicated that it will enter 
into a fire services agreement so that the entire project site is included within a fire district 
service area. 
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3‐5  Response:  The SEIS provides a complete assessment and disclosure of the expected 
visual impacts from the Project. The commenter's preference for maintaining the existing view 
is noted. 
 
The height of the proposed turbines is related to energy output. The Repower MM92 turbine 
that the Applicant proposes to use is 410 feet high (measured to the tip of the blade pointing 
straight up) and generates 2.0 MW of power.  The proposed 95 turbines would generate 190 
MW of power.  In comparison, the proposal evaluated in the Final EIS included 120 turbines 
that were 340 feet high but generated 1.5 MW of power each.  By using taller turbines in the 
current proposal, fewer turbines can be used to generate more power than the original 
proposal. 
 
A setback of at least 1,640 feet from non‐participating residences is incorporated in the 
proposed turbine layout to reduce visual impacts.  The visual setback is sufficient to avoid the 
so‐called “looming effect” that may be caused by large objects, such as wind turbines, when 
they are located close to smaller buildings, such as residences.  See SEIS section 3.4.3.1. 
 
The pre‐filed testimony of David Blau (Exhibit 18) and his accompanying research report 
(Exhibit 18.2) set forth factors that were used to determine an appropriate setback distance.  
The report identified recommended height:distance relationships between buildings and 
surrounding open space.  Since the 1400s, architects and urban designers have recommended 
ratios of between 2:1 and 4:1 as the appropriate relationship between the height of buildings 
and surrounding spaces.  The report also reviewed literature regarding the physiology of the 
human eye, to identify the standard field of vision encompassed by a viewer.  
 
The report also includes a case study of an existing wind power project using the same turbines 
as the Desert Claim Project (Goodnoe Hills) to illustrate how distance influences the presence 
or lack of the looming effect.  The report concludes that any visual looming effect of a 410‐foot 
wind turbine is substantially dissipated at a setback ratio of 3:1 (1,230 feet) and is non‐existent 
at a ratio of 4:1 (1,640 feet).     
 
Section 3.4 of the Draft SEIS evaluates the impact of turbines on 25 representative views in the 
project vicinity.  Photos were taken from public roads, parks, and similar areas, where large 
numbers of people would be exposed to views of turbines.  Photos were not taken from 
individual homes; it is acknowledged that turbines will be visible.  The evaluation describes the 
features of the existing landscape, including scenic quality, and identifies impacts from the 
Project.  
 
It is acknowledged that the commenter would prefer not to have any wind turbines in his view.  
At the same time, it is noted that several residents who live near the Project Area have testified 
in support of the project.  A study conducted by the National Research Council of the National 
Academy of Sciences has noted that "public perceptions of wind energy projects vary widely"  
(NAS/NRC 2007). Some people find them beautiful; some find them intrusive and ugly.  
Acceptance levels generally increase following construction.  (Id.)  
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3‐6  Response:  As noted above, the SEIS provides a complete assessment and disclosure of 
the expected visual impacts from the project. Figures 3.4‐29, 3.4‐35, 3.4‐37, 3.4‐41 and 3.4‐43 
(the simulations from viewpoints 3A, 6A, S6B, S7B and S7C) illustrate expected impacts along or 
in the vicinity of Highway 97.  
 
The Washington State Tourism website (www.experiencewa.com) contains a map of “scenic 
resources and byways”.  Highway 97 is not designated as scenic byway.  According to this 
website, views of the Stuart Range and Mt. Stuart from Cle Elum are identified as scenic, but 
not from other locations.  The Yakima Canyon from Ellensburg south toward Yakima is 
identified also as a scenic byway, but Highway 97 to the north is not. 
 
The Scenic & Recreational Highways Act of 1967 (RCW 47.39) also designates various scenic 
highways.  A portion of Highway 97—from the junction with SR 10, 2.5 miles north of Ellensburg 
north to the junction with Highway 2—is designated as a “scenic highway.”  The statute, 
however, does not place any restrictions on land uses in the vicinity of a scenic highway.  
Rather, as described in the statute, the designation is intended to encourage cooperative state 
and local corridor management plans for scenic and recreational resources.  No such plan has 
been developed for Highway 97. 
 
3‐7  Response:  The topic of shadow flicker falls outside the scope of the SEIS, but was 
addressed extensively in the Final EIS published by Kittitas County in 2004.  See Final EIS Section 
3.8.2.3.  The Final EIS discusses the available literature.  It explains that the potential for 
adverse health affects from shadow flicker depends primarily on the frequency of flickering, 
and that the frequency for shadow flicker from wind projects is not likely to result in adverse 
health consequences.  Modeling and analysis of shadow flicker expected from the Desert Claim 
Project indicates that nearby residences are unlikely to experience any noticeable shadow 
flicker.  Furthermore, if nearby residences do experience shadow flicker, the Applicant has 
agreed to shut down turbines during periods of shadow flicker. 
  
3‐8  Response: The SEIS does not address property values because SEPA does not recognize 
property values as an element of the environment; an EIS is not required to discuss non‐
environmental issues (see WAC 197‐11‐444, 197‐11‐448, and 197‐11‐450).  EFSEC is providing 
information about property values due to the expressed local concern, however.  Please see the 
response to Comment 3‐17, which addresses more specific concerns about property values. 
Comment 3: Dwight Lee Bates (continued) 
 
3.9  Response:  Hazards such as ice or blade throw were addressed in detail in the Final EIS 
published by the County in 2004 and the analysis is not repeated in the SEIS; see Final EIS 
Section 3.8.2.1.  The comment provides no reference in support of the claim that ice or blades 
could be thrown 1,000 feet, and no rationale for proposing a 4,000‐foot setback.  A study 
completed by KPFF Consulting Engineers concluded that the maximum distance of blade throw 
from the turbines proposed to be used in this project would be 500 feet, and the maximum 
distance of ice throw would be 100 meters (Tab 6 of the Revised ASC: KPFF, Hazard Zones 
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Resulting from Certain Defined Failures of REpower MM92 Wind Turbines at the Desert Claim 
Project, 2006).  The Applicant has, therefore, proposed a safety setback of 625 feet, providing a 
25 percent margin of safety beyond the maximum potential distance of blade throw, ice throw, 
and tower collapse. 
 
3‐10  Response:  The extent to which a project's construction and operation will generate 
state and local tax revenues is a topic that SEPA does not require an EIS to address and it falls 
outside the scope of this SEIS.  Nonetheless, the following information is provided. 
 
An economic study prepared by Central Washington University,  Kittitas County Economic 
Impacts from Proposed Desert Claim Wind Power Project (February 2009), estimates that the 
Desert Claim project would generate approximately $1.15 million annually in local property 
taxes.  These property tax revenues would flow to various taxing districts as follows: 
 

Taxing District  Value of Project in District  Tax 
State Schools  $155,040,000  $339,205 
County Current  $155,040,000  $142,766 
County Roads  $155,040,000  $174,471 
Hospital #1 Levy  $155,040,000  $299 
Hospital #1 Bond  $155,040,000  $38,890 
Fire #2 Levy   $77,520,000  $106,766 
Ellensburg School #401 
Levy  $146,880,000 

$277,665 

Ellensburg School #401 
Bond  $146,880,000 

$62,324 

Cle Elum School #404 Levy  $8,160,000  $6,896 
Cle Elum School #404 Bond  $8,160,000  $2,953 
    $1,152,236 
  
An economic study prepared by ECONorthwest, Economic Impacts of the Desert Claim Wind 
Project (April 2009), estimates that the Desert Claim project would also generate approximately 
$138,000 each year in various other state taxes, as well as making annual lease payments to the 
Washington Department of Natural Resources of approximately $435,000, which will benefit 
the State School Fund. 
 
3.11  Response:  Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act applies to federal 
undertakings. Because there is no identified need for a federal permit or federal funding for the 
Desert Claim Project, Section 106 does not apply. The cultural resource studies undertaken for 
and documented in the SEIS reflect consideration for historical sites that are important to all 
people, including the Yakama Nation. The Applicant consulted with the Yakama Nation and has 
entered into a Memorandum of Understanding to address cultural resources of significance to 
the Yakama Nation; please refer to the responses to Comment Letter 12 below.   
 
3‐12  Response:  The typical U.S. home uses an average of 10,000 kWh of electricity annually.  
One MW of wind energy capacity typically generates enough electricity to power 225 to 300 
homes; therefore, a 190‐MW project would generate enough electricity to power 42,750 to 
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57,000 homes (www.awea.org/faq/wwt_basics.html).   Washington State has already made a 
policy decision to increase electricity generation from renewable resources such as wind.  
According to RCW 43‐21F.015, "[i]t is the policy of the State of Washington that . . . The 
development and use of a diverse array of energy resources with emphasis on renewable 
energy resources shall be encouraged."  RCW chapter 19‐285 (Initiative 937) requires all utilities 
serving more than 25,000 customers to serve 15 percent of their load from renewable energy, 
such as wind, by the year 2020. Based on current supply conditions for all types of renewable 
energy, it is clear that wind generation will comprise a substantial proportion of the renewable 
generation needed to comply with the law.  
 
3.13  Response:  Based on the documentation already in the record at the time EFSEC began 
preparing the Draft SEIS, the topic of lighting impacts was not included within the scope of the 
SEIS.  Nighttime lighting was addressed thoroughly in the Final EIS published by Kittitas County 
in 2004 and this information is not repeated in the SEIS; see Final EIS Section 3.10.2.3.  In 
addition, Section 3.4.4 of the Draft SEIS acknowledges that the visibility of red lights on turbines 
from multiple wind projects would likely be perceived by residents in the area as an adverse 
visual impact. As noted in the SEIS, the Applicant has proposed to install the minimum number 
of safety lights on the turbines that will meet FAA guidelines for marking wind turbines; those 
guidelines now prescribe only red lights on turbines, not red and white lights as was the case in 
the past. The Applicant has proposed various other mitigation measures (including use of full‐
cutoff light fixtures and use of motion sensors on outdoor lighting) to minimize the effects of 
project lighting. 
 
3‐14  Response:  The comment incorrectly reports the results of the Lincoln Township survey.  
In a survey of 233 people living near the Lincoln Township Wind Turbine Project, only 6 percent 
responded that they had been awakened by noise from a wind turbine in the past year; see 
Township of Lincoln Wind Turbine Moratorium Study Committee, Final Report of the Wind 
Turbine Moratorium Study Committee, Tab 8 Survey Results (Feb. 11, 2000).  Other studies 
have indicated that noise from wind turbine projects is not a significant problem.  For example, 
a nationwide study in Britain concluded that "windfarm noise is an extremely small‐scale 
problem," and that noise complaints concerning wind farms are rare, especially compared to 
noise complaints regarding other industrial sources (A. Moorehouse, et al, Research into 
Aerodynamic Modulation of Wind Turbine Noise:   Final Report, July 2007).   
 
For this project, the Applicant commissioned a noise modeling study, which concluded that 
noise levels will be 50 dBA or less at the Project's boundary with residential properties.  50 dBA 
is the limit established by the Washington Department of Ecology and EFSEC regulations for 
nighttime noise levels at residential properties (WAC 173‐60‐040; WAC 463‐62‐030).  Noise 
levels are expected to be lower at the residences themselves, and still lower inside residences 
where people would sleep.    
 
3‐15  Response:  A conceptual description of the decommissioning plan is provided in Section 
2.2.4 of the SEIS; that description is sufficient and appropriate for SEPA compliance purposes. If 
this proceeding results in a Site Certification Agreement for the Desert Claim Project, the 
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Applicant will be required to submit a more detailed decommissioning and site restoration plan 
prior to beginning project construction. 
 
3.16  Response:  Based on the documentation already in the record at the time EFSEC began 
preparing the Draft SEIS, the topic of air transportation was not included within the scope of 
the SEIS.  Air transportation issues were addressed thoroughly in the Final EIS published by 
Kittitas County in 2004; see Final EIS Section 3.13.2.  The Final EIS explained that the impact 
analysis reasonably focused on project consistency with air traffic regulations, and that actions 
that are consistent with the regulations can reasonably be presumed to be sufficiently safe.  All 
aircraft operations, such as flight activity at Flying Rock Ranch or flight training out of Bowers 
Field, must be consistent with safe and legal flight procedures and must maintain a safe 
minimum flying altitude.   The federal air traffic regulations acknowledge that human activity 
will result in the construction of tall objects that could be obstacles for aviation, and such 
obstacles are routinely marked on aeronautical charts so that aviators will know to avoid them.  
Development of the Desert Claim project would result in no aviation safety issue as long as 
aviators fly in accordance with the applicable legal requirements and the project is built and 
operated in accordance with the safety lighting requirements.  Comment 3‐16 is a nearly 
verbatim repeat of a comment on the Draft EIS from the same source, which was addressed in 
the Final EIS.  The comment provides no new information about this issue. 
 
3‐17  Response:  The SEIS does not address property values because SEPA does not recognize 
property values as an element of the environment; an EIS is not required to discuss non‐
environmental issues (see WAC 197‐11‐444, 197‐11‐448, and 197‐11‐450).  EFSEC is providing 
responses to comments about property values due to the expressed local concern, however.   
 
The comment incorrectly reports the results of the Lincoln Township survey.  The survey did not 
ask respondents whether or not they believed their property values had declined, and did not 
conclude that property values had declined by 26 percent.  The survey did ask people how close 
to a turbine they would consider buying or building a home.  The respondents replied as 
follows: 17 percent would buy or build within 800 feet to 1/4 mile of a turbine; 13 percent from 
1/4 to 1/2 mile; 7 percent from 1/2 to 1 mile; 12 percent from 1 to 2 miles; 42 percent from 2 
or more miles; and 9 percent provided no response.  Although the survey indicates that many 
people would not purchase a home less than a half mile from a wind turbine, it also indicates 
that one‐third of respondents would do so, suggesting a sizeable market for such homes.   
 
The commenter provides no reference or authority supporting the contention that wind farms 
will adversely affect property values.  The issue of the potential negative effect of wind power 
projects on the value of surrounding properties was addressed in the Final EIS published by 
Kittitas County (Section 5.3.1 Issue NS‐1).  The Final EIS referenced a 2003 report published by 
Kittitas County that summarized the existing literature on the effect of wind power projects on 
property values (Huckell/Weinman Associates 2003).  The studies summarized in that report 
concluded that wind power facilities have not diminished the value of surrounding properties, 
and in some instances, the value of properties within views of wind power projects have 
increased more than comparable properties without such views. 



Desert Claim Wind Power Project Chapter 4 – Draft SEIS Comments and Responses 
Final Supplemental EIS 

4-21

A study titled “Impacts of the Desert Claim Wind Farm Project on Local Property Values” (June 
10, 2009) was prepared for enXco by Barton DeLacy.  Mr. DeLacy is a certified real estate 
appraiser with specialized experience with energy projects.  The study examined land use in the 
area surrounding the Project site, evaluated recent Kittitas County property sales market data, 
and reviewed the available literature on how wind power projects affect property values.  The 
report concludes that Desert Claim would not be likely to adversely affect the value of nearby 
properties; effects would be neutral or positive.  Major findings are summarized below. 
 
Most properties surrounding the Desert Claim site are used for agriculture or ranching, and 
their value is based on the land’s productivity for these uses, not on aesthetics or views of the 
surrounding area.  Most of the residences in the area, the study observes, have not been 
designed or oriented to maximize a particular view, and do not derive their primary value from 
views.    
 
The study reviewed local property sales data over a 5‐year period to determine if the 
announcement of the Desert Claim proposal, or the existence of other wind power facilities in 
Kittitas County, had affected property values.  The data do not indicate that either Desert Claim 
or other wind power projects has had an adverse effect on property values.  Recent changes in 
property values were concluded to be symptomatic of the current recession and general 
decline in the housing market; this was also the opinion of local realtors who were interviewed 
as part of the study.    
 
The DeLacy study also reviewed published literature on the property value effects of numerous 
wind power projects in the U.S. and Great Britain.  This includes studies prepared by the 
Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory (Hoen & Wiser 2006), Sims & Dent (2004), and the 
Renewable Energy Policy Project (Sterzinger et al. 2003).  None of these studies found evidence 
that close proximity to wind turbines or views of wind turbines has an adverse effect on 
property values.  
 
Finally, DeLacy analyzed market data on property sales (until mid‐2007) near four wind projects 
in rural areas of New York, Vermont, and Illinois.  The market data did not identify any adverse 
effect on property values in areas proximate to the wind power facilities. 
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Comment 4: David Crane 
 
4‐1  Response:  The comment is noted. 
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Comment 5: Mark Braun (spelling uncertain) 
 
5‐1  Response:  The specific point of this hand‐written comment is not clear.  The 
commenter's opposition to the Project is noted.  The newspaper article provided with this 
comment has been added to the record. The article is not specific to the Desert Claim Project 
and does not address the Draft SEIS; consistent with SEPA regulations regarding the specificity 
of comments (WAC 197‐11‐550), there are no substantive comments in the article and no 
further response is provided. 
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Comment 6: No Name 
 
6‐1   Response:  The article submitted as this comment is not specific to the Desert Claim 
Project and does not address the Draft SEIS; consistent with SEPA regulations regarding the 
specificity of comments (WAC 197‐11‐550), there are no substantive comments in the article.  
While no further response to this comment is provided, please note that the article addresses 
topics involving noise and the concept of “wind turbine syndrome” that are attributed to wind 
turbines in general. The same or similar points are included in several substantive comments 
that address the Draft SEIS. Please refer to the responses to Comments 22‐1 and 24‐4, for 
example. 
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Comment 7: Chris & Lee Burtchett 
 
7‐1  Response:  All photos were taken with a 50mm lens, which is the focal length 
recommended for visual impact assessment.  The photos were not edited.  Section 3.4.3 of the 
SEIS describes the surrounding rural area in terms of landscape attributes; this rural landscape 
is illustrated in the photos and simulations.  Please refer to the detailed response to Comment 
13‐1 regarding the accuracy of the simulations. 
 
