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SEPA1 Environmental Checklist

Purpose of checklist 
Governmental agencies use this checklist to help determine whether the environmental impacts of your 
proposal are significant. This information is also helpful to determine if available avoidance, minimization, or 
compensatory mitigation measures will address the probable significant impacts or if an environmental impact 
statement will be prepared to further analyze the proposal. 

Instructions for applicants 
This environmental checklist asks you to describe some basic information about your proposal. Please answer 
each question accurately and carefully, to the best of your knowledge. You may need to consult with an 
agency specialist or private consultant for some questions. You may use “not applicable” or “does not apply” 
only when you can explain why it does not apply and not when the answer is unknown. You may also attach 
or incorporate by reference additional studies reports. Complete and accurate answers to these questions 
often avoid delays with the SEPA process as well as later in the decision-making process. 

The checklist questions apply to all parts of your proposal, even if you plan to do them over a period of time 
or on different parcels of land. Attach any additional information that will help describe your proposal or its 
environmental effects. The agency to which you submit this checklist may ask you to explain your answers or 
provide additional information reasonably related to determining if there may be significant adverse impact. 

Instructions for lead agencies 
Please adjust the format of this template as needed. Additional information may be necessary to evaluate the 
existing environment, all interrelated aspects of the proposal and an analysis of adverse impacts. The checklist 
is considered the first but not necessarily the only source of information needed to make an adequate 
threshold determination. Once a threshold determination is made, the lead agency is responsible for the 
completeness and accuracy of the checklist and other supporting documents. 

Use of checklist for nonproject proposals 
For nonproject proposals (such as ordinances, regulations, plans and programs), complete the applicable parts 
of sections A and B, plus the Supplemental Sheet for Nonproject Actions (Part D). Please completely answer all 
questions that apply and note that the words "project," "applicant," and "property or site" should be read as 
"proposal," "proponent," and "affected geographic area," respectively. The lead agency may exclude (for non-
projects) questions in “Part B: Environmental Elements” that do not contribute meaningfully to the analysis of 
the proposal.

 
1 https://ecology.wa.gov/Regulations-Permits/SEPA/Environmental-review/SEPA-guidance/Checklist-guidance 
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A. Background  
Find help answering background questions2 
1. Name of proposed project, if applicable: 

Horse Heaven Wind Farm 

2. Name of applicant:  

Horse Heaven Wind Farm, LLC 

3. Address and phone number of applicant and contact person:  

Dave Kobus 

4. Date checklist prepared:  

January 14, 2025 

5. Agency requesting checklist:  

Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council (EFSEC) 

6. Proposed timing of schedule (including phasing, if applicable): 

As described in EFSEC’s Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) 

7. Do you have any plans for future additions, expansion, or further activity related to or 
connected with this proposal? If yes, explain. 

No 

8. List any environmental information you know about that has been prepared, or will be 
prepared, directly related to this proposal. 

Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Horse Heaven Wind Farm (EFSEC, 2023) 

9. Do you know whether applications are pending for governmental approvals of other 
proposals directly affecting the property covered by your proposal? If yes, explain. 

No 

10. List any government approvals or permits that will be needed for your proposal, if known. 

Site Certification Agreement from EFSEC (already issued) 

11. Give brief, complete description of your proposal, including the proposed uses and the 
size of the project and site. There are several questions later in this checklist that ask you 
to describe certain aspects of your proposal. You do not need to repeat those answers on 
this page. (Lead agencies may modify this form to include additional specific information 
on project description.) 

An existing groundwater well, owned by the Washington Department of Natural Resources 
(DNR) and known as the Gould Well, will be used to provide water during construction and 
operation of the Horse Heaven Wind Farm. Leasing of this water represents a change to 

 
2 https://ecology.wa.gov/Regulations-Permits/SEPA/Environmental-review/SEPA-guidance/SEPA-checklist-
guidance/SEPA-Checklist-Section-A-Background 
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water rights that DNR had previously placed in the Temporary Trust Water Right Program in 
2022. The well itself is an existing well, owned by DNR, and water rights will continue to be 
owned and maintained by DNR. Horse Heaven Wind Farm will purchase water from DNR 
under contract. As described in the FEIS, up to approximately 220,000 gallons per day on 
average would be used during construction. At 50 weeks per year, 6 days per week, this 
would total up to approximately 66 million gallons per year that would be purchased by the 
Certificate Holder from DNR and transported to the Project site to mix concrete, treat roads 
to manage fugitive dust, and store water for fire prevention 