7‐2  Response:  The SEIS acknowledges that turbines will be visible from some residences 
and residents may object to changes in their views.  Representative viewpoints were selected 
along public roads and other locations where relatively large numbers of the general public 
would potentially have views of turbines.  This is consistent with the visual assessment 
methodology recommended by Kittitas County and by professional visual analysts.  The visual 
assessment methodology is described in the Final EIS (Section 3.10 and Appendix G) and the 
SEIS (section 3.4), and is discussed further in response to Comment 42‐1.  
 
The comment suggests that hundreds of residences are located near the project.  The 2004 
Desert Claim Final EIS, which this SEIS supplements, contains a thorough description of land use 
patterns in the area surrounding the Project.  The SEIS Project Description (Section 2.2.1.3) 
generally characterizes land use in the surrounding area, and identifies residences that are 
located proximate to proposed wind turbines.  As described in the text, and shown on Figure 
2.2‐3 and Table 2.2‐1, seven (7) residences—excluding those participating in the Project—
would be closer than 2,500 feet to a wind turbine; none would be closer than 1,640 feet, which 
is four times the tip height of the proposed turbines.  Please refer to the response to Comment 
3‐5, which discusses setbacks and how visual impacts decrease with increasing distance from 
wind turbines.   
 
7‐3  Response:  Washington State law does not prohibit or regulate changes to views from 
individual properties.  One purpose of SEPA is to identify how a proposal would impact the 
environment, which includes changes to views, and to identify measures that could be applied 
to mitigate impacts when a decision is made on a project.  Section 3.4 of the SEIS evaluates the 
visual effects of the Desert Claim proposal from numerous viewpoints.  As noted in the 
response to Comment 7‐2, visual impacts are assessed from representative viewpoints such as 
public roads and parks, not from individual residences.  All turbines are located at least four 
times the turbine tip height (4 x 410 = 1,640 feet) from nearby residences; this is a means to 
mitigate the impact on nearby residences. 
 
The comment implies that the laws in other states would prohibit the location of wind turbines 
in the view of residences, but it provides no reference or authority in support of that 
suggestion.  In fact, other states that have adopted guidelines or model ordinances concerning 
wind project development have required lesser setbacks.  The Massachusetts Model Ordinance 
requires a setback of 1.5 times the turbine tip height from residences; the Michigan Siting 
Guidelines recommend a setback of 1.0 times the turbine tip height from the property line; the 
Minnesota Model Ordinance requires a setback of 750 feet from residences and 1.1 to 1.25 
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times the tip height from the property line; the New York Model Ordinance requires a setback 
of at least 1.0 times the tip height from residences; the Oregon Model Ordinance requires a 
setback of 1.5 times the tip height from the property line; and the Wisconsin Model Ordinance 
requires a setback of 1,000 feet or 2 times the tip height from residences. 
 
7‐4  Response:  Based on the documentation already in the record at the time EFSEC began 
preparing the Draft SEIS, the topic of groundwater and/or well impacts was not included within 
the scope of the SEIS.  Water resources and uses, including ground water wells, were 
thoroughly addressed in the Final EIS published by Kittitas County in 2004, however; see Final 
EIS Section 3.3.  The evaluation concluded that there would be no disruption to groundwater 
flow, recharge or discharge, depletion of groundwater supply, or reduction of groundwater 
quality as a result of the Project (Desert Claim Final EIS, Section 3.3.2.2).  The evaluation 
included the effects of new impervious surfaces, construction of roads and pads, and blasting.  
Minor short‐term turbidity due to water level fluctuations from blasting vibration was identified 
as a possible effect, but this would be minimized by compliance with required procedures.   
 
In response to this comment, additional information regarding the location of wells within and 
adjacent to the revised Project Area was obtained from the Washington Department of Ecology 
database and reviewed by Associated Earth Sciences Inc. (AESI).  No additional wells were 
identified within the revised Project Area; five domestic wells were identified west of the 
expanded Project Area in the northeast quarter of Section 25 of Township 19N, Range 17E.  
AESI reviewed the assessment in the Final EIS impacts and concluded that no new significant 
impacts would occur to groundwater supply or resources within or adjacent to the Project Area.  
The AESI evaluation is included in Appendix A of this Final SEIS. 
 
7‐5  Response:  Section 3.1.3 of the Draft SEIS documented an evaluation of existing water 
resources and proposed Project actions that might disturb those water resources.  The 
conclusion of that evaluation was that potential impacts would be avoided by use of bridges for 
road crossing of streams and use of boring, bridging, or overhead lines for electrical collection 
system crossings.  Note that the water bodies involved are Type 3 streams and irrigation 
ditches; these are small water bodies that do not present engineering or construction 
challenges for bridging or boring.  The comment disputes the conclusion presented in the EIS, 
but it does not provide a specific basis for that view or any technical evidence to the contrary.   
 
7‐6  Response:  Section 2.2.2.6 of the SEIS indicates that water supply needs for the O&M 
facility would be considerably less than 5,000 gallons per day and would be met by developing 
an exempt well or acquiring water from the participating landowner on whose property the 
facility would be located.  Under Washington water law, wells producing less than 5,000 gallons 
per day have been exempt from the need to obtain a groundwater right. This exemption has 
applied to prospective water users throughout Kittitas County and elsewhere in the state, 
although the Washington Department of Ecology has instituted a temporary moratorium on 
exempt wells in Kittitas County as a result of concern over County groundwater management 
rules.  The Applicant will not need to obtain water from any non‐participating landowner, such 
as the commenter.  If the Applicant elects to acquire water from a participating landowner, that 
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transaction would not require the commenter or any other water right holder to share their 
water rights.  Please note that the Applicant does not propose to construct visitor facilities at 
the Desert Claim Project. 
 
7‐7  Response:  Please see the response to Comment 3‐3. 
 
7‐8  Response:  Please see the response to Comment 17‐2, which addresses this topic in 
detail. 
 
7‐9  Response:  Historically, potential impacts to the bee population have not been raised as 
a concern with wind projects.  Because bees are flying insects, they could conceivably be at risk 
of collision with turbines.  The propensity for bees to fly within the altitude of the turbine rotors 
would depend on the species behavior, and possibly on their abundance in an area.  Because 
bees are generally associated with vegetation, it is not expected that they would be likely to 
occur within the rotor‐swept area frequently or in great abundance.  Consequently, impacts to 
bees are not expected to be significant.  
 
7‐10  Response:  Based on the documentation already in the record at the time EFSEC began 
preparing the Draft SEIS, the topics of potential changes in the rodent and/or mosquito 
populations were not included within the scope of the SEIS.  These issues were thoroughly 
addressed in the Final EIS published by Kittitas County in 2004; see Final EIS Section 3.8.2.4.  In 
summary, the Final EIS concluded that because the potential level of mortality for raptors, 
other birds, and bats would not have a measurable effect on the populations of the predator 
species, there is no reason to believe rodent or mosquito populations will increase.  The 
comment regarding potential vibration is noted.  Vibration is not expected to be significant and 
is not known to have affected the rodent populations at other wind projects.  
 
7‐11  Response:  EFSEC regulations do not require project areas to be contiguous.  
Nevertheless, the Project Area defined in the ASC and the SEIS is in fact contiguous, meaning 
that all parcels within the Project boundary are touching or in contact; the term contiguous 
does not mean that the area must have a rectangular shape. 
 
7‐12  Response:  The Applicant will develop a Habitat Restoration and Revegetation Plan in 
consultation with WDFW and submit it to EFSEC for approval.  The Plan will require all 
temporarily disturbed areas to be reseeded with an appropriate mix of native, locally adapted 
plant species in a manner and sequence that will maximize the likelihood of successful 
restoration of the area and prevent the spread of noxious weeds.  The Plan will include a pre‐
identified reference site or sites to be used to judge the success of the habitat restoration and 
revegetation efforts.  The Plan will also address the timing and intensity of grazing during 
revegetation.  
 
7‐13  Response:  The comment questions the economic benefits of the proposed wind power 
facility, and this question is presumably based on information contained in the Desert Claim 
Final EIS (pages 3‐317 through 3‐321) regarding an earlier version of the Project.  As noted in 
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that prior document, an EIS is focused on the environmental impacts of proposals, and SEPA 
does not define economics as an “element of the environment.” Therefore, this topic is not 
required to be discussed in an EIS.  Please refer to WAC 197‐11‐448 (State SEPA Rules) and WAC 
463‐47‐010 (EFSEC’s SEPA Rule adopting 197‐11‐448).  In addition, the topic of economics was 
not identified through the scoping process as an issue to be addressed in the Desert Claim SEIS.  
The following response is presented for general information purposes. 
 
Two studies were prepared for the revised Desert Claim proposal to estimate state‐wide and 
local (Kittitas County) economic impacts.  These studies are included as exhibits to pre‐filed 
testimony (see Exhibits 14.2 and 15.2).  The studies’ general findings are summarized below; 
please consult the detailed reports for more information.   
 
The first study, “Economic Impacts of Desert Claim Wind Project” (April 2009), prepared by 
ECONorthwest (Exhibit 15.2), examines state‐wide increases in expenditures and employment 
that would be associated with construction and operation of the Desert Claim facility.  The 
analysis employed IMPLAN, a generally accepted and commonly used input‐output computer 
model, to estimate the purchases of goods and services that would result from the project. The 
model shows how direct purchases of goods and services can multiply as they ripple through 
various sectors of the economy.  Direct and indirect expenditures, for example, result in 
increases in employment and income, which enhance economic purchasing power, and in turn, 
induce further spending on goods and services.   
 
The following table summarizes the estimated state‐wide increase in jobs, wages and total new 
economic output that would result from construction and operation of Desert Claim.  The 
construction phase (approximately 10 months) would generate 282 new jobs and $33 million in 
new economic activity.  Operation of the facility would result in 36 jobs and $6.2 million of new 
economic activity each year for the expected 30‐year life of the project. 
 
  Employment  Wages  New Economic Output 
Construction  282 jobs  $12 million  $33 million 
Operation (annual)  36 jobs  $1.9 million  $6.2 million 
Source: ECONorthwest 2009  

The second study prepared by Central Washington University (CWU), “Kittitas County Economic 
Impacts from Proposed Desert Claim Wind Power Project” (February 2009), used another 
generally accepted input‐output model to estimate local/Kittitas County jobs and economic 
activity that would result from construction and operation. The CWU study also estimated 
potential tax revenues generated by the project and discussed effects on the local economic 
base.   
 
The following table summarizes the increase in jobs, wages, and total new economic output 
that would result in Kittitas County from construction and operation of the Desert Claim 
Project.  The construction phase would generate 160 jobs and $17.3 million in new economic 
activity in the local economy.  Operation of the facility would result in 25 jobs and $2.8 million 
in new economic activity in the County each year over the expected 30‐year life of the project.   
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  Employment  Wages  New Economic Output 
Construction  160 jobs  $3.6 million  $17.3 million 
Operation (annual)  25 jobs  $986,000  $2.8 million 
Source: Central Washington University 2009. 

The CWU study also identified some qualitative (i.e., unquantified) benefits to Kittitas County.  
These include:  

• economic diversification, in a county where the agricultural and state government 
sectors dominate the economic base, and which are subject are to fluctuations in jobs 
and revenues;   

• preservation of the agricultural base, through additional lease income to farmers and 
ranchers while allowing continued agricultural use;  and 

• new construction jobs, at a time when other major local construction projects (such as 
Suncadia and CWU) and residential construction have been reduced.  

The comment questions whether the Project would result in significant numbers of tourists 
shopping in the County.  Although wind farms can attract some tourists, the jobs and economic 
activity estimated in the CWU study do not stem from tourism.  Rather the CWU study 
describes construction‐related jobs associated with road and site preparation, foundation work, 
tower erection and construction management, as well as the resulting indirect and induced 
economic activity during the construction phase.  It also describes field technician, 
administration, and management jobs during the operations phase, as well as the indirect and 
induced economic activity associated with project operation and maintenance.  
 
As a check on the model results, the CWU study compared the model’s estimates for Desert 
Claim to the economic statistics for the Wild Horse Wind Power Project.  Overall, the updated 
estimates of job growth, economic activity, and tax revenues to Kittitas County contained in 
CWU’s report are very similar to the estimates contained in the Desert Claim Final EIS. 
 
Detailed information about the tax revenues expected to be generated by the Project, including 
a breakdown of the taxing districts that will receive those revenues, is provided in response to 
Comment 3‐10.   
 
The commenter provides no authority or evidence to support the claim that home and land 
values near the Project will decrease.  More information regarding property values is provided 
in response to Comment 3‐17. 
 
7‐14  Response:  The SEPA Rules require an EIS to consider alternatives to the proposed 
action.  The primary purpose of considering an alternative in an EIS is to provide the decision 
maker with comparative information about environmental impacts.  The SEPA Rules only 
require that an EIS consider “reasonable” alternatives (WAC 197‐11‐440(5)), and the word 
“reasonable” limits both the type and number of alternatives.  A reasonable alternative must be 
consistent with the proponent’s objectives and result in a reduced level of environmental 
impact.  The alternatives considered in the SEIS are consistent with these requirements.  SEPA 
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does not require that the site with the absolute lowest or no impacts be evaluated; 
hypothetical or speculative alternatives do not need to be considered.   
 
Alternatives to the proposed site are discussed in the Draft SEIS in Section 2.4.  A range of 
alternative sites, including the Wild Horse and Springwood Ranch sites, were fully considered in 
the 2004 Desert Claim Final EIS.  According to the SEPA Rules, existing information about 
impacts and alternatives should not be duplicated in a supplemental EIS (WAC 197‐11‐620); this 
provision is intended to reduce redundancy.  Additional sites for further discussion in the SEIS 
were not identified.  As indicated in Section 2.5 of the SEIS, a reasonable alternative site was 
not identified in Kittitas County’s pre‐identified wind farm area due to constraints related to 
wind resource, the I‐90 corridor, designated state wildlife conservation areas, conflicts with 
activities at the Yakima Training Center, and property availability.   Additional information 
regarding EIS alternatives is contained in the response to Comment 42‐5. 
 
The commenter's preference that wind turbines be located on federal land, such as the Yakima 
Training Center, is noted.   
 
7‐15  Response:  Based on the documentation already in the record at the time EFSEC began 
preparing the Draft SEIS, the topics of potential impacts to elk, deer, and wildlife other than 
birds and bats were not included within the scope of the SEIS.  These issues were thoroughly 
addressed in the Final EIS published by Kittitas County in 2004, and the information is not 
repeated in the SEIS; see Final EIS Section 3.4.3.2.  The Final EIS concluded that temporary loss 
of big game habitat during construction would be a minor impact, and that after construction, 
big game would become habituated to wind turbines and would resume occupancy of the site. 
 
7‐16  Response:  Based on the documentation already in the record at the time EFSEC began 
preparing the Draft SEIS, recreational impacts were not included with the scope of this SEIS.  
Recreation impacts were addressed extensively in the 2004 Kittitas County Final EIS, and this 
information is not repeated in the SEIS; see Final EIS Section 3.11.2.  The Final EIS noted that 
the area within approximately 3 miles of the Project site had minimal recreational facilities and 
accounted for an extremely small proportion of total recreation and tourism use in Kittitas 
County.  The Final EIS concluded that the Project's impact on recreation within this area and 
elsewhere in the County would be insignificant. The comment does not provide any new or 
additional information about this issue, nor does it explain how the Project might adversely 
impact recreational activities.  
 
7‐17  Response:  The comment is noted.  
 
7‐18  Response:  The comment proposes two alternative project configurations with fewer 
turbines.  Although reducing the number of turbines may reduce the aesthetic impacts to some 
nearby residences to some extent, it would also reduce the environmental and economic 
benefits of the Project.  Please also see the response to Comment 7‐14 regarding SEPA 
requirements for consideration of alternatives.   
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Comment 8: Helen Wise 
 
8‐1  Response:  The comment is noted. 
 
8‐2  Response:  The comment is noted. 
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Comment 9: Craig Johnson 
 
9‐1  Response:  The comment is noted. 
 
9‐2  Response:  The comment is noted. 
 
9‐3  Response:  The comment is noted.  Please see the response to Comment 3‐17 for 
additional information. 
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Comment 10: Jan Sharar 
 
10‐1  Response:  The comment is noted. 
 
10‐2  Response:  The comment is noted. 
 
10‐3  Response:  The comment is noted. 
 
10‐4  Response:  The concern about birds is noted.  Both the Final EIS (Section 3.4.3) and the 
SEIS (Section 3.2.3) contain detailed analysis of potential impacts to birds.   
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Comment 11:  Windworks! Northwest 
 
11‐1  Response:  A copy of the DVD has been added to the record.  The documentary 
describes the history of wind power development in Kittitas County and expresses support for 
the Desert Claim Project.  It does not include any substantive comments specific to the Draft 
SEIS, so no further response is required.   
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Comment 12: Yakama Nation 
 

12‐1  Response:  The Applicant initiated consultation with the Yakama Nation to gain further 
insight into its concerns and requests for additional studies.  The identity of plants that have 
traditional, medicinal, or cultural importance to the Yakama Nation is within the knowledge of 
tribal members but is not general knowledge among biologists.  Confidentially is a means to 
protect these resources.  In the course of discussions with the Applicant, Yakama Nation 
representatives agreed that the requested survey to identify the presence of traditional, 
medicinal, and culturally important plants within the Project Area could occur prior to 
construction, as part of the micro‐siting process, rather than as part of the Final SEIS.   
 
The request for unlimited access to harvest such plants raises legal issues regarding property 
rights.  The majority of the Project would be developed on lands that the Applicant has leased 
from private owners or the State of Washington, not on land owned by the Applicant.  Access 
to those properties is limited by lease agreements, and the Applicant, therefore, cannot grant 
access without the consent of the property owners.  The Applicant has agreed to allow Yakama 
Nation members reasonable access to traditional root grounds located on the portion of the 
Project owned by the Applicant. 
 
The presence of traditional, medicinal, and culturally important plants on other wind power 
sites has not been documented in environmental documents for those projects.  Therefore, 
cumulative impacts cannot be accurately identified. 
 
12‐2  Response:  Section 3.2.3 of the SEIS documents a thorough analysis of potential 
impacts to migratory birds and bats, which included consideration of cumulative impacts. Based 
on the documentation already in the record at the time EFSEC began preparing the Draft SEIS, 
the topic of potential impacts to big game was not included within the scope of the SEIS.  These 
issues were thoroughly addressed in the Final EIS published by Kittitas County in 2004; see Final 
EIS Section 3.4.3.2.  The Final EIS concluded that temporary loss of big game habitat during 
construction would be a minor impact, and that after construction, big game would become 
habituated to wind turbines and would resume occupancy of the site. The SEIS and the Final EIS 
also identify listed species that may occur in or near the Project Area and assess the potential 
impacts to those species. 
 
The Applicant’s Stipulation with the Counsel for the Environment and Agreement with WDFW 
further address issues associated with the wildlife resources identified in the comment.  Please 
see the responses to Comments 33‐13, 33‐14, 33‐15, 33‐16, 33‐17, 37‐2, 37‐7, 37‐36, 37‐40, 37‐
45, 37‐46, and 37‐47, in particular, for related discussion.  
 
12‐3  Response:  Section 3.3 of the SEIS, and the Historic and Cultural Resources Report 
transmitted to the Department of Archaeology and Historic Resources (DAHP), use NRHP 
criteria as a means help identify “significant” resources.  Distinguishing between categories of 
resources is an attempt to address the SEPA requirement that an EIS focus on probable 
significant adverse impacts, and to identify sites that might provide important archaeological 
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information (Criterion D).  Criteria A and B deal with associations with culturally important 
events and people; the most reliable way to identify these resources is through consultation 
with the Yakama Nation.  The same holds true for Traditional Cultural Properties (TCPs).  The 
Applicant has entered into a Memorandum of Understanding with the Yakama Nation regarding 
the identification of cultural resources and TCPs.  The Applicant will also develop a Cultural 
Resources Mitigation Plan in consultation with the Yakama Nation.   
 
12‐4  Response:  Traditional Cultural Properties are sites that carry meaning to living 
members of the Yakama Nation and can include legendary sites, sacred sites, traditional‐
subsistence gathering areas, and other types of resources.  As noted in the response to 
Comment 12‐3, the Applicant has entered into a Memorandum of Understanding with the 
Yakama Nation to identify and address Traditional Cultural Properties located within the Desert 
Claim Project Area. 
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Comment 13:  Patty Kinney 
 
13‐1  Response:  This comment questions the focal length of the camera lens that was used 
in the photos and the resulting accuracy of the simulations.   As stated in the SEIS, a 50mm lens 
was used for all photographs and simulations because it most closely approximates the typical 
field of human vision.  There is a difference between focal length on 35 mm film cameras and 
focal length on 35 mm digital cameras, however, which explains the questions about lens size 
reflected in this comment.   
 
Prior to digital cameras, 35mm film cameras were a popular format for both amateur and 
professional photographers.  It was during this time that the 50mm focal length lens became 
the standard for replicating what the human eye sees.  Historically, the 50mm lens has been the 
standard for documenting visual conditions and for creating photographic simulations for visual 
impact analysis.  Lens angles with higher focal length numbers (i.e., 80mm or 105mm) produce 
photos that make things look larger or closer than what the human eye sees, while lower 
numbers (i.e., 24mm or 35mm) make things look farther away. 
 
Modern digital cameras typically have image sensors on the back of the camera that are smaller 
than traditional 35mm film cameras.  Images made with most digital cameras are, in effect, 
cropped from the center of what the full frame image would have been if it had been captured 
with a 35mm film camera with the same lens.  The terms focal length multiplier and digital crop 
ratio are the industry standards for describing this factor associated with digital cameras.  While 
there is much variation among digital cameras, Nikon single lens reflex (SLR) digital cameras 
generally have a focal length multiplier of 1.5, while Canon SLR digital cameras generally have 
one of 1.6. 
 
When the focal length multiplier is accounted for, a photograph taken with a 50mm lens on a 
Canon SLR digital camera with a focal length multiplier of 1.6 (the camera used for the photos 
in the SEIS) would produce an image equivalent to that produced with an 80mm lens on a 
35mm film camera (50mm x 1.6 = 80mm).  Conversely, in order to produce an image with the 
same Canon SLR digital camera that is equivalent to one produced with a 50mm lens on a 
35mm film camera, the lens on the digital camera would need to be set to 31mm (50mm / 1.6 = 
31mm).  The process used to account for this factor is substantiated by industry documentation 
and can be verified via email through Canon, Nikon, and Olympus technical support. 
 
To evaluate and reproduce several photographs shown in the SEIS, the commenter used a 
Nikon D80 SLR digital camera.  This digital camera has a crop ratio of 1.5.  To obtain the 
equivalent view of a standard 35mm film camera with a 50mm lens, the lens on the camera 
would need to set to about 33mm (50mm / 1.5 = 33mm). This is why the commenter’s lens had 
to be set to 31mm or 32mm (close to 33mm) in order to "match" the views of existing and 
simulated conditions shown in the SEIS.  Photographs taken with the camera set to 50mm (to 
illustrate how the commenter thought the photos “should” appear) actually would be 
equivalent to those taken with a 75mm lens on a standard 35mm film camera (50mm x 1.5 = 
75mm). 
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In summary, all of the views of existing conditions and simulations provided for the Desert 
Claim SEIS were photographed with a Canon EOS Rebel XTi digital camera, which has a 1.6 
digital crop ratio, using a Canon EFS 18‐55mm lens.  The camera lens was set manually to 
31mm, which is the equivalent of a 50mm lens on a traditional 35mm film camera (50mm / 1.6 
= 31mm).  The focal length settings are stored automatically with the image data on the camera 
disk.  In response to this comment, the image data were checked and all settings were verified 
to be 31mm. 
 
13‐2  Response:  As described in the response to Comment 13‐1, all photos and simulations 
used in the SEIS to evaluate visual impacts were taken with a 50mm lens.  The visual experts 
performing the visual impact analysis compared the 50mm photos used in the SEIS with the 
35mm photos used in connection with the analysis in the 2004 Final EIS, and concluded that the 
difference in lens did not have a material influence on the ratings in the visual analysis.  The 
35mm/50mm comparison photos (Figures 3.4‐1 and 3.4‐2) are presented in the SEIS for 
illustrative purposes only.  The commenter's opinion that the difference between 35mm and 
50mm focal length photos is significant is noted.  
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Comment 14:  Thom McCosh 
 
14‐1  Response:  The comment is noted.  The Council is aware of the previous decision made 
by the Kittitas County Board of County Commissioners to deny approvals for an earlier version 
of the Desert Claim Project.  Although Kittitas County intervened in the EFSEC proceedings, the 
County did not submit any evidence or briefing opposing certification of the revised Project, 
and has since formally withdrawn any opposition to the Project.  The Council is not aware of 
any vote by the citizens of Kittitas County concerning either the earlier or current version of the 
Project.   
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Comment 15:  WDNR 
 
15‐1  Response:  Subsequent to the Draft EIS, the Applicant commissioned a rare plant 
survey of the Project Area. The survey was conducted in July 2009, during the growing season 
for Ute‐ladies tresses, which is the rare plant of concern.  The plant was not identified on the 
Project site. The survey is discussed in Section 3.2.1 of the Final SEIS. 
 
15‐2  Response:  Additional discussion of shrub‐steppe fragmentation has been included in 
Section 3.2.1 of the Final SEIS. 
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Comment 16:  Ellensburg School District 
 
16‐1  Response:  The comment is noted. 
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Comment 17:  Kittitas Audubon Society 
 
17‐1  Response:  The 2003 and 2009 WDFW Wind Power Guidelines do not generally 
recommend that project developers conduct pre‐operation bat surveys.  Nonetheless, as 
documented in the Stipulation entered into with the Counsel for the Environment, the 
Applicant has agreed to conduct a bat monitoring survey during the bat migration (late summer 
and early fall) prior to beginning commercial operation.  Once in operation, the Applicant will 
also implement a Bat Monitoring Plan, which will include 2 years of bat fatality monitoring.    
 
17‐2  Response:  The topic of impacts to bald eagles was thoroughly addressed in the Final 
EIS published by Kittitas County in 2004. In response to comments received on this issue, 
however, additional information was prepared for the Final SEIS and is contained in Section 
3.2.3.  
 
17‐3  Response:  The SEIS identifies habitat types based on the dominant plants currently 
found in the Project Area.  Most of the Project Area currently consists of either grasslands or 
shrub‐steppe habitat.  In consultation with WDFW, the Applicant is developing a Habitat 
Mitigation Plan that will be based on the compensatory mitigation ratios outlined in the 2009 
WDFW Wind Power Guidelines.  To apply those ratios, the Applicant and WDFW are developing 
a habitat map that is based on Natural Resources Conservation Service soil maps and field 
investigations of the Project Area.  For purposes of providing compensatory mitigation, that 
map may designate areas as shrub steppe even though the current dominant vegetation is 
indicative of grasslands.   
 
17‐4  Response:  Although the American kestrel may be experiencing a decline in numbers, it 
is still one of the most abundant raptors in North America.  The information referenced in the 
comment does not change the SEIS conclusion that impacts to the regional kestrel population 
will not be significant.  The estimated mortality impact from the Project is not expected to be 
detectable above background mortality; that is, the variation in annual background mortality is 
greater than the estimated mortality from the Project or all the wind projects in the Columbia 
Plateau Ecoregion.   
 
17‐5  Response:  The commenter's concern about raptors is noted.  The topics of raptor use 
in the Project vicinity and potential impacts of the Project on raptors are addressed in Section 
3.2.3 of the SEIS, and in Section 3.4.3 of the 2004 Final EIS.  The comment does not provide any 
additional information that would warrant a change to analysis or conclusions in the SEIS.  To 
the extent that there may be a migratory corridor near the Project, the influence of that 
corridor would already be reflected in the raptor use data discussed in the SEIS. 
 
17‐6  Response:  The comment expresses concern about six bird species:  western 
meadowlark, evening grosbeak, white‐breasted nuthatch, yellow‐headed blackbird, prairie 
falcon, and western bluebird.  Impacts to these species are not expected to be significant. 
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Four of these species are not expected to be found in the Project Area.  Evening grosbeak, 
white‐breasted nuthatch, and western bluebird occupy open coniferous or deciduous 
woodlands, riparian areas, and edge habitats with trees.  Yellow‐headed blackbird occupies 
prairie wetlands and marshes.  These species are not likely to be found in the shrub steppe and 
ranching grasslands of the Project Area.  Furthermore, evening grosbeaks and white‐breasted 
nuthatch have not been recorded, and western bluebird has only been recorded on two USGS 
Breeding Bird Survey routes within the Columbia Plateau Ecoregion over the last 10 years (Saur 
et al. 2008).   Also, among 12 post‐construction monitoring studies at wind farms in the 
Columbia Plateau Ecoregion, none of these four species has been recorded as fatalities 
(Johnson et al. 2008), indicating further low risk to these species. 
 
Prairie falcons do occur in open plains and steppe environments.  However, they typically occur 
where suitable cliffs are present for nesting.  The Desert Claim Project is not located in such an 
area, and in fact, wind projects are generally not located near suitable nesting habitat due to 
constraints on construction in steep or cliff topography.  Using data from the USGS Breeding 
Bird Survey, it is estimated that there are only approximately 500 breeding prairie falcons 
within the Columbia Plateau Ecoregion.  No prairie falcon fatalities have been recorded at wind 
farms in the region (Johnson et al. 2008), and therefore, no fatalities are expected at the Desert 
Claim Project.   
 
Western meadowlarks occupy open grassland and prairie habitats, including agricultural areas, 
and are common in the Columbia Plateau Ecoregion.  Using data collected in the USGS Breeding 
Bird Survey, it is estimated that there are approximately 142,010 breeding western 
meadowlarks in the Columbia Plateau Ecoregion.  In the monitoring studies at all of the regional 
wind power projects, 21 western meadowlark fatalities have been recorded; this represents 
approximately 4.6 percent of the total passerine fatalities observed.  Assuming the percentage 
remains constant, approximately 13 western meadowlark fatalities are expected at the Desert 
Claim Project.  This level of mortality would represent a very small fraction of the regional 
population of breeding western meadowlarks and is not significant.   
 
17‐7  Response:  Cumulative impacts have been considered in detail in the SEIS. The 
cumulative impact analysis considered all 17 of the existing wind projects in the Columbia 
Plateau Ecoregion as well as 30 more projects that have been proposed.  The SEIS evaluates 
potential cumulative impacts in the context of regional population numbers, as suggested in 
the comment. 
 
17‐8  Response:  As documented in the Stipulation entered into with the Counsel for the 
Environment, the Applicant has agreed to conduct 2 years of post‐construction avian and bat 
fatality studies.   
 
17‐9  Response:  The SEIS presents the Applicant's best estimate of habitat impacts based on 
the current level of project design.  The impacts associated with the final construction 
specifications may be different.  Impacts may be greater in some locations and lesser in others.  
The Applicant has agreed to minimize road construction as much as practical.  The Applicant 
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has also agreed to provide compensatory mitigation for the actual Project impacts, rather than 
the estimated impacts reported in the SEIS, based on mitigation ratios included in the 2009 
WDFW guidelines.  
 
17‐10  Response:  The factors considered by wind power developers to identify sites for 
generation facilities are described in Section 2.3.1.2 of the Desert Claim Final EIS; these factors 
are summarized in the response to Comment 42‐5.  Please also refer to the response to 
Comment 7‐14 regarding alternative sites.  The commenter's preference regarding the type of 
site for locating wind power facilities is noted.   
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Comment 18:  Everett Olson 
 
18‐1  Response:  This letter does not comment upon the Draft SEIS.  EFSEC has added the 
author to the Project mailing list.  



Desert Claim Wind Power Project Chapter 4 – Draft SEIS Comments and Responses 
Final Supplemental EIS 

4-104

 

 



Desert Claim Wind Power Project Chapter 4 – Draft SEIS Comments and Responses 
Final Supplemental EIS 

4-105

Comment 19:  Tom & Ginger Morrison 
 
19‐1  Response:  The comment is noted. 
 
19‐2  Response:  The comment is noted. 
 
19‐3  Response:  The comment is noted. 
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Comment 20:  Tony Helland 
 
20‐1  Response:  The comment is noted. 
 
20‐2  Response:  The comment is noted.  
 
20‐3  Response:  The comment is noted. 
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Comment 21:  Eloise Kirchmeyer 
 
21‐1  Response:  A setback of at least 1,640 feet (four times turbine height) from non‐
participating residences is incorporated in the proposed turbine layout to reduce visual 
impacts.  Washington State law does not require any specific distance or setback between wind 
turbines and adjacent residences.  Additional information regarding the setback distance is 
provided in response to Comments 3‐5 and 7‐3.   
 
The SEIS acknowledges that the greatest visual impacts will be experienced by observers closest 
to the turbines.  It also notes that the revised configuration of the Project has significantly 
reduced the number of residences close to the turbines and has increased the distance 
between non‐participating residences and the nearest turbines.  The commenter's objection to 
the anticipated change in her view is acknowledged. 

21‐2  Response:  Please see the response to Comment 3‐4.  Also, please note that if a Google 
search indicates 575,000 “hits,” that is simply the number of times the components of the 
search term were referenced in items posted to the internet; it does not indicate there have 
been 575,000 cases of wind turbine fires, as the comment seems to imply.  The comment also 
appears to raise concerns about the potential fire risks presented by the existing pattern of 
residential development and road design in the area, rather than risks created by the proposed 
Project. 
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Comment 22:  Bob & Judy Corey 
 
22‐1  Response:  Health issues fall outside the scope of this SEIS, but were addressed in the 
Final EIS; see Final EIS Section 3.8.  Although the comment claims that wind turbines have 
caused health problems, it provides no documentation or references to support this claim.  
Studies completed in Europe have found that despite decades of wind power development, no 
significant health issues have been reported (for example, see information posted by the Great 
Britain Department of Business Innovation and Skills at http://www.berr.gov.uk/energy/ 
sources/renewables/explained/wind/myths/page16060.html#MythTurbinesareahealthhazard).  
Several authorities have also attempted to evaluate the relative health implications of different 
means of generating electricity.  A World Health Organization study concluded that adverse 
health effects from wind generation are "negligible" and that "[t]he increased use of renewable 
energy, especially wind, solar and photovoltaic energy, will have positive health effects" (WHO, 
Fourth Ministerial Conference on Environment and Health, Energy, Sustainable Development 
and Health, June 3, 2004, available at 
http://www.euro.who.int/document/eehc/ebakdoc08.pdf). 
 