Figure 1, attached to this SEPA checklist, shows the location of the Gould Well relative to 
the Horse Heaven Wind Farm (facilities as depicted in the Final ASC for Turbine Option 1; 
Figure 2.3-1, Scout, September 2023). The following components will be installed to allow 
use of the well for construction and operation of the Horse Heaven Wind Farm or for other 
future unrelated purposes to be determined and governed by DNR: 

 Existing intact well to be cleaned out and new pump machinery installed 

 Gravel access road leading from Sellards Road to the well location will be 
installed 

 Graveled yard will be installed to allow truck turnaround and placement of 
temporary water storage tanks; temporary storage tanks will be removed 
at the end of construction, unless otherwise determined by DNR  

 A new overhead distribution line will be installed, to be owned and 
operated by Benton Rural Electric Cooperative. The new line will run along 
the western property line, generally following the new gravel access road 
to provide power to the well pump.  

Well upgrades will also serve other users, such as the farmer who leases the DNR land on 
which the well is located, as he will be able to purchase water from DNR to irrigate nearby 
crops.  

Although use of water sourced from wells fed by regional aquifers was identified in the Final 
EIS (see e.g. Final EIS, p. 4-69), the EIS analysis did not specifically address use of the Gould 
Well. As a result, supplemental information is provided to demonstrate that use of this well 
would not substantially change the analysis of significant impacts and alternatives in the 
Final EIS, as allowed under WAC 197-11-706. 

12. Location of the proposal. Give sufficient information for a person to understand the 
precise location of your proposed project, including a street address, if any, and section, 
township, and range, if known. If a proposal would occur over a range of area, provide the 
range or boundaries of the site(s). Provide a legal description, site plan, vicinity map, and 
topographic map, if reasonably available. While you should submit any plans required by 
the agency, you are not required to duplicate maps or detailed plans submitted with any 
permit applications related to this checklist. 

Benton County, DNR Gould Well, located on Parcel 136851000000000. Township 8N, Range 
25EWM, Section 36, NW1/4NE1/4. See Figure 1. 
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B. Environmental Elements 

1. Earth 
Find help answering earth questions3 

a. General description of the site:  

Circle or highlight one: Flat, rolling, hilly, steep slopes, mountainous, other: 

Fully described in FEIS chapter 3.2, no change resulting from use of the Gould Well. The 
well location and route for the new access road are generally flat. 

b. What is the steepest slope on the site (approximate percent slope)? 

Fully described in FEIS chapter 3.2, no change resulting from use of the Gould Well. The 
well location and route for the new access road are generally flat (see attached Figure 1 
along with FEIS Figure 3.2-6). 

c. What general types of soils are found on the site (for example, clay, sand, gravel, peat, 
muck)? If you know the classification of agricultural soils, specify them, and note any 
agricultural land of long-term commercial significance and whether the proposal 
results in removing any of these soils. 

Fully described in FEIS chapter 3.2, no change resulting from use of the Gould Well. Soils 
in the vicinity of the well site and road are consistent with soils elsewhere on the project 
site. 

d. Are there surface indications or history of unstable soils in the immediate vicinity? If 
so, describe. 

Fully described in FEIS chapter 3.2, no change resulting from use of the Gould Well. No 
unstable soils at this location. 

e. Describe the purpose, type, total area, and approximate quantities and total affected 
area of any filling, excavation, and grading proposed. Indicate source of fill. 

Described in FEIS chapter 4.2.      

f. Could erosion occur because of clearing, construction, or use? If so, generally describe. 

Fully described in FEIS chapter 4.2, no change resulting from use of the Gould Well. 

 
3 https://ecology.wa.gov/regulations-permits/sepa/environmental-review/sepa-guidance/sepa-checklist-
guidance/sepa-checklist-section-b-environmental-elements/environmental-elements-earth 
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g. About what percent of the site will be covered with impervious surfaces after project 
construction (for example, asphalt or buildings)? 

Generally consistent and as described in FEIS chapter 4.2. Use of the Gould Well will 
entail placement of gravel along one-half mile of new road and in the graveled yard at 
the well site. Construction of the road and graveled yard will result in new permanent 
disturbance on DNR land, owned and operated by DNR, and that will be used by others 
including the farmer who leases this DNR parcel. Because it is not within the project’s 
site boundary and the land will not be leased by, or owned or operated by, the Horse 
Heaven Wind Farm, this disturbance is not part of the project. However, to the extent 
that associated disturbance may be quantified as partially to benefit Project 
construction and operation, a total of approximately 2.25 acre (graveled yard and gravel 
road) of new impervious surface will be installed at this location. This is de minimis in 
comparison to the 6,869 acres of permanent disturbance analyzed in the FEIS and 
further would be more than offset by changes to the Project layout that will occur due 
to other unrelated modifications to location and number of wind turbines and solar 
arrays during the final design process. 

h. Proposed measures to reduce or control erosion, or other impacts to the earth, if any. 