22‐2  Response:  Please refer to the response to Comment 7‐14. 
 
22‐3  Response:  The comment does not identify the specific nature of the concern about 
locating turbines in proximity to homes.  All turbines will be located at least 1,640 feet (four 
times turbine height) away from non‐participating homes.  Section 2.2.2.2 of the SEIS describes 
the factors and setback distances the Applicant applied in determining proposed locations for 
the turbines.  The responses to Comments 3‐7, 3‐9, 3‐17, 7‐2, 7‐3, 21‐1, and 22‐1 include 
information that may be applicable to this comment. 
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Comment 23:  Thom McCosh 
 
23‐1  Response:  The comment is noted.  The Council is aware of the previous decision made 
by the Kittitas County Board of County Commissioners to deny approvals for an earlier version 
of the Desert Claim Project.  Although Kittitas County intervened in EFSEC's proceedings, the 
County did not submit any evidence or briefing opposing certification of the revised Project and 
has formally withdrawn any opposition to the Project.  The Council is not aware of any vote by 
the citizens of Kittitas County concerning either the current or previous version of the proposed 
Project. 
 
The commenter's preference for locating wind turbines in other areas of the County is noted.  
Additional information concerning alternatives to the proposed Project is provided in SEIS 
Sections 2.4 and 2.5, and in response to Comments 7‐14 and 42‐5.   
 
23‐2  Response:  The Applicant reviewed the turbine layout relative to the GIS data on 
nearby residence locations.  This GIS analysis indicated that the residence in question is 2,503 
feet from the nearest turbine.  
 
23‐3  Response:  The reports prepared by CWU and ECO Northwest that are referenced in 
response to Comment 7‐13 describe the economic benefits expected to occur as a result of the 
Project.  The economic impacts described in those reports that result from spending for goods 
and services and additional wages are not related to the specific location of the site within 
unincorporated Kittitas County, and would likely result from a similar project built elsewhere.  
However, the location of the Project would determine which local taxing districts would receive 
additional tax revenues.  For example, the Desert Claim Project is expected to generate 
approximately $340,000 a year in tax revenue for the Ellensburg School District, but a project 
located elsewhere in the County might generate tax revenue for a different school district 
instead. 
 
The comment states that the Project will have negative financial effects on the majority of 
residences, but does not provide any explanation or reference any authority in support of this 
statement.  The response to Comment 3‐17 addresses the effect of wind farms on local 
property values. 
 
23‐4  Response:  The commenter's characterization of views in the area is noted.  Consistent 
with SEPA requirements, SEIS Section 3.4 provides a detailed assessment of the Project's effect 
on views from various locations in the vicinity. 
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Comment 24:  Liz Lasell‐McCosh 
 
24‐1  Response:  The viewpoints used for the visual analysis in the SEIS are publicly accessible 
locations, such as public roads and parks, rather than individual homes or properties.  As 
described in greater detail in the response to Comment 42‐1, public viewpoints are typically 
used for visual analysis, because they are indicative of impacts to larger numbers of people; as 
indicated in the National Research Council report submitted by Kittitas County (see attachment 
B of Letter 42), experts do not consider it appropriate to base visual assessments on views from 
individual residences.  Please also refer to the response to Comment 7‐3.  As noted in the 
response to Comment 23‐2, a GIS review of the turbine layout and residence data indicated 
that the residence in question is 2,503 feet from the nearest turbine.  
 
24‐2  Response:  The substance of the comment appears to be consistent with the vividness 
and visual impact information presented in the SEIS visual analysis.  
 
24‐3  Response:  The SEIS statement quoted in the comment characterizes the area in terms 
of density and proximity to Ellensburg; it does not address residential property values.  The SEIS 
acknowledges that the greatest visual impacts are likely to be experienced by observers closest 
to the turbines, but also notes that the revised configuration of the Project has significantly 
reduced the number of residences close to the turbines and has increased the distance 
between non‐participating residences and the nearest turbines.   
 
The comment claims that the Project will result in a loss of property value.  The comment 
appears to quote or paraphrase other sources, but in most cases, provides insufficient 
information to identify the source and, therefore, it is not possible to assess the accuracy and 
relevance of the anecdotal information provided.  The comment does reference an analysis 
included in the report of the Township of Lincoln Wind Turbine Moratorium Study Committee, 
but it fails to quote its conclusion, "based on the available information complied in this report, I 
would conclude that siting of the windmills has not had any significant negative impact on 
property values near them."  The response to Comment 3‐17 provides additional information 
on the effect of wind projects on property values. 
 
24‐4  Response:  The comment contends that there are health risks associated with wind 
turbines, and as a result, wind turbines should be located from 1.5 to 3 kilometers away from 
residences.  Materials referenced in this comment have been reviewed, and the following 
additional information is provided. 
 
Published reports concerning the available scientific information about the health effects of 
wind turbines do not support claims of adverse health effects.  For example, despite more than 
25 years of wind power generation in Europe, the British government concluded that there 
have been no significant reports of health issues.  (http://www.berr.gov.uk/energy/sources/ 
renewables/explained/wind/myths/page16060.html#MythTurbinesareahealthhazard)  After 
reviewing the available literature, Dr. David Colby of the Chatham‐Kent Public Health Unit 
concluded that wind turbines would have negligible adverse health effects.  Chatham‐Kent 
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Public Health Unit, The Health Impact of Wind Turbines: A Review of the Current White, Grey 
and Published Literature (June 2008) (http://www.wind‐
works.org/LargeTurbines/Health%20and%20Wind%20by%20C‐K%20Health%20Unit.pdf) 
 
The World Health Organization has also completed a study evaluating the relative health effects 
of different methods of generating electricity.  The study concluded that adverse health effects 
from wind generation are "negligible" and that "[t]he increased use of renewable energy, 
especially wind, solar and photovoltaic energy, will have positive health effects."  (World Health 
Organization, Fourth Ministerial Conference on Environment and Health, Energy, Sustainable 
Development and Health (3 June 2004) available at 
http://www.euro.who.int/document/eehc/ebakdoc08.pdf.) 
 
The comment references a recommendation that it erroneously attributes to the French 
National Academy of Medicine.  A working group impaneled by the French National Academy 
prepared a March 14, 2006, report titled “The Repercussions of Wind Turbine Operation on 
Human Health,” which recommended stopping large‐scale wind development within 1.5 
kilometers of any residence.  However, French National Academy of Medicine never took any 
action to adopt the recommendation.  The working group did not base this recommendation on 
a conclusion that turbine noise constituted a definitive health risk.  In fact, the working group 
acknowledged that no reliable epidemiological studies of wind turbine noise effects on humans 
existed, and therefore also recommended that an epidemiological investigation into the 
possible health consequences of wind turbine noise be conducted.   
 
Similarly, although the chair of the UK Noise Association has recommended a 1‐mile setback 
from residences, and Rick James and George Kamperman have recommended setbacks 1 to 3 
kilometers, the referenced recommendations do not include any scientific support for claims 
that adverse health effects are attributable to wind turbines.  The references to German 
marketer Retexo‐RISP, the Davises and Marjiolane Villey‐Migraine are not described in 
sufficient detail to identify the specific publications associated with these sources.  Therefore, it 
is not possible to review and address the underlying publications. 
 
The comment also references the claims of Dr. Nina Pierpont, who has created a website on 
what she has described as “wind turbine syndrome” (www.windturbinesyndrome.com).  Dr. 
Pierpont has conducted some case‐study research on people who have complained about 
health issues associated with wind turbines.  The website refers readers to a forthcoming book 
by Pierpont that is yet to be published.  Secondary references (e.g., 
http://kirbymtn.blogspot.com/2009/05/wind‐turbine‐syndrome.html) describing Pierpont’s 
work indicate that her research consisted of case‐study interviews of 10 families (38 total 
people) living near large wind turbines.  It does not appear as if the results of her research have 
been peer‐reviewed.   
 
Pierpont evidently attributes the health effects characterized as wind turbine syndrome to low‐
frequency noise (noise with a frequency below 100Hz, per NAS/NRC 2007), infrasound or 
vibration and their associated impact on the body’s vestibular system (related to balance and 



Desert Claim Wind Power Project Chapter 4 – Draft SEIS Comments and Responses 
Final Supplemental EIS 

4-124

its neurological connections).  Multiple published studies indicate that low‐frequency noise and 
infrasound are not problems associated with modern wind projects.  For example, Bellhouse 
concluded "There is no evidence to indicate that low‐frequency sound or infrasound [inaudible 
or barely audible sound at frequencies below 20 Hz] from current models of wind turbine 
generators should cause concern to anyone living close to a wind turbine generator or a wind 
farm" (G. Bellhouse, “Low Frequency Noise and Infrasound from Wind Turbine Generators: A 
Literature Review,” June 30, 2004, available at http://www.wind.appstate.edu/reports/040810‐
SoundLitReviewWTGs.pdf).  Leventhall concluded that infrasound from wind turbines is not a 
problem.  (G. Leventhall, Infrasound from Wind Turbines ‐ Fact, Fiction or Deception, 34 
Canadian Acoustics 29 (2006) available at www.wind.appstate.edu/reports/06‐06Leventhall‐
Infras‐WT‐CanAcoustics2.pdf)  A report by HGC Engineering concluded that "there is no 
evidence to suggest that infra sound from wind turbines causes issues with respect to human 
perception or health" and that this conclusion is similar to studies published elsewhere. 
Similarly, the British government commissioned a study that concluded there is no evidence of 
health effects arising from infrasound or low‐frequency noise generated by wind turbines 
(http://www.berr.gov.uk/energy/sources/renewables/explained/wind/onshore‐
offshore/page31267.html). 
 
In summary, there is a wide range of opinion as to the appropriate setback distance from wind 
turbines.  Additional information on the topic of setbacks is found in response to Comment 7‐3.  
It is evident that a medical basis for such recommendations has not been clearly demonstrated.  
Contrary to the implication in Comment 24‐5 (see below), there is no accepted (minimum 
international standard) and no reasonable basis for EFSEC to apply any of these suggested 
setback distances to the Desert Claim Project.    
 
24‐5  Response:  The turbine layout and GIS data were reviewed and confirmed that the 
subject residence is more than 2,500 feet from the nearest turbine. All turbines in the proposed 
Project are located at least 1,640 feet (4 times the turbine tip height) from non‐participating 
residences.  Washington law does not require wind turbines to be located any specific distance 
from residences.  The response to Comment 7‐3 references several model ordinances and 
guidelines adopted by other states, which recommend lesser setbacks.  The comment mentions 
an "international minimum standard of 1.5 kilometers" without providing any supporting 
reference.  The rationale supporting the four times tip height setback is summarized in 
response to Comment 3‐5, and is also discussed in SEIS Section 3.4.3.1.  
 
The commenter's objection to the project's impact on her view is noted.  The SEIS 
acknowledges that the greatest visual impacts are likely to be experienced by observers closest 
to the turbines, but also notes that the revised configuration of the project has significantly 
reduced the number of residences close to the turbines and has increased the distance 
between non‐participating residences and the nearest turbines. 
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Comment 25:  Deidre Link 
 
25‐1  Response:  The comment is noted. 
 
25‐2  Response:  The comment is noted. 
 
25‐3  Response:  The comment is noted. 
 
25‐4  Response:  The comment is noted. 
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Comment 26:  Washington Department of Ecology 
 
26‐1  Response:  The comment is noted.  The Applicant has indicated that the construction 
contractor will obtain air permits if portable batch plants or rock crushers are used. 
 
26‐2  Response:  The comment is noted.  
 
26‐3 Response:  The comment is noted.  The Applicant has indicated that the construction 

contractor will obtain air permits if portable batch plants or rock crushers are used. 
 
26‐4  Response:  The comment is noted. 
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Comment 27:  Chet Morrison 
 
27‐1  Response:  The comment is noted. 
 
27‐2  Response:  The comment is noted. 
 
27‐3  Response:  The comment is noted. 
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Comment 28:  Gina Jefferson‐Lindemoen 
 
28‐1  Response:  Please see the response to Comment 7‐4. 
 
28‐2  Response:  The commenter's request for compensation for all impacts associated with 
the project is noted.  It is not clear, however, what impacts the commenter contends will occur, 
or how this comment relates to the SEIS.  If the comment is intended to reference property 
values, the responses to Comments 3‐17 and 24‐3 provide applicable information.  Also please 
note that EFSEC has no legal authority to provide or require compensation associated with 
energy projects. 
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Comment 29:  Christine Cole 
 
29‐1  Response:  Please see the response to Comment 3‐13. Section 3.4.4 of the Draft SEIS 
indicated that the visibility of red lights on turbines from multiple wind projects would likely be 
perceived by residents in the area as an adverse visual impact. 
 
29‐2  Response:  Please see the response to Comment 1‐1.  EFSEC considers all public 
testimony and comments presented in its proceedings seriously.  Information that may have 
been presented to Kittitas County officials in the past is only considered by EFSEC if it is 
presented to EFSEC.  However, EFSEC has adopted the Final EIS published by Kittitas County, 
and Kittitas County has submitted comments concerning the Draft SEIS (see Comment 42).  
Please refer to the responses to Comment 3‐9 concerning public safety, Comment 3‐17 
regarding property values, and various other specific comments concerning wildlife. 
 
29‐3  Response:  Please see the response to Comment 3‐6. The comment is incorrect in 
referring to a “designated national scenic area;” there is no such designation applicable to 
Highway 97 or the area surrounding the Project. 
 
29‐4  Response:  The opinion regarding proximity of turbines to homes and the qualified 
preference for the Wild Horse site are noted.  The responses to several comments address 
questions of proximity and setbacks (e.g., Comments 3‐9, 7‐3, 21‐1, and 22‐3), while several 
others relate to the alternatives considered in the SEIS (e.g., Comments 7‐14 and 42‐5). 
 
29‐5  Response:  The newspaper and internet articles submitted with this comment are 
noted and have been entered into the record.  These information items are not specific to the 
Desert Claim Project and do not address the Draft SEIS; consistent with SEPA regulations 
regarding the specificity of comments (WAC 197‐11‐550), there are no substantive comments in 
the articles.  While no further response to this comment is provided, please note that the 
various articles address topics involving noise and the concept of “wind turbine syndrome” 
health effects that are attributed to wind turbines in general, along with issues involving 
property values and wildlife impacts.  The same or similar points are included in several 
substantive comments that address the Draft SEIS. Please refer to the responses to Comments 
22‐1 and 24‐4, for example, with respect to noise and associated concerns.  Please refer to the 
response to Comment 3‐17 for information regarding property values.  
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Comment 30:  Craig Nevil 
 
30‐1  Response:  This comment submittal consists of a copy of a letter written to a local 
newspaper. While the letter is noted, it does not provide a substantive comment specific to the 
Draft SEIS and no further response is needed. 
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Comment 31:  J.P. Roan 
 
31‐1  Response:  The comment is noted. 
 
31‐2  Response:  The comment is noted. 
 
31‐3  Response:  The comment is noted. 
 
31‐4  Response:  The comment is noted. 
 
31‐5  Response:  The comment is noted. 
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Comment 32:  David O. Young 
 
32‐1  Response:  The mitigation measures proposed in this comment are consistent with 
those proposed by the Applicant.  The Revised Application, Project Description Section 6.2 
indicates that the Applicant will minimize security lighting, make any ground‐level security 
lighting motion‐sensitive, and use lighting devices designed to be least visible from ground 
level.  
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Comment 33:  Counsel for the Environment 
 
Introductory Note:  The Counsel for the Environment and the Applicant met several times to 
discuss the Counsel for the Environment's initial concerns about the project.  Subsequent to the 
Counsel for the Environment submission of comments on the Draft SEIS, the Applicant and the 
Counsel for the Environment entered into a Stipulation that fully resolved the Counsel for the 
Environment's concerns about the project and expresses the Counsel for the Environment's 
support for project certification.  Under the terms of the Stipulation, the Applicant will 
implement various mitigation measures, some of which are referenced in the responses to 
comments.     
 
33‐1  Response:  The EFSEC decision to prepare the SEIS was made in response to the 2006 
ASC, but the scoping discussion for the SEIS continued in light of the Project changes 
documented in the 2009 ASC. Section 2.1.2 of the SEIS has been clarified in this regard. 
 
33‐2  Response:  Figure 2.2‐4 in the Draft SEIS is a diagram illustrating the dimensions of the 
REpower MM92 turbine proposed for the Project, including the maximum total height, hub 
height, and rotor diameter/blade length. This graphic has been modified to show dimensions of 
the proposed turbine and shows the wind turbine that was evaluated in the Final EIS for 
comparative purposes. The graphic also include a typical lattice‐steel transmission tower as 
used on one of the 230‐kV transmission lines in the local area, to provide a point of reference. 
 
33‐3  Response:  This comment is consistent with the Applicant’s proposal, as described in 
Section 2.2.2.3, which is to use underground collection lines except where it is not reasonable 
to do so.  The Applicant has entered into an agreement with WDFW to avoid the installation of 
above‐ground collector lines where practical, instead installing them in or alongside roadways, 
in areas currently disturbed, in other areas that will be permanently disturbed by Project 
construction, or by directionally drilling under surface waters when practical.  When it is not 
practical to avoid the installation of above‐ground collector lines, the Applicant will consult with 
WDFW to determine the most practical alternative with the least adverse environmental 
impacts.  Any above‐ground collector lines will be designed to comply with the current Avian 
Power Line Interaction Committee Guidelines. 
 
33‐4  Response:  Boring and bridging components of project construction activities will be 
addressed in several construction plans; these include a temporary erosion and sediment 
control plan, a construction stormwater pollution prevention plan, a construction spill 
prevention, control and countermeasures plan, and a construction soil management and 
vegetation plan.  As documented in the Stipulation with the Counsel for the Environment, the 
Applicant has agreed to prepare these plans for EFSEC's review and approval. 
 
33‐5  Response:  The SEIS presents the best estimate available at this time of project road 
widths and associated temporary and permanent habitat impacts.  The actual impacts may be 
somewhat greater or lesser than estimated.  It is possible that in some locations roads will need 
to be wider than originally estimated.  As documented in the Stipulation with the Counsel for 
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the Environment and the Agreement with WDFW, the Applicant has agreed to minimize 
construction of new roads as much as practical and will provide compensatory habitat 
mitigation based on the actual impacts of project construction. 
 
33‐6  Response:  The SEIS presents the best estimate possible at this time of temporary and 
permanent impacts to habitat.  Actual impacts may be somewhat greater or lesser than 
estimated.  It is possible that some impacts expected to be temporary may be permanent.  It is 
also possible that some anticipated impacts may not occur.  As documented in the Stipulation 
with the Counsel for the Environment and the Agreement with WDFW, the Applicant has 
agreed to provide compensatory habitat mitigation based on the actual impacts of project 
construction.  
 
33‐7  Response:  The comment is noted. Any future proposal to repower the project would 
be subject to applicable EFSEC regulations and the terms of the SCA, if an SCA is issued for the 
Project.  An updated environmental assessment may be required, depending upon the 
circumstances. 
 
33‐8  Response:  Section 2.3 of the SEIS has been revised to note the differences in turbine 
characteristics. A graphic illustrating turbine dimensions has been added.  The footnote 
requests correction of two figures in the Revised Application, not figures found in the SEIS. 
 
33‐9  Response:  Please see the responses to Comments 33‐3 and 33‐4. Project facilities will 
not be located in or adjacent to wetlands.  Construction‐related plans will include measures 
designed to prevent adverse impacts.  Collection lines will be located underground where 
practical.  
 
33‐10  Response:  Subsequent to the Draft EIS the Applicant commissioned a rare plant survey 
of the Project Area. A survey for Ute‐ladies tresses was conducted in July 2009, during the 
plant’s growing season.  The plant was not identified on the Project site. The survey is discussed 
in Section 3.2.1 of the Final SEIS. 
 
33‐11  Response:  As documented in the Stipulation with the Counsel for the Environment and 
the Agreement with WDFW, the Applicant is developing a habitat mitigation plan in 
consultation with WDFW that will provide compensatory habitat mitigation consistent with the 
WDFW Guidelines. 
 
33‐12  Response:  The Applicant is developing a Habitat Restoration and Revegetation Plan in 
consultation with WDFW, for submittal to EFSEC for review and approval.  The Plan will require 
all temporarily disturbed areas to be reseeded with an appropriate mix of native, locally 
adapted plant species in a manner and sequence that will maximize the likelihood of successful 
restoration of the area and prevent the spread of noxious weeds.  As documented in the 
Stipulation with the Counsel for the Environment, the Applicant has agreed to include in the 
Plan a pre‐identified reference site or sites to be used to judge the success of the habitat 
restoration and revegetation efforts.   
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33‐13  Response:  Section 3.2.3 of the SEIS has been revised to clarify the discussion about 
impacts to birds during construction.  The conclusion that impacts would be lower for the 
revised project was based on both a decrease in the area of disturbance and the distribution of 
the disturbance area among habitat types.  
 
33‐14  Response:  According to the wildlife biologists who provided input for this portion of 
the SEIS, the Columbia Plateau Ecoregion is the relevant population for avian species 
considered in the analysis.  Birds travel across county lines and there is not a biologically 
defined "Kittitas County" population of the bird species at issue.   
 
33‐15  Response:  The Applicant, the Counsel for the Environment, and WDFW have had 
extensive discussions about the potential risk to bald eagles in light of calving operations in the 
Project Area and about the appropriate mitigation measures to address this risk.  As a result, 
the Applicant, the Counsel for the Environment, and WDFW have agreed that no calving 
operations will take place in the portion of the Project Area owned by the Applicant, that no 
turbines will be located within the fenced portions of the Project Area used by ranchers for 
calving, and that carcasses and livestock afterbirths will be removed promptly.  The Applicant 
will also study the behavior of bald eagles during calving operations and report the results of 
the study to the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC).  If a bald eagle is killed by a turbine, the 
Applicant will report the fatality to EFSEC and the TAC, and the TAC will consider whether to 
recommend that additional mitigation measures be implemented.   
 
33‐16  Response:  As documented in the Stipulation with the Counsel for the Environment, the 
Applicant has agreed to conduct a pre‐operation bat monitoring survey during the bat 
migration period, and to implement a Bat Monitoring Plan, including 2 years of bat fatality 
monitoring, after the start of project operation.  
 
33‐17  Response:  Subsequent to the Counsel for Environment's submission of comments on 
the Draft SEIS, the Applicant and the Counsel for the Environment have agreed upon mitigation 
measures to address the potential risks to bats.  As described above and documented in the 
Stipulation with the Counsel for the Environment, the Applicant has agreed to conduct a pre‐
operation bat monitoring survey and post‐operation fatality monitoring.  The results of both 
will be presented to the TAC.  If, based on the pre‐operation survey results, the TAC concludes 
that the Project presents a significant risk to bats that is substantially greater than the risk 
described in the Final SEIS, the TAC may recommend to EFSEC that additional mitigation 
measures be implemented.    
 



Desert Claim Wind Power Project Chapter 4 – Draft SEIS Comments and Responses 
Final Supplemental EIS 

4-157

 

 



Desert Claim Wind Power Project Chapter 4 – Draft SEIS Comments and Responses 
Final Supplemental EIS 

4-158

Comment 34:  Gina Jefferson‐Lindemoen 
 
34‐1  Response:  Please refer to the responses to Comments 3‐5 and 21‐1 regarding views 
from individual residences and the response to Comment 3‐17 regarding property values. 
 
34‐2  Response:  The Applicant reviewed the GIS data on turbine and residence locations, 
and determined that this residence is 2,971 feet from the nearest turbine.  Please see the 
responses to Comments 7‐3 and 24‐5 regarding setbacks and the response to Comment 3‐17 
regarding property values.  
 
34‐3  Response:  The intent of the comment is unclear.  It appears to imply that the Project 
may cause medical problems, but provides no explanation or support for such a claim.  As 
explained in response to Comment 22‐1, no significant health issues have been reported to be 
associated with wind projects, and the increased use of renewable energy, such as wind power, 
has been found to have positive health effects.  EFSEC does not have authority to require 
payment for medical claims, if any such claims should arise.  
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Comment 35:  Gina Jefferson‐Lindemoen 
 
35‐1  Response:  Please see the response to Comment 34‐1. 
 
35‐2  Response:  Please see the response to Comment 34‐2. 
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Comment 36:  Jan Sharar  
 
36‐1  Response:  The information provided with this comment has been added to the record. 
The newspaper items state facts and opinions, but they do not include substantive comments 
specific to the SEIS, and no further response is needed. 
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Comment 37:  Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife 
 
Introductory Note:  The WDFW and the Applicant have met several times to discuss the 
agency's comments on the Draft SEIS.  The Applicant and WDFW have since entered into an 
Agreement that fully resolves the WDFW's concerns regarding the Project.  Under the terms of 
the Agreement, the Applicant will implement various mitigation measures to address concerns 
identified in the agency's comments on the Draft SEIS.    
 
37‐1  Response:  The comment is noted. 
 
37‐2  Response:  Additional information about bald eagle use and potential impacts has been 
included in Section 3.2.3 of the Final SEIS.  Please also see the response to Comment 33‐15. 
 
37‐3  Response:  The Applicant and WDFW have entered into a detailed Agreement outlining 
mitigation measures to be implemented during project construction.  The Applicant will 
develop a Construction Site Management Plan, Habitat Restoration and Revegetation Plan, 
Construction Soil Management Plan, and Noxious Weed Control Plan in consultation with 
WDFW, and submit them to EFSEC for approval.  The Applicant will also develop a Temporary 
Erosion and Sediment Control Plan, Construction Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan, 
Construction Spill Prevention, Control and Countermeasure Plan, Fire Control and Protection 
Plan, and detailed Construction Plans and Specifications, and provide these plans to WDFW for 
comment and to EFSEC for approval.  The Applicant will also avoid disturbance of wetlands and 
will not perform any in‐channel construction work without WDFW's approval.   
  
37‐4  Response:  The Applicant and WDFW have entered into a detailed Agreement outlining 
mitigation measures to be implemented during project operation.  These include the 
establishment and enforcement of a 25 mph speed limit on project roads, the avoidance of 
above‐ground collector lines to the extent practical, designing any above‐ground collector lines 
in compliance with current Avian Power Line Interaction Committee Guidelines, the use of 
permanent meteorological towers with free‐standing monopole design, the use of bird markers 
on any temporary meteorological towers with guy lines, and the mitigation measures related to 
calving operations and bald eagles described in response to Comment 33‐15.  
 
37‐5  Response:  As documented in the Revised Application, the SEIS, the Stipulation with the 
Counsel for the Environment, and the Agreement with WDFW, the Applicant has agreed to 
form a TAC to advise ongoing project operations.  
 
37‐6  Response:  Table 1.5‐1 in the Final SEIS has been modified to include a brief summary 
of the requested impact topics.  Please note that the SEIS focused on bird and bat impacts from 
project operation (see the discussion at the beginning of Section 3.2.3.3), based on the 
direction provided by the Golder report and the outcome of the EFSEC scoping process.  As 
noted on page 3‐21 of the Draft SEIS, no significant changes to impacts on other wildlife species 
from the revised Desert Claim project were expected.  Therefore, information on these species 
from the 2004 Final EIS was not repeated in the SEIS. 
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37‐7  Response:  A statement about potential cumulative impacts to these species has been 
added to Section 1.6.2.2 in the Final SEIS. 
 
37‐8  Response:  The Applicant has agreed to provide copies of the TESCP and SWPPP to 
WDFW, so that it may review them and provide comments to the Applicant and EFSEC. 
 
37‐9  Response:  EFSEC understands that WDFW does not propose that this information be 
included in the SEIS, but would like to have a working set of maps. Desert Claim and WDFW are 
working together to produce a habitat map of the Project Area to be used to evaluate final 
project impacts.   
 
37‐10  Response:  The Draft SEIS shows project access roads and other infrastructure, based 
on the current level of project planning. Desert Claim has agreed to minimize road constriction 
to the extent practical.  As documented in the Agreement with WDFW, Desert Claim will consult 
with WDFW on ways to minimize road construction and other habitat impacts before preparing 
final construction plans.  
 
37‐11  Response:  In the Revised Application, the Applicant has proposed to make any security 
lighting motion sensitive and use lighting devices designed to be least visible.  As documented 
in the Agreement with WDFW, the Applicant has agreed that ground‐level security lighting be 
pointed downward.  
 
37‐12  Response:  As documented in the Stipulation with the Counsel for the Environment and 
the Agreement with WDFW, the Applicant has agreed to develop a Construction Soil 
Management Plan, and a Habitat Restoration and Revegetation Plan in consultation with 
WDFW and submit those plans to EFSEC for review and approval.  
 
37‐13  Response:  If these proceedings result in a Site Certification Agreement for the Desert 
Claim Project, the Applicant will be required to submit of a Initial Site Restoration Plan pursuant 
to the Council's rules (WAC 463‐72) prior to beginning project construction.  As documented in 
the Agreement with WDFW, the Applicant will consult with WDFW in developing the Initial Site 
Restoration Plan.   
 
37‐14  Response:  The SEIS identifies habitat types based on the dominant plants found in the 
Project Area.  Most of the Project Area currently consists of either grasslands or shrub‐steppe 
habitat.  As documented in the Agreement with WDFW, the Applicant and WDFW are 
developing a Habitat Map of the Project Area based on the Natural Resources Conservation 
Service maps of soils and ecological sites and field investigations.  For purposes of providing 
compensatory mitigation, that map may designate areas as shrub steppe even though the 
current dominant vegetation is indicative of grasslands.  Compensatory habitat mitigation will 
be provided consistent with the compensatory mitigation ratios outlined in the 2009 WDFW 
Wind Power Guidelines.   
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37‐15  Response:  As documented in the Stipulation with the Counsel for the Environment and 
the Agreement with WDFW, the Applicant has agreed that a full‐time, on‐site independent 
environmental monitor, operating under EFSEC direction, will monitor Project construction. 
 
37‐16  Response:  As documented in the Agreement with WDFW, the Applicant has agreed to 
ensure that the construction team includes a qualified staff person or persons with experience 
in construction in sensitive arid environments, similar to that found in the Project Area.   
 
37‐17  Response:  As documented in the Stipulation with the Counsel for the Environment and 
the Agreement with WDFW, the Applicant has agreed to prepare Fire Control and Protection 
plans for the construction and operation phases.  As documented in EFSEC Exhibit 11 (David 
Steeb pre‐filed direct testimony), the Applicant has also agreed to enter into a fire service 
agreement with the local fire district prior to beginning construction.   
 
37‐18  Response:  As documented in the Stipulation with the Counsel for the Environment and 
the Agreement with WDFW, the Applicant has agreed to prepare a construction SWPPP for 
EFSEC review and approval.   The Applicant has also agreed to provide a copy of the SWPPP to 
WDFW so that the agency may provide comments to the Applicant and EFSEC. 
 
37‐19  Response:  As documented in the Stipulation with the Counsel for the Environment and 
the Agreement with WDFW, the Applicant has agreed to prepare a construction SPCC Plan for 
EFSEC review and approval.   The Applicant has also agreed to provide a copy of the SPCC Plan 
to WDFW so that the agency may provide comments to the Applicant and EFSEC. 
 
37‐20  Response:  As documented in the Revised Application and the SEIS, the Applicant has 
proposed to form a TAC to review monitoring data and make advisory recommendations to 
EFSEC. The Stipulation with the Counsel for the Environment and the Agreement with WDFW 
provide more detail on the function and operation of the TAC. 
 
37‐21  Response:  Please see the response to Comment 37‐13. 
 
37‐22  Response:  State permits such as HPAs are not required for projects certified by EFSEC 
because a Site Certification Agreement takes the place of other state permits pursuant to RCW 
80.50.120.  However, as documented in the Agreement with WDFW, Desert Claim has agreed 
to consult with and obtain approval from WDFW prior to any in‐channel construction work.   
 
37‐23  Response:  As documented in the Agreement with WDFW, the Applicant has agreed to 
avoid the installation of above‐ground collector lines where practical, instead installing them in 
or alongside roadways, in areas currently disturbed, in other areas that will be permanently 
disturbed by Project construction, or by directionally drilling under surface waters where 
practical.  When it is not practical to avoid the installation of above‐ground collector lines, the 
Applicant has agreed to consult with WDFW to determine the most practical alternative with 
the least adverse environmental impacts.  The Applicant has also agreed that any above‐ground 
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lines will be designed to comply with the current Avian Power Line Interaction Committee 
Guidelines. 
 
37‐24  Response:  Please see the response to Comment 37‐14.  
 
37‐25  Response:  As documented in the Agreement with WDFW, construction activities will 
not be restricted to particular seasons.  However, the Applicant has agreed to attempt to 
sequence construction activities in order to minimize temporary earth disturbances during the 
wet season where practical.  In particular, the Applicant has agreed to avoid earth‐disturbing 
activities that result in distinct areas of temporary habitat disturbance (e.g., cross‐country 
trenching to install electric collector system lines) in shrub‐steppe areas when soils are 
saturated (which commonly occurs from mid‐November through April) to the greatest extent 
possible.  If such activities are to take place during period of soil saturation, the Applicant has 
agreed to consult with WDFW to develop a specific plan incorporating strategies and best 
management practices to minimize the environmental impacts of these activities and additional 
restoration measures to ensure successful restoration of the disturbed habitat. 
 
37‐26  Response:  The Applicant has indicated it will observe this recommendation as much as 
possible. 
 
37‐27  Response:  As documented in the Agreement with WDFW and in Sections 2.2.3 and 
3.2.1.4 of the SEIS, work and clearing limits will be staked prior to construction or ground 
clearing.   
 
37‐28  Response:  Please see the response to Comment 37‐12. 
 
37‐29  Response:  As documented in the Stipulation with the Counsel for the Environment and 
the Agreement with WDFW, the Applicant has agreed to develop a Noxious Weed Control Plan 
in consultation with WDFW and submit it to EFSEC for approval.   
 
37‐30  Response:  Please see the response to Comment 33‐12. 
 
37‐31  Response:  As documented in the Agreement with WDFW, the Applicant has agreed to 
consult with WDFW in developing Construction Soil Management Plan and a Habitat 
Restoration and Revegetation Plan.  These and other recommendations from WDFW will be 
considered in developing those plans. 
 
37‐32  Response:  As explained in response to Comment 37‐14, the Applicant and WDFW are 
developing a Habitat Map of the Project Area, and compensatory mitigation will be based on 
the ratios outlined in the 2009 WDFW Wind Power Guidelines. 
 
37‐33  Response:  As documented in the Agreement with WDFW, the Applicant will develop a 
Habitat Mitigation Plan in consultation with WDFW, and submit the plan to EFSEC for approval 
prior to starting construction.  
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37‐34  Response:  The proposed turbine layout avoids impacts to identified wetlands and their 
associated buffers. Micro‐siting would be used to avoid or minimize impacts to any additional 
wetlands identified during construction.   
 