Fully described in FEIS chapter 4.2, no change resulting from use of the Gould Well. 

2. Air  
Find help answering air questions4 

a. What types of emissions to the air would result from the proposal during construction, 
operation, and maintenance when the project is completed? If any, generally describe 
and give approximate quantities if known.  

Use of the Gould Well would not alter the analysis presented in the FEIS, Chapter 4.3.2, 
except that use of this well in proximity to the project site could reduce vehicle 
emissions from water trucks over selection of a site located farther from the project. 
Dust may be generated by trucks using the new graveled access road, but dust would be 
managed as described in the FEIS and as required by Site Certification Agreement (SCA) 
conditions. Once water trucks leave the new graveled access road, they will travel on 
Sellards Road, which is a paved road, and from there onto other roads that have been 
analyzed and described in the FEIS. 

b. Are there any off-site sources of emissions or odor that may affect your proposal? If 
so, generally describe.  

Fully described in FEIS chapter 3.3, no change resulting from use of the Gould Well.  

c. Proposed measures to reduce or control emissions or other impacts to air, if any: 

 
4 https://ecology.wa.gov/Regulations-Permits/SEPA/Environmental-review/SEPA-guidance/SEPA-checklist-
guidance/SEPA-Checklist-Section-B-Environmental-elements/Environmental-elements-Air 
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Fully described in FEIS chapter 3.3, no change resulting from use of the Gould Well. The 
Applicant would comply with SCA Conditions including speed limits set in place to 
reduce air emissions. 

3. Water  
Find help answering water questions5 

a. Surface:  
Find help answering surface water questions6  

1. Is there any surface water body on or in the immediate vicinity of the site 
(including year-round and seasonal streams, saltwater, lakes, ponds, wetlands)? If 
yes, describe type and provide names. If appropriate, state what stream or river it 
flows into.  

Fully described in FEIS chapter 3.4, no change resulting from use of the Gould Well. 
No wetlands or waters would be disturbed by construction of the road or use of the 
existing well. 

2.  Will the project require any work over, in, or adjacent to (within 200 feet) the 
described waters? If yes, please describe and attach available plans. 

Fully described in FEIS chapter 4.4, no change resulting from use of the Gould Well. 
No wetlands or streams have been delineated within 200 feet of the proposed 
activity. 

3.  Estimate the amount of fill and dredge material that would be placed in or 
removed from surface water or wetlands and indicate the area of the site that 
would be affected. Indicate the source of fill material. 

Fully described in FEIS chapter 4.4, no change resulting from use of the Gould Well. 
No fill or dredge material would be placed in or removed from surface water or 
wetlands as a result of the proposed activity. 

4.  Will the proposal require surface water withdrawals or diversions? Give a general 
description, purpose, and approximate quantities if known.  

Fully described in FEIS chapter 4.4, no change resulting from use of the Gould Well. 
No surface water withdrawals or diversions would be required. 

5.  Does the proposal lie within a 100-year floodplain? If so, note location on the site 
plan.  

Fully described in FEIS chapter 4.4, no change resulting from use of the Gould Well. 
The Gould Well and proposed access road do not lie in a floodplain. 

 
5 https://ecology.wa.gov/Regulations-Permits/SEPA/Environmental-review/SEPA-guidance/SEPA-checklist-
guidance/SEPA-Checklist-Section-B-Environmental-elements/Environmental-elements-3-Water 
6 https://ecology.wa.gov/Regulations-Permits/SEPA/Environmental-review/SEPA-guidance/SEPA-checklist-
guidance/SEPA-Checklist-Section-B-Environmental-elements/Environmental-elements-3-Water/Environmental-
elements-Surface-water 
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6.  Does the proposal involve any discharges of waste materials to surface waters? If 
so, describe the type of waste and anticipated volume of discharge. 

Fully described in FEIS chapter 4.4, no change resulting from use of the Gould Well. 
No waste materials would be discharged to surface waters. 

b. Ground:  
Find help answering ground water questions7 

1. Will groundwater be withdrawn from a well for drinking water or other purposes? 
If so, give a general description of the well, proposed uses and approximate 
quantities withdrawn from the well. Will water be discharged to groundwater? 
Give a general description, purpose, and approximate quantities if known.  