37‐35  Response:  The Applicant has proposed to avoid temporary and permanent impacts to 
wetlands.  However, as documented in the Agreement with WDFW, if an unanticipated 
disturbance to wetlands occurs, the Applicant has agreed to prepare a Wetlands Restoration 
Plan in consultation with WDFW and submit the plan to EFSEC for approval.   
 
37‐36  Response:  These species were documented in the Project Area during the original 
baseline studies and potential impacts were evaluated in the Final EIS. For all three species, the 
Final EIS concluded that mortality impacts would be low or nearly zero, because of the low use 
of the Project Area by these species. It is likely that the species continue to occur in the area, 
but it is considered unlikely that the relative abundance of these species would have changed 
substantially since 2002. Therefore, the impact assessment would not be different and the 
information is not repeated in the Final SEIS. 
 
37‐37  Response:  Additional information concerning bald eagles is included in Section 3.2.3 of 
the Final SEIS.  This information does not include a quantitative analysis for bald eagles 
comparable to the red‐tailed hawk and kestrel analyses, however.  There have not been any 
recorded bald eagle fatalities at operating wind plants in the Columbia Plateau Ecoregion 
(including the Wild Horse project) or elsewhere in the U.S.  Consequently, there is no mortality 
rate that can be applied to the baseline use level for the species, and no impacts to bald eagles 
are anticipated from development of the Project.   
 
No bald eagle roost sites were found during the baseline studies for the Project, although the 
studies did not include an extensive survey along the river.  If WDFW has data on known roost 
sites it would be a simple GIS mapping exercise to compare those locations with the locations 
of cattle operations. While such an analysis could augment the impact assessment, the impact 
conclusion would not change because the risk of collision with turbines is already 
acknowledged and taken into account in the analysis. Also, as documented in the Stipulation 
with the Counsel for the Environment and the Agreement with WDFW, the Applicant has 
agreed to implement additional mitigation measures to address the potential for calving 
operations to attract bald eagles to the Project Area. 
 
Although waterfowl can attract bald eagles, this is not expected to be a significant concern in 
the Project Area.  During the baseline studies (Young et al. 2003), only 28 observations of 
waterfowl were made in the Project Area.  Twenty‐four of the 28 waterfowl groups observed 
were flying over the study area, likely traversing between roosting area on the river or local 
lakes and feeding areas such as stock yards, where they feed on waste grain from cattle.  Very 
little non‐flying use of the Project Area was observed during the baseline studies, and it is 
unlikely that bald eagles actively hunt waterfowl in the study area as they might in areas where 
waterfowl are roosting in concentrations.  The Applicant has agreed to the creation of a TAC, 
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which can consider this topic if bald eagle predation on waterfowl in or near the Project Area is 
observed. 
 
37‐38  Response:  Please see the response to Comment 37‐37 regarding bald eagle foraging  
 
37‐39  Response:  As documented in the Agreement with WDFW, the Applicant will conduct a 
raptor nest survey during the breeding season prior to construction.  The results of the survey 
will be used to determine timing restrictions and/or buffer distances to active raptor nests. 
 
37‐40  Response:  As documented in the Agreement with WDFW, the Applicant will cooperate 
with WDFW in the agency's efforts to manage deer and elk in the project vicinity and the 
agency's efforts to prevent depredation of private property by big game.  The Applicant will not 
prohibit hunting on the Project site, except when hunting would place personnel, property, or 
equipment in jeopardy.  The private and public owners of the property in the Project Area may 
decide whether or not to allow hunting on their property.  
 
37‐41  Response:  As documented in the Agreement with WDFW, the Applicant has agreed 
that any above‐ground collector lines and electrical infrastructure will be designed to comply 
with the current Avian Power Line Interaction Committee Guidelines.   
 
37‐42  Response:  As documented in the Agreement with WDFW, all permanent 
meteorological towers will be free‐standing monopoles without guy wires.  Any temporary 
meteorological towers with guy wires will have bird markers. 
 
37‐43  Response:  Please see the response to Comment 37‐33. 
 
37‐44  Response:  The Applicant, the Counsel for the Environment, and WDFW have had 
extensive discussions about the potential risk to bald eagles in light of calving operations in the 
Project Area and about the appropriate mitigation measures to address this risk.  As a result, 
the Applicant, the Counsel for the Environment, and WDFW have agreed that no calving 
operations will take place in the portion of the Project Area owned by the Applicant, that no 
turbines will be located within the fenced portions of the Project Area used by ranchers for 
calving, and that carcasses and livestock afterbirths will be removed promptly.  The Applicant 
will also study the behavior of bald eagles during calving operations and report the results of 
the study to the TAC.  If a bald eagle is killed by a turbine, the Applicant will report the fatality 
to EFSEC and the TAC, and the TAC will consider whether to recommend that additional 
mitigation measures be implemented. 
 
37‐45  Response:  As documented in the Stipulation with the Counsel for the Environment and 
the Agreement with WDFW, the Applicant will develop an Avian Monitoring Plan in 
consultation with WDFW that will include the recommended features, and the Applicant will 
submit the plan to EFSEC for approval. 
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37‐46  Response:  Section 3.2.3.5 of the Final SEIS has been modified to more specifically 
address potential cumulative impacts to bald eagles and golden eagles. There have not been 
any recorded bald eagle fatalities at operating wind plants in the Columbia Plateau Ecoregion 
(including the Wild Horse project) or elsewhere in the U.S.  Consequently, there is no mortality 
rate that can be applied to the baseline use level for the species, and no cumulative impacts to 
breeding bald eagles are anticipated from wind energy development in the region.  
 
In the case of golden eagles, the baseline use of the Project Area is minimal; only 1 golden eagle 
was observed during the baseline studies. Based on the low use of the Project Area, the Final 
EIS concluded that mortality for this species would be nearly zero.  Until 2009, no golden eagle 
fatalities were recorded in the Columbia Plateau Ecoregion monitoring studies; this suggests 
that the species’ exposure to turbines or risk of collision is very low, due to low abundance or 
other factors.  One golden eagle fatality was recorded at a wind project in the Columbia Plateau 
Ecoregion in early 2009, which suggests that there is some risk, but the risk is still very low.  This 
low level of mortality represents a very small percent of regional breeding population, which is 
estimated based on USGS data to be approximately 568 breeding golden eagles.  Neither the 
estimated project impacts, nor the estimated cumulative impacts of all wind projects in the 
Columbia Plateau Ecoregion are expected to be significant at the regional population level.   
 
37‐47  Response:  Please see the responses to Comments 37‐36 and 37‐46. The Final EIS 
documented that use of the Project Area by these species was low and Project impacts would 
be correspondingly low. At this level of impact, there is no need to include these species in a 
quantitative analysis of potential cumulative impacts.  Additional discussion to support this 
conclusion is provided below. 
 
Sage thrashers occupy open sage brush habitats and occur in the Columbia Plateau Ecoregion.  
Using USGS data, it is estimated that there are approximately 43,980 breeding sage thrashers in 
the Columbia Plateau Ecoregion.  Over all the regional wind project monitoring studies, only 2 
sage thrasher fatalities have been recorded; this represents ~0.4 percent of the total passerine 
fatalities observed.  At this rate, it is estimated that the Desert Claim Project may result in 1 
sage thrasher fatality annually.  Under the assumptions that the total annual passerine 
mortality for the Kittitas County wind farms would be approximately 1,200 birds, approximately 
5 sage thrasher fatalities would be expected to occur if all four proposed Kittitas County 
projects are constructed.  If all 6,700 MW of existing, approved, and proposed wind projects in 
the Columbia Plateau Ecoregion were constructed, the number of sage thrasher fatalities would 
be estimated at approximately 39 sage thrasher fatalities annually.  This level of mortality 
would represents less than 0.1 percent of the total regional population of breeding sage 
thrashers and is not significant.   
 
Loggerhead shrikes occupy open brush and mixed habitats and occur in the Columbia Plateau 
Ecoregion.  According USGS data, it is estimated that there are approximately 2,485 breeding 
loggerhead shrikes in the Columbia Plateau Ecoregion.  Over all the regional wind project 
monitoring studies, no loggerhead shrikes fatalities have been recorded (Johnson and Erickson 
2008); this suggests that the species exposure to turbines or risk of collision is very low, due to 
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low abundance or other factors.  No cumulative impacts to loggerhead shrikes are anticipated 
from wind development in Kittitas County or the Columbia Plateau Ecoregion. 
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Comment 38: Catherine Clerf 
 
38‐1  Response:  The comment is noted. 
 
38‐2  Response:  The comment is noted. 
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Comment 39: Liz Lasell‐McCosh 
 
39‐1  Response:  The SEPA Rules, and EFSEC’s rules that implement SEPA, set forth the 
“elements of the environment” that may be considered in an EIS (see WAC 197‐11‐444).  The 
“environment” includes numerous issues that can affect people.  Examples include air quality, 
noise, light and glare, land use patterns, aesthetics, transportation, and public services.  The 
effects of the Desert Claim proposal on these aspects of the environment are thoroughly 
described in the Final EIS published by Kittitas County in 2004.  Based on the documentation in 
the record at the time EFSEC began preparing the Draft SEIS, EFSEC decided to address several 
specific topics in this SEIS.  The comment does not identify specific "effects on local inhabitants" 
but additional information on a variety of topics is provided in response to other comments. 
 
39‐2  Response:  The comment refers to the "cumulative impacts for the landowners not in 
the project," but does not identify the specific cumulative impacts that the commenter believes 
will occur.  In the Revised Application, the Applicant has proposed a variety of measures to 
mitigate potential impacts from the proposed project.  The Final EIS and SEIS also identify 
potential measures that could be implemented to mitigate expected impacts, and EFSEC will 
consider whether to require the implementation of those measures.  Additional information on 
a variety of topics, including alleged impacts on landowners in the vicinity of the projects, is 
provided in response to other comments.   
 
Part of this comment mentions potential well problems.  Please see the response to Comment 
7‐4 for additional information. Please see the response to Comment 7‐4. 
 
39‐3  Response:  A Site Certification Agreement executed by the Governor is required to 
construct the proposed project.  Site Certification Agreements also typically require a variety of 
plans to be submitted to EFSEC for approval before construction may begin.  Site Certification 
Agreements also typically require that a bond or other financial instrument be provided prior to 
construction to provide financial security for the decommissioning of the Project.  EFSEC has 
not typically required certificate holders to provide a surety bond with respect to other 
potential claims.  Multiple responses address issues concerning property values (e.g., Comment 
3‐17), views (e.g., Comments 3‐5, 7‐2, and 7‐3), and health (e.g., Comment 24‐4).   
 
39‐4  Response:  The SEIS includes a discussion of cumulative impacts for each resource in 
Chapter 3 and an overall discussion in Section 1.6. Likewise, the Final EIS addressed cumulative 
impacts in a comprehensive manner. 
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Comment 40: Tanna McVicker 
 
40‐1  Response:  The comment is noted. 
 
40‐2  Response:  The comment is noted. 
 
40‐3  Response:  The comment is noted. 
 
40‐4  Response:  The comment is noted. 
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Comment 41: Burtchett 
 
41‐1  Response:  The comment is noted. Individuals providing comments during the public 
hearing provided their name and address.  Some of the individuals speaking in support reside 
near the proposed project and some do not.   
 
41‐2  Response:  The comment is acknowledged.  Please note that the Desert Claim Project 
has been changed to reduce the number of turbines from the original proposal of 120 turbines, 
to the current proposal of 95 turbines (January 2009).  A further reduction in the number of 
turbines might reduce visual effects to some degree, but it would also reduce the energy, 
economic, and environmental benefits associated with the Project.  The comment suggests that 
the Applicant could use fewer larger turbines to produce the same amount of energy, but it is 
not clear that larger turbines would be commercially available without delaying project 
construction or creating other practical problems.    
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Comment 42: Kittitas County 
 
Introductory Note:  On August 13, 2009, Kittitas County filed a pleading with EFSEC in which it 
formally withdrew any opposition to the Desert Claim Project. 
 
42‐1  Response:  The comment's initial claim that the visual analysis in the Draft SEIS did not 
address the Stuart Range is not correct.  Numerous photographs and simulations presented in 
the Draft SEIS, and reproduced in the Final SEIS, were taken from the south looking north, 
northeast or northwest, and the Stuart Range is clearly visible in the background.  The location 
and direction of viewpoints is shown on Figure 3.4‐4.  The majority of viewpoints are, in fact, 
oriented towards the Stuart Range.  Similarly, the description of individual Visual Assessment 
Units in Section 3.4.3 clearly identifies where mountain views are present, although the Stuart 
Range is not identified by name.  
 
The viewpoints used in the SEIS were selected to reflect representative views from publicly 
accessible locations such as area roads or parks; the selection of locations was not designed to 
either magnify or minimize views of the mountains.  A 50mm lens was used in the simulations, 
to reflect the typical field of view of human vision.  (The question about camera lens focal 
length is addressed in detail in the response to Comment 13‐1.)  The photographs show what a 
typical viewer would see and demonstrate how wind turbines would relate to views of the 
mountains.  The methodology used for the visual impact assessment is discussed in more detail 
below.  
 
The next portion of this comment suggests that the Stuart Range is a "focal scenic resource," a 
"scenic resource of local significance," or "an important regional focal point."  These terms do 
not reflect any official designation.  Although mountain ranges may be considered to have a 
scenic quality, views of mountain ranges are not granted any particular legal or regulatory 
protection.   
 
Views of the Stuart Range, in particular, have not been accorded any particular status under 
state or local law.  Section 3.7.2 of the Final EIS examined numerous plans and regulations and 
identified no visual resources that those plans or regulations recognize or designate as having a 
special status.  Those and other plans, policies, and regulations were reviewed again to respond 
to this comment: none recognize, designate, or regulate the Stuart Range as a unique scenic 
resource for any purpose.    
 
The Kittitas County Comprehensive Plan, for example, does not specifically mention the Stuart 
Range, or views of the Stuart range as special, unique, or scenic.  In addition, the 
Comprehensive Plan does not include any general policies that seek to protect views.  In 
contrast, the Snoqualmie Pass Sub‐Area Plan Element of the County’s Comprehensive Plan does 
identify scenic vistas and view corridors for that sub‐area, and includes goals and objectives to 
protect these visual resources.   
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Nor have views of the Stuart Range been provided any special degree of legal protection.  Title 
17 of the Kittitas County Code, for example, does not include any regulations to preserve views 
in any zoning district, including the Agriculture‐20 and Forest and Range zones applicable to the 
Project site.  Similarly, the Utilities chapter of the Code, which generally regulates energy 
facilities, does not contain any regulations that deal with scenic resources.   
 
The final portion of this comment addresses visual assessment methodology and describes the 
methodology recommended by the National Research Council of the National Academy of 
Sciences (NAS/NRC 2007) in the report entitled “A Visual Impact Assessment Process for 
Evaluating Energy Projects” submitted as Exhibit B of this comment.  The methodology used in 
the SEIS is consistent with the procedures recommended in the NAS/NRC Report.  The 
methodology recommended in the NRC report includes the following components:   
 

• documenting project visibility and landscape context, using photo simulations (50mm 
camera lens recommended); 

• identifying scenic resource values and sensitivity levels; 

• assessing impacts (including determination of “acceptable” or “undue” aesthetic 
impacts); and 

• mitigation techniques. 

The NAS/NRC report suggests that an inventory be compiled of views from public viewpoints 
within a 10‐mile radius, with a focus on views from parks and recreational areas, designated 
scenic roads, areas with panoramic views, town centers, state and federal highways, and 
residential areas (but not single residences).  In regard to “potentially sensitive sites” – which 
are defined as areas of scenic values recognized in planning documents – the report notes that 
“it is not a problem for wind energy projects to be visible from these areas; rather it is how they 
are seen and the extent to which they can degrade the views of these landscapes by visitors 
and residents that is critical.”   
 
The report establishes principles to determine scenic quality and to assess impacts.  These 
include visual diversity, intactness, focal points, and uniqueness.   
 
The visual assessment methodology used for the Desert Claim analysis is described in Section 
3.4.2.1 of the SEIS, and includes the following steps:   
 

• categorize visual resources into landscape units and document the existing condition 
and visual quality. (This corresponds to Step 1 in the NAS/NRC report). 

• identify viewpoints that reflect typical views of the project from public roads ad 
highways, parks, and residential areas; photograph viewpoints using a 50mm lens. (Part 
of Step 1 in the NAS/NRC report). 

• characterize the landscape units based on vividness, intactness, and unity.  (This 
corresponds to Step 2 in the NAS/NRC report.  As noted in the first portion of this 
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response, the Stuart Range is included in numerous photos and discussed in the 
assessment.)   

• create photo‐simulations superimposing wind turbines on the existing landscape. (Part 
of Step 1 of the NAS/NRC report.) 

• evaluate the degree of visual exposure, characterize the sensitivity of viewers, and 
assess the overall quality of the existing view. (Part of Step 3 in the NAS/NRC report.) 

• evaluate the level of change or impact caused by the project. Impacts are categorized as 
low, medium, and high. (Part of Step 3 in the NAS/NRC report. While impacts are ranked 
in terms of degree, they are not characterized as “acceptable” or “undue” by the SEIS 
analyst.  This determination will be made by EFSEC as part of its adjudicative process);  
and 

• identify mitigation measures. (Step 4 in the NAS/NRC report.) 