As described in Chapter 4.4.2 of the FEIS, an average of approximately 220,000 
gallons of water per day will be required during construction. This results in an 
estimated total of up to approximately 66 million gallons per year based on 50 weeks 
of construction and conservatively assuming 6 days per week. As described in the 
FEIS, this water will be used to mix concrete, treat roads to manage fugitive dust, and 
store water for fire prevention. Once construction is complete, groundwater may be 
used to wash solar panels at a rate of up to approximately 2,025,000 gallons per year. 

The FEIS described use of water from “a local off-site public utility with water sources 
being the Columbia or Snake River, local private irrigators with collector wells on the 
banks of the Columbia River, or wells that are fed from regional aquifers” (FEIS 
Section 4.4.2, p. 4-69). Use of the Gould Well falls within this use characterization 
because it is a ‘well that is fed from regional aquifers’.  

Although the FEIS acknowledged use of wells fed by regional aquifers as a potential 
water source, it did not specifically address potential impacts to aquifers from 
groundwater withdrawal. Further, the FEIS specifically excludes potential use of the 
DNR Gould Well for water supply, stating that supplemental analysis would be 
required. This SEPA checklist provides the supplemental analysis to address potential 
impacts to groundwater. Specifically, see Attachment A, which provides 
documentation of the Benton County Water Conservancy Board (BCWCB) review of 
this proposed change in point of diversion, period of use, purpose of use, and place 
of use of the existing water right.  

Attachment B provides clarification of the maximum annual quantity of water that 
should be available from the existing right. Specifically, the current maximum 
quantity available for irrigation from the existing water right should be 318 acre-feet 
per year (approximately 104 million gallons per year) for the first three years, and 
thereafter the quantity should be 490 acre-feet per year (160 million gallons per 
year). Attachment C provides an analysis conducted by the Washington Department 
of Ecology concluding that drawdown impacts will not lead to impairment of 

 
7 https://ecology.wa.gov/Regulations-Permits/SEPA/Environmental-review/SEPA-guidance/SEPA-checklist-
guidance/SEPA-Checklist-Section-B-Environmental-elements/Environmental-elements-3-Water/Environmental-
elements-Groundwater 
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neighboring water right users based on a much higher assumption of 1,043 acre-feet 
per year. Therefore, withdrawal of the smaller amount requested by DNR, and the 
even smaller amount that would be used by the Project during construction and 
operations, would not adversely impact neighboring water right users.  

A Report of Examination was prepared by BCWCB and is included in Attachment A. 
This analysis addressed relevant water right data including information regarding the 
existing water right, previous use, water availability, potential for impairment of 
other existing water rights, beneficial use, and efficiency of use. DNR’s requested 
change/transfer relies on withdrawing water in the same or lower quantities than the 
existing right, and from the same body of groundwater (management area) as the 
existing points of withdrawal for this portion of the Horse Heaven Hills area (see 
Benton County Water Control Board findings, p. 10). All of these issues were 
addressed to the satisfaction of the Water Board. 

Based on the evidence provided in Attachments A, B, and C, use of up to 
approximately 66 million gallons per year (203 acre-feet per year) during Project 
construction, and 2 million gallons per year (6 acre-feet per year) during operations, 
would not cause significant drawdown or impair neighboring water rights. 

2.  Describe waste material that will be discharged into the ground from septic tanks 
or other sources, if any (domestic sewage; industrial, containing the following 
chemicals…; agricultural; etc.). Describe the general size of the system, the number 
of such systems, the number of houses to be served (if applicable), or the number 
of animals or humans the system(s) are expected to serve. 

Fully described in FEIS Section 4.4.2, p. 4-76. Use of the Gould Well would not alter 
this analysis. No septic tanks will be installed, and no waste material will be 
discharged into the ground in association with use of this well. 

c. Water Runoff (including stormwater): 

1.  Describe the source of runoff (including storm water) and method of collection 
and disposal, if any (include quantities, if known). Where will this water flow? Will 
this water flow into other waters? If so, describe.  

Fully described in FEIS Section 4.4.2. Use of the Gould Well would not alter this 
analysis. As described in FEIS Section 4.4.2.1, impervious surfaces can increase the 
potential for surface water runoff to the receiving environment. Mitigation 
measures identified by the Certificate Holder along with measures required by EFSEC 
through the SCA would minimize the potential for adverse impacts from surface 
water runoff. 

2. Could waste materials enter ground or surface waters? If so, generally describe.  

Fully described in FEIS Section 4.4.2. Use of the Gould Well would not alter this 
analysis. No waste materials would be discharged to ground or surface waters as a 
result of rehabilitation or use of this well. 