A comparison of the two methodologies indicates that they are functionally equivalent.  In 
addition, David Blau, an expert in visual assessment, concluded that the methodology used in 
the SEIS is consistent with that commonly used by professionals in the visual assessment field 
to identify and evaluate visual impacts for a wide range of types of projects.  (See pre‐filed 
testimony Exhibit 18) 
 
42‐2  Response:  As explained in the response to Comment 3‐17, SEPA does not require an 
EIS to address the potential effect of a project on property values, and this is not a topic 
addressed by the SEIS.  The response to Comment 3‐17 provides detailed information regarding 
this issue, however.  Based both on a review of existing studies and site‐specific analysis by a 
professional appraiser of the properties in the vicinity of the Desert Claim Project, the effect of 
the Project on the value of surrounding property is expected to be neutral or positive.  
Requiring mitigation would not be appropriate because the alleged impact is entirely 
speculative. 
 
42‐3  Response:  Section 3.4.4 of the SEIS has been modified to include additional visual 
simulations depicting potential cumulative impacts and assessment of those impacts.  
 
42‐4  Response:  The SEIS presents numerous photographs of existing conditions paired with 
simulations showing the same view after turbines are erected.  Although some readers may 
find larger photographs easier to evaluate, the size selected allows the reader to easily compare 
before and after views on the same page.  The reproduced simulations are of suitable size and 
quality for inclusion in an EIS with standard 8 1/2 x 11 pages.  The simulations may also be 
viewed on EFSEC’s website (www.efsec.wa.gov), however, which allows the viewer to use the 
computer's zoom feature to enlarge the photographs if desired.   
 
The comment appears to question the photo simulations based on a comparison with those 
included in the EIS for the Wild Horse Project.  The methodology for producing the simulations 
is described in Section 3.4 of the SEIS, and additional information is provided in response to 
Comment 13‐1. 
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42‐5  Response:  As explained in the response to Comment 7‐14, the primary purpose of an 
alternative in an EIS is to provide the decision maker with comparative information about 
environmental effects.  SEPA does not require that every conceivable site be evaluated; only a 
reasonable number of reasonable alternatives need be evaluated.  In addition, SEPA does not 
require an EIS to consider hypothetical or speculative alternatives.  A reasonable alternative 
must be consistent with the proponent’s objectives and result in a reduced level of 
environmental impact. Although the Final EIS and the SEIS did not consider every conceivable 
alternative, they considered a reasonable set of alternatives.  
 
This comment also relates to some of the factors that are commonly considered by wind power 
developers when they evaluate different sites as potential locations for energy facilities.  These 
factors are discussed in the Desert Claim Final EIS (Section 2.3.1.2) and include environmental 
constraints, access to transmission facilities, zoning and land use, available land, and wind 
resource.  A developer tries to identify sites that have the best combination of these factors.  In 
a given situation, any of these factors – particularly wind resource and available land – may 
influence whether a site is desirable or feasible.  Without sufficient wind resource or available 
parcels of land on which to locate wind turbines, a commercial wind power project would not 
be viable.   
 
With respect to environmental constraints, a site with fewer natural resource constraints is 
more desirable than a site with greater constraints.  The Applicant, Desert Claim, has testified 
that it prefers to select and propose sites without significant known environmental constraints, 
such as wetlands, streams, endangered species habitat, and wildlife refuges (refer to the 
Prefiled Testimony of David Steeb, Exhibit 11).  While the WDNR portion of the Desert Claim 
Project Area may reflect some wildlife values, it does not have the same character or sensitivity 
as a site that has been formally designated by a State agency as warranting protection of 
wildlife and habitat.  Likewise, while it may be possible to develop a wind project in a 
designated wildlife protection area, the additional challenges and permitting constraints often 
lead developers to prefer to locate in other areas.  
 
Contrary to the implication of this comment, the Final EIS and SEIS did not limit the range of 
alternatives to sites for which the Applicant possessed lease rights. The Desert Claim Final EIS 
evaluated both the Wild Horse and Springwood Ranch sites, yet neither was the subject of an 
agreement with the Applicant.  As described in Section 1.4.4 of the SEIS, it was the other factors 
described above – including environmental constraints, lack of contiguous large parcels, and 
lack of wind resource – rather than the absence of lease rights, that were the major reasons 
that an alternative site was not identified within the pre‐identified wind farm area.  However, 
the availability of land for development is also a relevant consideration in identifying and 
evaluating potential alternative sites. 
 
42‐6  Response:  As documented in the pre‐filed testimony of David Steeb (Exhibit 11), the 
Applicant has agreed to this suggested mitigation measure. 
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42‐7  Response:  The desire for wider roads is acknowledged. Please note that this objective 
conflicts with a desire identified by WDFW, the Counsel for the Environment, and others to 
minimize the disturbance impacts of the Project.  EFSEC will weigh both points of view in 
formulating a decision on the application. 
 
42‐8  Response:  The comment indicates the Applicant intends to construct the access to 
County road to County standards.  
 
42‐9  Response:  The Applicant does not propose to provide a tourist facility. 
 
42‐10  Response:  As documented in the pre‐filed testimony of David Steeb (Exhibit 11), the 
Applicant will develop a Construction Traffic Management Plan and Road Signage Plan, and 
submit those plans to EFSEC for approval prior to construction. 
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Comment 43: Washington State Department of Transportation 
 
43‐1  Response:  The comment is noted. 
 
43‐2  Response:  The comment is noted. 
 
43‐3  Response:  The comment is noted. 
 
43‐4  Response:  The comment is noted. 
 
43‐5  Response:  The Construction Traffic Management Plan will be provided to WSDOT for 
review and comment. 
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Comment 44:  Darrell Lehmann, Katana Summit 
 
44‐1  Response:  This letter does not appear to be intended as a comment on the Draft SEIS, 
and does not relate to the topics included within the scope of the SEIS.  enXco and its affiliates 
rely upon a wide range of companies to supply the components and materials used to construct 
wind power projects.  Although the commenter's company may not ultimately supply 
components for the Desert Claim Project, the company has supplied components for other 
enXco projects in Washington and elsewhere.  By subsequent letter dated June 8, 2009, the 
commenter clarified that he strongly urges approval of the Desert Claim Project. 
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Comment 45: Stephen Prue 
 
Introductory Note:  Subsequent to the submission of these comments on the Draft SEIS, the 
Applicant met with the author to address the identified concerns.  By letter to EFSEC dated July 
31, 2009, the author of Comment 45 stated that he had learned more about the Project, was no 
longer concerned about the Project, and wished to withdraw the earlier comments and the 
objection to the Project.  Notwithstanding that communication, specific responses to the 
comments in the original letter are provided below. 
 
45‐1  Response:  The Applicant named the project Desert Claim because portions of Kittitas 
County were originally settled by "desert claims" authorized a federal land claim program 
enacted as part of the Homestead Act in 1862.  The Revised Application and SEIS explain that 
the Project Area is used primarily for feed crop production and ranching. 
 
45‐2  Response:  Please see the response to Comment 3‐17. 
 
45‐3  Response:  Please refer to the responses to Comments 7‐1 and 13‐1. 
 
45‐4  Response:  Please refer to the response to Comment 3‐17 regarding questions over 
property values.  
 
45‐5  Response:  The opinion expressed in the comment is noted. EFSEC is confident that it 
can efficiently address such concerns on a case‐by‐case basis if they arise. 
 
45‐6  Response:  Please see the response to Comment 37‐23. 
 
45‐7  Response:  Based on the documentation already in the record at the time EFSEC began 
preparing the Draft SEIS, the topic of communications interference was not included within the 
scope of the SEIS.  This issue was addressed thoroughly in the Final EIS published by Kittitas 
County in 2004, and this information is not repeated in the SEIS; see Final EIS Section 3.8.2.2.  
The Final EIS presented information indicating that wind turbines had the potential to interfere 
with various types of communications within close range of the turbines, but that such impacts 
were not expected in light of the substantial setbacks proposed. 
 
45‐8  Response:  There are no consistent or widely accepted international standards on 
setbacks, particularly with regard to setbacks based on concerns over exposure to noise.  In the 
U.S., various states have adopted setback guidelines ranging from 1 to 2 times the turbine 
height (see the response to Comment 7‐3).  The Applicant proposes to locate turbines no closer 
to residences than four times the turbine height.  In addition, the Project would be required to 
comply with Washington regulations concerning noise levels. 
 
As noted in the response to Comment 24‐4, the French Academy of Medicine has not adopted 
the recommendation referenced in the comment that was issued by a 10‐member working 
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group.  Significantly, even the working group noted that no reliable epidemiological studies of 
wind turbine noise effects on humans existed.  
 
45‐9  Response:  Please refer to the response to Comment 7‐14 regarding consideration of 
alternative sites.  The preference for siting wind power facilities in unpopulated areas is noted. 
 
45‐10  Response:  The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service is charged with enforcing this federal 
statute.   
 
45‐11  Response:  As noted in the response to Comment 3‐2, it is widely acknowledged that 
the Altamont Pass experience is not indicative of avian impacts expected from wind projects 
proposed today.  The Altamont Pass project used older wind generation technology and was 
sited in a particularly high avian use area.  The SEIS discusses avian impact information gathered 
from 12 wind power projects currently operated in the Pacific Northwest, which are believed to 
provide data much more representative of the likely impacts at the Desert Claim Project.  The 
SEIS includes information specific to potential impacts on bald eagles and golden eagles; please 
see the responses to Comments 33‐15, 37‐2, 37‐36, 37‐38, and 37‐46 for additional discussion 
applicable to these species.  
 
45‐12  Response:  The Final EIS issued in 2004 provided a comprehensive assessment of 
existing use and expected impacts for avian and other wildlife species, including owls.  As 
documented in the Final EIS, the great horned owl was the only owl species observed during 
the baseline surveys at the project site. There were only 7 great horned owls observed during 
the surveys, accounting for 0.2 percent of total observed bird use and representing mean 
overall use of 0.045 great horned owls per 30‐minute survey period. No owls were observed 
flying through the rotor‐swept‐area. The Final EIS documentation indicates the project risk to 
owls is minimal. 
 
45‐13  Response:  Potential impacts to waterfowl were addressed in Section 3.2.3.3 of the 
Draft SEIS.  Waterfowl were also addressed thoroughly in the Final EIS. 
 
45‐14  Response:  Potential impacts to other birds, primarily passerines, were addressed in 
Section 3.2.3.3 of the Draft SEIS and in the Final EIS. 
 
45‐15   Response:  Please see the response to Comment 7‐10. 
 
45‐16  Response:  The comment is incorrect. Bats are addressed in Section 3.2.3.3 (impacts of 
the Desert Claim Project) and in Section 3.2.3.5 (cumulative impacts) of the Draft SEIS. 
 
45‐17  Response:  Water resources in the Project Area have already been inventoried and 
documented.  The hydrology of the Project Area is discussed in Section 3.3 of the Desert Claim 
Final EIS.  Updated information concerning groundwater and wells is provided in the responses 
to Comments 7‐4 and 7‐6. During project construction, the Applicant will prepare and 
implement a Temporary Erosion and Sediment Control Plan and Stormwater Pollution 
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Prevention Plan, and the Application will prepare and implement a Stormwater Pollution 
Prevention Plan during project operations. 
 
45‐18  Response:  As documented in the Revised Application and the SEIS, the Project would 
not result in temporary or permanent impacts to wetlands.  Therefore, the Applicant is not 
required to obtain a Section 404 permit from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.  The U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers received a copy of the Draft SEIS but did not submit comments. 
 
45‐19   Response:  Please refer to the responses to Comments 7‐4 and 7‐6 regarding geology 
and hydrology, and Appendix A of the Final SEIS.  As explained in the Revised Application, a 
Washington‐registered engineer will select an appropriate foundation design for each turbine 
based on site‐specific information on geotechnical conditions, and will review and approve final 
foundation designs.  The foundation designs will conform to State and County requirements 
and standard industry practices.   
 
45‐20  Response:  Please see the responses to Comments 7‐4 and 7‐6.   
 
45‐21  Response:  Please see the response to Comment 24‐4 and 45‐8.  Both the size and the 
validity of the body of evidence suggesting there are health effects from long‐term exposure to 
low‐frequency noise from wind turbines are open to question.  There are multiple, 
countervailing published studies indicating that neither low‐frequency noise nor infrasound are 
problems associated with modern wind projects.  For example, see G. Bellhouse, “Low 
Frequency Noise and Infrasound from Wind Turbine Generators: A Literature Review,” June 30, 
2004, available at http://www.wind.appstate.edu/reports/040810‐SoundLitReviewWTGs.pdf), 
and the Hayes McKenzie study from Britain, available at http://www.berr.gov.uk/energy/ 
sources/renewables/explained/wind/onshore‐offshore/page31267.html.  The McKenzie report 
also documented that vibration levels 100 meters from wind turbines were a factor of 10 lower 
than the safety requirements for modern laboratories.  Contrary to the suggestion in the 
comment that shadow flicker poses a potential risk of photosensitive seizures, the report from 
the working group of the French National Academy of Medicine concluded that there are no 
such risks posed by wind turbines (see the response to Comment 24‐4).    
 
45‐22  Response:  The opinions stated in the comment are noted. It has been widely 
documented that the use of fossil fuels to generate electricity produces a significant share of 
the carbon emissions in the U.S.  Authorities at the national and state levels agree that 
decreasing the amount of carbon emissions associated with electricity generation is an 
important step toward reducing carbon emissions.   
 
In general, every kilowatt‐hour of electricity generated from wind avoids carbon emissions that 
would otherwise result from burning fossil fuels to generate electricity.  The American Wind 
Energy Association estimated total wind energy generation in the U.S. for 2006 at 
approximately 24 billion kWH (http://www.awea.org/faq/wwt_environment.html). If that much 
electricity had been generated using the average utility fuel mix, air emissions would have been 
15 million tons of carbon dioxide, 76,000 tons of sulfur dioxide, and 36,000 tons of nitrogen 
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oxides. In Washington state alone, there are 13 electricity generation facilities estimated to 
emit 25,000 metric tons or more per year of carbon dioxide equivalent 
(http://www.ecy.wa.gov/climatechange/docs/20090520_GHGsources.pdf) 
 
The Revised ASC addresses the wind resource at the Project site in Section 2.2 and the expected 
operating pattern for the Project in Section 5.5.  The application notes that meteorological data 
collected over 7 years confirm the existence of a sufficient wind resource to support 
commercial wind generation, and that the proposed Project is expected to be in operation 
approximately 60 percent of the time.  The Project is expected to operate at a capacity of 
between 28 to 32 percent, which is a typical range for northwest wind projects. 
 
45‐23  Response:  The opinions stated in the comment are noted. Based on the applicable 
laws and regulations, the economic viability of wind power and the merits of subsidies to wind 
energy or other forms of energy supply are not topics within the scope of EFSEC review of 
project applications, nor are they required topics for review of a project under SEPA. 
Nevertheless, EFSEC notes that a current market clearly exists for wind power, as documented 
in the pre‐filed testimony of James Litchfield (Exhibit 13). In addition, State energy policy favors 
renewable energy development and State law requires utilities to use renewable power to 
serve a share of their load. 
 
45‐24  Response:  Please see the response to Comment 45‐23. The financial aspects of 
proposed projects are not within the scope of EFSEC review and are not required elements of 
review under SEPA. 
 
45‐25  Response:  The comment is noted.  The No Action Alternative is addressed in the SEIS. 
 
45‐26  Response:  The opinion stated in the comment is noted. An EIS must consider a 
reasonable range of reasonable alternatives that are consistent with the Applicant's objectives.  
In this instance, the Applicant's objective is to develop a wind power facility in central 
Washington.  A solar facility would not be consistent with that objective and, therefore, is not a 
reasonable alternative that should be considered in the SEIS; please refer to the response to 
Comment 42‐5.  
 
45‐27  Response:  The preferences for a 1‐mile turbine setback and fewer turbines are noted.  
Please refer to the responses to Comment 3‐5 and 24‐5 for additional information about 
setbacks.  Although a project with fewer turbines and greater setbacks might have less 
aesthetic impact, it would also generate less renewable power and have fewer economic and 
environmental benefits.  The comment suggests that the Applicant could use fewer larger 
turbines to produce the same amount of energy, but it is not clear that larger turbines would be 
commercially available without delaying project construction or creating other practical 
problems.  
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DSEIS HEARING TRANSCRIPT 
 
 
Comment 46: Marshall Madsen, Chamber of Commerce 
 
46‐1  Response:  The comment is noted. 
 
Comment 47: Anita Boyum, Ellensburg School Board 
 
47‐1  Response:  The comment is noted. 
 
47‐2  Response:  The comment is noted. 
 
Comment 48: Theresa Petrey 
 
48‐1  Response:  The comment is noted. 
 
48‐2  Response:  The comment is noted. 
 
Comment 49: Dan Morgan 
 
49‐1  Response:  The comment is noted. 
 
49‐2  Response:  The comment is noted. 
 
Comment 50: Bernice Best 
 
50‐1  Response:  The comment is noted. 
 
Comment 51: Helen Wise 
 
51‐1  Response:  The comment is noted. 
 
51‐2  Response:  The comment is noted. 
 
Comment 52: Catherine Clerf 
 
52‐1  Response:  The comment is noted. 
 
52‐2  Response:  The comment is noted. 
 
Comment 53: Jan Sharar 
 
53‐1  Response:  The comment is noted. 
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53‐2  Response:  The comment is noted. 
 
53‐3  Response:  The comment is noted. 
 
Comment 54: Chris Burtchett 
 
54‐1  Response:  Please see the responses to Comments 7‐1 and 13‐1. 
 