3.  Does the proposal alter or otherwise affect drainage patterns in the vicinity of the 
site? If so, describe.  
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Fully described in FEIS Section 4.4.2. Use of the Gould Well would not alter this 
analysis. Use of the well and construction of access road and storage yard would not 
alter drainage patterns because they would all be located on flat areas with minimal 
drainage of the very limited rainfall in this area. 

d.  Proposed measures to reduce or control surface, ground, and runoff water, and 
drainage pattern impacts, if any: 

Fully described in FEIS Section 4.4.2. Use of the Gould Well would not alter this analysis. 

4. Plants  
Find help answering plants questions 

a. Check the types of vegetation found on the site: 

The site is located in a cultivated field which alternately contains grain crops or lies 
fallow. 

☐ deciduous tree: alder, maple, aspen, other 

☐ evergreen tree: fir, cedar, pine, other 

☐ shrubs 

☐ grass 

☐ pasture 

☒ crop or grain 

☐ orchards, vineyards, or other permanent crops. 

☐ wet soil plants: cattail, buttercup, bullrush, skunk cabbage, other 

☐ water plants: water lily, eelgrass, milfoil, other 

☐ other types of vegetation 

b. What kind and amount of vegetation will be removed or altered? 

Because the site contains grain that is regularly harvested, no vegetation would need to 
be removed for construction of the road and yard or use of the well. Crop plowing 
patterns may need to be altered to adjust to the presence of a road through a portion of 
the field. The farmer was consulted regarding placement of the road and he will be able 
to accommodate any changes to plowing patterns resulting from its construction. 

c.  List threatened and endangered species known to be on or near the site.  

No threatened or endangered species are known to be on or near the location of the 
Gould Well and because the area is in cultivation, there is no suitable habitat known to 
be present for threatened or endangered plant species. 

d. Proposed landscaping, use of native plants, or other measures to preserve or enhance 
vegetation on the site, if any.  
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No landscaping or other measures are proposed for this use as there would be no 
temporary disturbance and permanently disturbed areas will be graveled. 

e.  List all noxious weeds and invasive species known to be on or near the site.  

No noxious weeds or invasive species are known to be on or near the site. 

5. Animals  

Find help answering animal questions8 

a. List any birds and other animals that have been observed on or near the site or are 
known to be on or near the site.  

Examples include:  

 Birds: hawk, heron, eagle, songbirds, other:  

 Mammals: deer, bear, elk, beaver, other:  

 Fish: bass, salmon, trout, herring, shellfish, other: 

Wildlife species in the vicinity of the Horse Heaven Wind Farm are fully described in FEIS 
Section 3.6. Similar to the majority of the Project site, the Gould Well is located on 
agricultural land. Although a variety of animals and birds are known or suspected to be 
present in the vicinity (see Section 3.6.2.2 of the FEIS), the crops grown on the site 
generally do not provide high-quality habitat for the majority of these species. 

b. List any threatened and endangered species known to be on or near the site. 

Fully described in FEIS Section 3.6. Use of the Gould Well would not alter this analysis.  

c.  Is the site part of a migration route? If so, explain. 

The site is not part of a known migration route or movement corridor (see Section 
3.6.2.2 and Figure 3.6-2 of the FEIS). The general vicinity may be near the southern end 
of identified migration corridor for pronghorn but use of this well and the short access 
road are unlikely to alter migration patterns given the similar level of development 
across this landscape. 

d.  Proposed measures to preserve or enhance wildlife, if any. 

All measures identified in the SCA would be implemented for the Project. No additional 
measures are warranted for protection, preservation, or enhancement of wildlife at the 
Gould Well site. 

e.  List any invasive animal species known to be on or near the site. 

None known. 

 
8 https://ecology.wa.gov/Regulations-Permits/SEPA/Environmental-review/SEPA-guidance/SEPA-checklist-
guidance/SEPA-Checklist-Section-B-Environmental-elements/Environmental-elements-5-Animals 
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6. Energy and natural resources 
Find help answering energy and natural resource questions9 

a. What kinds of energy (electric, natural gas, oil, wood stove, solar) will be used to meet 
the completed project's energy needs? Describe whether it will be used for heating, 
manufacturing, etc. 

Electric distribution service would be installed to provide power to the well. 

b. Would your project affect the potential use of solar energy by adjacent properties? If 
so, generally describe.  

There would be no impact on potential use of solar energy by adjacent properties. 

c. What kinds of energy conservation features are included in the plans of this proposal? 
List other proposed measures to reduce or control energy impacts, if any.  

Use of this well would reduce fuel consumption by water trucks for Project construction 
and operation because the well is closer to the point of use than other alternative water 
sources, thereby reducing driving distance for water trucks. 