54‐2  Response:  Please see the responses to Comments 7‐2 and 7‐3. 
 
54‐3  Response:  Please see the responses to Comments 3‐5 and 7‐3.  
 
54‐4  Response:  Please see the response to Comment 7‐4. 
 
54‐5  Response:  Please see the responses to Comments 3‐3 and 7‐7. 
 
54‐6  Response:  Please see the responses to Comments 3‐10 and 7‐13 concerning tax 
revenues and economic impacts, respectively.  
 
54‐7  Response:  Please see the response to Comment 7‐16. 
 
Comment 55: Patty Kinney 
 
55‐1  Response:  Please see the responses to Comments 51‐1 and 51‐3. 
 
55‐2  Response:  Please see the response to Comment 13‐1   
 
55‐3  Response:  Based on the documentation already on record at the time EFSEC began 
preparing the Draft SEIS, the topic of noise was not included within the scope of the SEIS.  Noise 
issues were addressed extensively in the Final EIS published by Kittitas County in 2004, 
however, and background noise monitoring was conducted for that analysis.  See Final EIS 
Section 3.9.1.   
 
Comment 56: Mary Scott 
 
56‐1  Response:  The comment is noted. 
 
56‐2  Response:  The comment is noted. 
 
56‐3 Response:  The comment is noted. 
 
Comment 57: David Crane 
 
57‐1  Response:  The comment is noted. 
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57‐2  Response:  The comment is noted. 
 
Comment 58: Randy Richmond 
 
58‐1  Response:  The comment is noted. 
 
58‐2  Response:  The comment is noted. 
 
Comment 59: Melanie Garrod 
 
59‐1  Response:  The comment is noted. 
 
59‐2  Response:  The comment is noted. 
 
59‐3  Response:  The comment is noted. 
 
Comment 60: Kevan Smith 
 
60‐1  Response:  The comment is noted. 
 
Comment 61: Dana Lind 
 
61‐1  Response:  The comment is noted. 
 
61‐2  Response:  The comment discusses experience with previous fires in the area and 
concerns over protection of homes and barns during future fires; those are baseline conditions, 
as opposed to an issue or impact specifically associated with the proposed Project. Please see 
the response to Comment 3‐4 regarding fire mitigation measures associated with the 
Applicant’s proposal. 
 
61‐3  Response:  Please see the responses to Comments 7‐14, 17‐10, and 42‐5. 
 
61‐4  Response:  The topics of low‐frequency noise and shadow flicker fall outside the scope 
of the SEIS, but were addressed extensively in the Final EIS published by Kittitas County in 2004; 
see Final EIS Sections 3.8.2.3 and 3.9.2.  The Final EIS noted that low‐frequency noise is not an 
issue associated with the modern upwind turbine design used in current wind projects.  
Modeling and analysis of shadow flicker expected from the Desert Claim Project (see the GEC 
report in the Revised Application) indicates that nearby residences are unlikely to experience 
any noticeable shadow flicker.  Furthermore, if nearby residences do experience shadow flicker, 
the Applicant has agreed to shut down turbines during periods of shadow flicker. 
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Comment 62: Roger Overbeck 
 
62‐1  Response:  Please see the response to Comment 3‐4 regarding fire mitigation measures 
associated with the Applicant’s proposal.  
 
62‐2  Response:  Please see the response to Comment 7‐4. 
 
62‐3  Response:  As documented in the prefiled testimony of David Steeb (Exhibit 11), the 
Applicant has agreed to use video to document the condition of county roads (Smithson Road, 
Reecer Creek Road and Lower Green Canyon Road) before and after construction, and the 
Applicant has agreed to make any repairs necessary to ensure that these roads are returned to 
as good or better condition after construction as they were before construction. 
 
62‐4  Response:  The comment appears to address permits for water supply to the Project 
during operation. As indicated in the Revised Application and Section 2.2.2.6 of the SEIS, the 
Applicant’s proposal includes possible development of a well for domestic water supply to the 
O&M building. Water use would be considerably less than 5,000 gallons per day; under 
Washington water law, individual wells producing less than 5,000 gallons per day are exempt 
from the requirement to obtain a water right.  Please also see the response to Comment 7‐4. 
 
62‐5  Response:  Based on the documentation already in the record at the time EFSEC began 
preparing the Draft SEIS, the topic of public services was not included within the scope of the 
SEIS.  Public services were addressed thoroughly in the Final EIS published by Kittitas County in 
2004, and this information does not need to be repeated in the SEIS; see Final EIS Section 3.14.  
The Final EIS presented information indicating that Project demands for emergency medical 
service during construction and operation were not expected to be significant and would be 
within the current service capability of the respective providers.  The Final EIS also noted that 
any increased demands on public services would be more than offset by tax revenues 
associated with the Project.  
 
62‐6  Response:  Please see the response to Comment 3‐4 for a discussion of fire hazards and 
mitigation. 
 
62‐7  Response:  Although the comment raises an issue of which construction crews should 
be aware, it does not appear to be a comment concerning the Draft SEIS.  It is acknowledged 
that Kittitas County considers the subject area to be “open range,” indicating that ranchers are 
allowed to drive cattle on the roads.  The Applicant has proposed to prepare a Construction 
Traffic Management Plan that will address all necessary traffic‐related issues and submit it to 
EFSEC prior to commencing construction.  The Applicant also notes that the participating 
landowners in the Project are the primary users of the open range near the Project site and are 
willing to work with the Applicant on this aspect of the plan. 
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62‐8  Response:  This does not appear to be a comment concerning the Draft SEIS.  The 
Desert Claim proposal is being considered by EFSEC, not by Kittitas County.  Kittitas County’s 
notice provisions, therefore, are not applicable. 
 
62‐9  Response:  Please refer to the response to Comment 3‐17. 
 
62‐10  Response:  As documented in the Stipulation with the Counsel for the Environment, the 
Applicant has agreed not to use calcium chloride for dust suppression.  Instead, the Application 
will use water or a water‐based, environmentally safe dust palliative such as lignin, for dust 
control on roads during project construction. 
 
Comment 63: Desmond Knutsen 
 
63‐1  Response:  The comment is noted. 
 
63‐2  Response:  The comment is noted. 
 
63‐3  Response:  The comment is noted. 
 
Comment 64: Liz McCosh 
 
64‐1  Response:  Please see the responses to Comments 7‐3, 21‐1, and 24‐5. 
 
64‐2  Response:  Please see the response to Comment 24‐4. 
 
Comment 65: Paula Thompson 
 
65‐1  Response:  The comment is noted. 
 
65‐2  Response:  The comment is noted. 
 
65‐3  Response:  The comment is noted. 
 
65‐4  Response:  The comment is noted. 
 
Comment 66: Ellen Finch 
 
66‐1  Response:  Please see the responses to Comments 7‐3 and 34‐1.  
 
66‐2  Response:  Please see the response to Comment 3‐17. 
 
66‐3  Response:  The Applicant proposes to use water or a water‐based dust palliative to 
control dust during construction. 
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66‐4  Response:  As with any construction site, standard safety procedures would require 
access to the Desert Claim construction site to be restricted to people with authorized 
construction purposes.   
 
66‐5  Response:  Please refer to the responses to Comments 3‐5, 21‐1, and 24‐5. 
 
66‐6  Response:  Wildlife issues, including potential impacts to the bird species mentioned in 
the comment, are addressed extensively in the SEIS and in the 2004 Final EIS. 
 
66‐7  Response:  As discussed in Section 3.2.3 of the SEIS and Section 3.4.3 of the 2004 Final 
EIS, project construction could result in fatalities and habitat loss for small mammals.  Impacts 
are expected to be low and insignificant.  Given the 5,200 acre size of the Project Area, there is 
no reason to think that the temporary or permanent disturbance of approximately 400 acres 
associated with project construction would displace mice to homes located more than 1/4 mile 
away.  Please also see the response to Comment 7‐10.  
  
Comment 67: Eloise Kirchneyer 
 
67‐1  Response:  Please refer to the responses to Comments 7‐3, 21‐1, and 24‐5. 
 
67‐2  Response:  The comment addresses fire risks and a concern about evacuation during a 
fire that are based on existing conditions in the local area, and are not linked to a change 
attributable to the project. Please also see the responses to Comments 3‐4 and 21‐2. 
 
Comment 68: Noel Van Geisen 
 
68‐1  Response:  The comment is noted. 
 
68‐2  Response:  The comment is noted. 
 
68‐2  Response:  The comment is noted. 
 
Comment 69:  Bertha Morrison 
 
69‐1  Response:  The comment is noted. 
 
Comment 70: David Young 
 
70‐1  Response:  The comment is noted. 
 
70‐2  Response:  The comment is noted. 
 
70‐3  Response:  The comment is noted. 
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Comment 71: Aaron Zimmerman 
 
71‐1  Response:  The comment is noted. 
 
71‐2  Response:  The comment is noted. 
 
Comment 72: Linda Johnson Huber 
  
72‐1  Response:  The comment is noted. 
 
72‐2  Response:  The comment is noted. 
 
Comment 73: Eric Gustafson 
 
73‐1  Response:  The comment is noted. 
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 Seattle Off ice  
 720 Third Ave, Suite 1700 
 Seattle, W ashington 98104  
 Tel: (206)  624-953 7, Fax : (206) 621-9832  

 
 
 
October 7, 2009 
Mr. David Steeb 
Desert Claim Wind Power LLC 
P.O. Box 4 
Woodinville, WA 98072 
 
RE: Rare Plant Survey 

Desert Claim Wind Power Project, Ellensburg, Washington 
 
 
Dear Mr. Steeb, 
 
From July 28th to 30th, 2009, Ecology and Environment (E & E) ecologists conducted a rare plant 
survey in proposed Desert Claim wind energy project area (Figure 1). This 5,200-acre area is 
made up of both privately and publicly owned land in sections 4, 9, 16 – 18, 19, 20 – 22, 27, 29, 
and 30 in Township 19 North, Range 18 East, approximately 8 miles north of the City of 
Ellensburg in Kittitas County. 
 
Species considered for this rare plant survey included those listed as Threatened, Endangered, or 
Candidate for listing under the federal Endangered Species Act (ESA) and as either Threatened or 
Endangered by Washington State. Regarding State-listed Threatened and Endangered species, 
onsite habitat requirements for these species were not met. The absence of requirements is 
indicated by unsuitable site elevation, lack of suitable vegetation communities, or the project site 
is outside historical ranges in Kittitas County for these species. Therefore, surveys were not 
conducted. Based on E & E’s literature review and discussion with resource agencies, one listed 
species was identified as likely to occur in or around the project area; the Ute ladies’-tresses 
(Spiranthes diluvialis; Appendix A).  
 
The project area is comprised predominately of upland environment that can be described as open 
shrub-steppe. Typically, the dry environment of eastern Washington limits wetland areas to the 
immediate vicinity of perennial streams, seeps, and springs. The Ute ladies’-tresses is typically 
found in broad, open wetland complexes. 
 
Rare Plant Species Ecology 
 
Ute ladies’-tresses is a perennial, terrestrial orchid listed as a State “Endangered” species and 
federally “Threatened” species. This species is known to occur in eight states, including 
Washington. In Washington, only four known populations have been positively identified in 
Okanogan and Chelan counties. 
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Although no documented occurrences have been recorded in Kittitas County, Mr. Joseph Arnett, 
a rare plant botanist at the Washington Department of Natural Resources’ Natural Heritage 
Program, indicated in an electronic mail exchange with E & E that state-wide surveys were 
incomplete and appropriate habitat to support this plant may exist around the project area. 
 
Ute ladies’-tresses are typically found in low-elevation intermontane valley plains with sufficient 
moisture, such as moist meadows, adjacent to sagebrush-steppe, as well as stream or river banks, 
irrigated hay meadows, and wetlands associated with springs, streams, lakes, irrigation ditches. 
 
As this plant generally grows to be only 8 to 20 inches tall, Ute ladies’-tresses prefers locations 
with low vegetation cover and is commonly associated with redtop (Agrostis stolonifera), St. 
John’s wort (Hypericum perforatum), western mountain aster (Aster occidentalis), Canada 
bluegrass (Poa compressa), and white sagebrush (Artemisia ludoviciana). This plant is in bloom 
from approximately mid-July through August, during which time the easily distinguishable white, 
gaping flowers facilitate identification. 
 
One of most significant threats to Ute ladies’-tresses is the impact to riparian and wetland habitats 
that support this species. Impacts may include stream channelization, water diversion, conversion 
of riparian/floodplain lands to agricultural uses, and grazing. 
 
Using this information, E & E surveyed the proposed Desert Claim project area during the 
optimal flowering period to identify the potential presence of this plant in the project area, 
focusing survey efforts predominantly on moist lowlands with minimal vegetative cover. 
 
Field Survey 
In addition to contacting Mr. Arnett Prior, E & E also conducted a review of the Natural Heritage 
Program database to determine if Ute ladies’-tresses had been previously documented in Kittitas 
County. The general habitat characteristics of the project area were evaluated prior to initiating 
field surveys. 
 
E & E conducted field surveys for the Ute ladies’-tresses from July 28th to 30th, 2009. During 
field surveys, if little or no appropriate Ute ladies’-tresses habitat occurred at a particular location, 
a preliminary survey was conducted. If no plant occurrences were detected, no additional surveys 
were completed. If appropriate habitat was identified, more intensive visual inspections of the 
area were conducted. 
 
More intensive surveys of appropriate habitat included visual inspection by one to two E & E 
ecologists. During these surveys, each ecologist carried a handheld Geographic Positioning 
System unit for mapping any observed plant specimens. If a plant was located, all surveyors 
would halt and conduct a detailed survey in the vicinity of the located individual or population for 
additional plants. To the extent possible, photographs of Ute ladies’-tresses, showing diagnostic 
floral characteristics, were to be taken. 
 
No individual Ute ladies’-tresses or any other species of Spiranthes were observed during 
E & E’s survey. 
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Conclusions and Recommendations 
 
Although the project area contains the appropriate habitat of Ute ladies’-tresses, no occurrences 
of Ute ladies’-tresses were observed during the E & E field survey effort. 
 
While it is possible, but unlikely, that this rare plant is present on the project area due to lack of 
field observations and the ongoing cattle grazing activities. As the proposed Desert Claim wind 
farm will be designed to avoid disturbing the water features that may provide any Ute ladies’-
tresses with necessary habitat, E & E does not anticipate the project actions will negatively 
impact this species. 
 
If you have any questions or comments regarding these findings, please contact me at 206-624-
9537 or at cfisher@ene.com. 
 
Sincerely, 
ECOLOGY AND ENVIRONMENT, INC. 

 
Cameron Fisher, Senior Biologist 
E & E Seattle 
 
Attachment 
 
Cc: W. Richards, E & E Seattle 
 R. Weinman, Seattle 
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Appendix A 
 
 

USFWS Endangered, Threatened, and  
Candidate Species List for Kittitas County 

 



KITTITAS COUNTY 
Updated 7/24/2008 

 
LISTED 
 
Endangered 
 
Gray wolf (Canis lupus)  
 
Threatened 
 
Bull trout (Salvelinus confluentus) – Columbia River distinct population segment 
Grizzly bear (Ursus arctos horribilis) 
Canada lynx (Lynx canadensis) 
Marbled murrelet (Brachyramphus marmoratus) 
Northern spotted owl (Strix occidentalis caurina) 
Spiranthes diluvialis (Ute ladies’-tresses), plant 
 
Designated 
 
Critical habitat for the northern spotted owl 
Critical habitat for the Columbia River distinct population segment of the bull trout 
 
CANDIDATE 
 
Fisher (Martes pennanti) - West Coast distinct population segment 
Greater sage grouse (Centrocercus urophasianus) – Columbia Basin distinct population 
 segment      
Yellow-billed cuckoo (Coccyzus americanus) 
 
 
SPECIES OF CONCERN 
 
Animals 
 
Bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) (delisted, monitor status) 
Black swift (Cypseloides niger) 
Burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia) 
Ferruginous hawk (Buteo regalis) 
Larch Mountain salamander (Plethodon larselli) 
Loggerhead shrike (Lanius ludovicianus) 
Long-eared myotis (Myotis evotis) 
Northern goshawk (Accipiter gentilis) 
Olive-sided flycatcher (Contopus cooperi) 
Pacific lamprey (Lampetra tridentata) 
Pallid Townsend's big-eared bat (Corynorhinus townsendii pallescens) 
Peregrine falcon (Falco peregrinus) (Delisted, monitor status) 



Pygmy whitefish (Prosopium coulteri) 
Redband trout (Oncorhynchus mykiss) 
River lamprey (Lampetra ayresi) 
Sagebrush lizard (Sceloporus graciosus) 
Sharptail snake (Contia tenius) 
Townsend’s ground squirrel (Spermophilus townsendii) 
Western brook lamprey (Lampetra richardsoni) 
Western gray squirrel (Sciurus griseus griseus)  
Westslope cutthroat trout (Oncorhynchus clarki lewisi) 
Wolverine (Gulo gulo) 
 
Vascular Plants 
 
Astragalus columbianus (Columbia milk-vetch) 
Cypripedium fasciculatum (Clustered lady’s-slipper) 
Delphinium viridescens (Wenatchee larkspur) 
Lomatium tuberosum (Hoover’s desert-parsley) 
Phacelia minutissima (Least phacelia) 
Pinus albicaulis (Whitebark pine) 
Silene seelyi (Seely’s silene) 
Tauschia hooveri (Hoover’s tauschia) 
 
Mosses 
 
Orthotrichum praemorsum 
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