7. Environmental health 
Health Find help with answering environmental health questions10 

a. Are there any environmental health hazards, including exposure to toxic chemicals, 
risk of fire and explosion, spill, or hazardous waste, that could occur because of this 
proposal? If so, describe. 

No toxic chemicals would be used for well cleanout or for construction of ancillary 
facilities. Use of the well would not alter the risk of fire, explosion, spill, or hazardous 
waste that was analyzed in the FEIS. 

1. Describe any known or possible contamination at the site from present or past 
uses.  

No known or suspected contamination is present at this site. 

2. Describe existing hazardous chemicals/conditions that might affect project 
development and design. This includes underground hazardous liquid and gas 
transmission pipelines located within the project area and in the vicinity.  

No existing hazardous chemicals/conditions are known or suspected.  

3. Describe any toxic or hazardous chemicals that might be stored, used, or produced 
during the project's development or construction, or at any time during the 
operating life of the project. 

 
9 https://ecology.wa.gov/Regulations-Permits/SEPA/Environmental-review/SEPA-guidance/SEPA-checklist-
guidance/SEPA-Checklist-Section-B-Environmental-elements/Environmental-elements-6-Energy-natural-resou 
10 https://ecology.wa.gov/Regulations-Permits/SEPA/Environmental-review/SEPA-guidance/SEPA-checklist-
guidance/SEPA-Checklist-Section-B-Environmental-elements/Environmental-elements-7-Environmental-health 



SEPA Environmental checklist  September 2023 Page 12 
(WAC 197-11-960) 

Use of the Gould Well will not create any new toxic or hazardous waste chemical 
storage, use, or production. No toxic or hazardous waste chemicals will be used or 
stored on the well site.  

4. Describe special emergency services that might be required. 

No special emergency services will be required for use of the Gould Well. 

5. Proposed measures to reduce or control environmental health hazards, if any. 

Use of the Gould Well will comply with all SCA conditions and certificate holder 
commitments. 

b. Noise 

1. What types of noise exist in the area which may affect your project (for example: 
traffic, equipment, operation, other)? 

Noise in the area is consistent with agricultural activity and would not affect use of 
the Gould Well. 

2. What types and levels of noise would be created by or associated with the project 
on a short-term or a long-term basis (for example: traffic, construction, operation, 
other)? Indicate what hours noise would come from the site)? 

Water trucks driving to and from the well location would create typical engine noise 
in the close vicinity. Water trucks would generally operate during daylight hours 
while construction is underway. 

3. Proposed measures to reduce or control noise impacts, if any:  

Activities associated with the Gould Well would comply with noise mitigation 
measures specified in the SCA. 

8. Land and shoreline use  
Find help answering land and shoreline use questions11 

a. What is the current use of the site and adjacent properties? Will the proposal affect 
current land uses on nearby or adjacent properties? If so, describe.  

The site is owned by DNR and leased by a farmer who plants and harvests dryland 
wheat. Adjacent properties are used for similar purposes. Construction of the access 
road may require minor alterations to the plow pattern in the vicinity of the road but 
will not significantly alter land use either on this property or on adjacent properties. 

b. Has the project site been used as working farmlands or working forest lands? If so, 
describe. How much agricultural or forest land of long-term commercial significance 
will be converted to other uses because of the proposal, if any? If resource lands have 
not been designated, how many acres in farmland or forest land tax status will be 
converted to nonfarm or nonforest use? 

 
11 https://ecology.wa.gov/Regulations-Permits/SEPA/Environmental-review/SEPA-guidance/SEPA-checklist-
guidance/SEPA-Checklist-Section-B-Environmental-elements/Environmental-elements-8-Land-shoreline-use 
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Yes, the site has been used as working farmlands. Approximately 2.25 acres of crop land 
would be converted to gravel road and storage/working yard. 

1. Will the proposal affect or be affected by surrounding working farm or forest 
land normal business operations, such as oversize equipment access, the 
application of pesticides, tilling, and harvesting? If so, how? 

Surrounding farm operations will not affect or be affected by use of the Gould 
Well except to the extent that plow patterns may need to shift to accommodate 
the new access road. Rehabilitation of the well will allow its use by other users 
and for other purposes, including planned use for irrigated agriculture. 

c. Describe any structures on the site. 

No existing structures are on the site other than the well itself. 

d. Will any structures be demolished? If so, what?  

No structures will be demolished. 

e. What is the current zoning classification of the site?  

This site is zoned GMA Agricultural District. 

f. What is the current comprehensive plan designation of the site? 

The comprehensive plan designation is GMA AG. 

g.  If applicable, what is the current shoreline master program designation of the site?  

There is no shoreline master program designation for the site. The nearest Shoreline of 
the State is the Yakima River. 

h.  Has any part of the site been classified as a critical area by the city or county? If so, 
specify.  

The site is not located in a critical area as defined in Benton County’s Critical Areas 
Ordinance (see mapping on pp. 81-86 here). 

i. Approximately how many people would reside or work in the completed project?  

None. 

j. Approximately how many people would the completed project displace?   

None. 

k.  Proposed measures to avoid or reduce displacement impacts, if any.  

None. 

l.  Proposed measures to ensure the proposal is compatible with existing and projected 
land uses and plans, if any.  

Groundwater wells and groundwater withdrawal are inherently compatible with 
agricultural use. 
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m.  Proposed measures to reduce or control impacts to agricultural and forest lands of 
long-term commercial significance, if any: 

None needed. Improvements to the well infrastructure will be a benefit to agricultural 
activity. 

9. Housing  
Find help answering housing questions12 

a. Approximately how many units would be provided, if any? Indicate whether high, 
middle, or low-income housing.  

None. 

b.  Approximately how many units, if any, would be eliminated? Indicate whether high, 
middle, or low-income housing. 

None. 

c.  Proposed measures to reduce or control housing impacts, if any:  

None needed. 

10. Aesthetics  
Find help answering aesthetics questions13 

a. What is the tallest height of any proposed structure(s), not including antennas; what is 
the principal exterior building material(s) proposed? 

Well infrastructure and temporary water storage tanks would not exceed 15 to 20 feet 
in height. Water storage tanks would be made of heavy duty polyethylene, aluminum, 
or other suitable material. Well infrastructure would generally be made of steel or 
concrete as appropriate. 

b. What views in the immediate vicinity would be altered or obstructed? 

Well infrastructure will be compatible with and similar to other agricultural 
infrastructure in the vicinity. Passersby on Sellards Road could see the well 
infrastructure at a distance of approximately 0.5 mile.  

c.  Proposed measures to reduce or control aesthetic impacts, if any: 

No measures to reduce or control aesthetic impacts are needed because the 
infrastructure would be consistent with other agricultural infrastructure in the area. 

 
12 https://ecology.wa.gov/Regulations-Permits/SEPA/Environmental-review/SEPA-guidance/SEPA-checklist-
guidance/SEPA-Checklist-Section-B-Environmental-elements/Environmental-elements-9-Housing 
13 https://ecology.wa.gov/Regulations-Permits/SEPA/Environmental-review/SEPA-guidance/SEPA-checklist-
guidance/SEPA-Checklist-Section-B-Environmental-elements/Environmental-elements-10-Aesthetics 
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11. Light and glare  
Find help answering light and glare questions14 

a. What type of light or glare will the proposal produce? What time of day would it 
mainly occur? 

No light or glare would be produced by the well. 

b. Could light or glare from the finished project be a safety hazard or interfere with 
views? 

No. 

c. What existing off-site sources of light or glare may affect your proposal? 

Off-site sources of light or glare, if any, would not impair the well operation. 

d. Proposed measures to reduce or control light and glare impacts, if any: 

None needed. 

12. Recreation  
Find help answering recreation questions 

a. What designated and informal recreational opportunities are in the immediate 
vicinity? 

None. Recreational activities are fully described in FEIS Section 4.12 and ASC Figure 
4.2.4-1. No recreation locations were identified in the vicinity of the Gould Well.  

b. Would the proposed project displace any existing recreational uses? If so, describe. 

No. The site is used for agriculture. 

c. Proposed measures to reduce or control impacts on recreation, including recreation 
opportunities to be provided by the project or applicant, if any:  

None needed. 

13. Historic and cultural preservation  
Find help answering historic and cultural preservation questions15 

a. Are there any buildings, structures, or sites, located on or near the site that are over 
45 years old listed in or eligible for listing in national, state, or local preservation 
registers? If so, specifically describe.  

No. 

b. Are there any landmarks, features, or other evidence of Indian or historic use or 
occupation? This may include human burials or old cemeteries. Are there any material 

 
14 https://ecology.wa.gov/Regulations-Permits/SEPA/Environmental-review/SEPA-guidance/SEPA-checklist-
guidance/SEPA-Checklist-Section-B-Environmental-elements/Environmental-elements-11-Light-glare 
15 https://ecology.wa.gov/Regulations-Permits/SEPA/Environmental-review/SEPA-guidance/SEPA-checklist-
guidance/SEPA-Checklist-Section-B-Environmental-elements/Environmental-elements-13-Historic-cultural-p 
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evidence, artifacts, or areas of cultural importance on or near the site? Please list any 
professional studies conducted at the site to identify such resources. 

None identified. No intrusive work will occur as part of well rehabilitation. Grading for 
yard and road construction will be at similar or shallower depth to existing plow depth. 

c. Describe the methods used to assess the potential impacts to cultural and historic 
resources on or near the project site. Examples include consultation with tribes and 
the department of archeology and historic preservation, archaeological surveys, 
historic maps, GIS data, etc. 

None. 

d. Proposed measures to avoid, minimize, or compensate for loss, changes to, and 
disturbance to resources. Please include plans for the above and any permits that may 
be required.  

None needed. 

14. Transportation  
Find help with answering transportation questions16 

a. Identify public streets and highways serving the site or affected geographic area and 
describe proposed access to the existing street system. Show on site plans, if any. 

Sellards Road is an existing county road that passes approximately one-half mile to the 
south of the Gould Well. See Figure 1 and Figure 2. 

b. Is the site or affected geographic area currently served by public transit? If so, 
generally describe. If not, what is the approximate distance to the nearest transit 
stop?  

No. Nearest transit stop is at least 15 miles away. 

c. Will the proposal require any new or improvements to existing roads, streets, 
pedestrian, bicycle, or state transportation facilities, not including driveways? If so, 
generally describe (indicate whether public or private).  

No. 

d. Will the project or proposal use (or occur in the immediate vicinity of) water, rail, or 
air transportation? If so, generally describe. 

No. 

e. How many vehicular trips per day would be generated by the completed project or 
proposal? If known, indicate when peak volumes would occur and what percentage of 
the volume would be trucks (such as commercial and nonpassenger vehicles). What 
data or transportation models were used to make these estimates? 

 
16 https://ecology.wa.gov/Regulations-Permits/SEPA/Environmental-review/SEPA-guidance/SEPA-checklist-
guidance/SEPA-Checklist-Section-B-Environmental-elements/Environmental-elements-14-Transportation 
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Truck trips included in the Traffic Impact Analysis provided to EFSEC in May 2023 and 
approved by WSDOT included an estimated daily average of 200 to 250 trucks per day 
(Traffic Impact Analysis, Appendix X to the ASC, Table 7). Water trucks for dust control 
were included in the analysis (ASC Table 4.3-6 and Section 4.3.2.1; FEIS Table 2-4). Use 
of the Gould Well would mean shorter trips for water trucks than were previously 
anticipated but otherwise would not alter the analysis conducted for the ASC and the 
FEIS, Section 4.14. 

f. Will the proposal interfere with, affect, or be affected by the movement of agricultural 
and forest products on roads or streets in the area? If so, generally describe. 

Fully described in FEIS Section 4.14. Use of the Gould Well would not alter this analysis. 

g.  Proposed measures to reduce or control transportation impacts, if any: 

Fully described in FEIS Section 4.14. Use of the Gould Well would not alter this analysis 
and the Certificate Holder would continue to comply with SCA conditions regarding 
traffic safety. 

15. Public services 
Find help answering public service questions17 

a. Would the project result in an increased need for public services (for example: fire 
protection, police protection, public transit, health care, schools, other)? If so, 
generally describe. 

No. 

b. Proposed measures to reduce or control direct impacts on public services, if any.  

None needed. 

16. Utilities  
Find help answering utilities questions18 

a. Circle utilities currently available at the site: electricity, natural gas, water, refuse 
service, telephone, sanitary sewer, septic system, other: 

An electrical distribution line runs along Sellards Road. This line would be upgraded as 
desired by the local utility and tapped and a short overhead line would be strung along 
the new access road to provide power to the well pump. 

b. Describe the utilities that are proposed for the project, the utility providing the 
service, and the general construction activities on the site or in the immediate vicinity 
which might be needed. 

 
17 https://ecology.wa.gov/regulations-permits/sepa/environmental-review/sepa-guidance/sepa-checklist-
guidance/sepa-checklist-section-b-environmental-elements/environmental-elements-15-public-services 
18 https://ecology.wa.gov/regulations-permits/sepa/environmental-review/sepa-guidance/sepa-checklist-
guidance/sepa-checklist-section-b-environmental-elements/environmental-elements-16-utilities 
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Benton Rural Electric Cooperative (BREA) would install, own, and maintain a new 
electrical distribution line. Support structures would be installed along the proposed 
access road. 

C. Signature  
Find help about who should sign19 

The above answers are true and complete to the best of my knowledge. I understand that the 
lead agency is relying on them to make its decision. 

Recoverable Signature

X DR Kobus

Signed by: S-1-12-1-243656716-1280683967-4039784376-38348072/9ed9184d-5a82-4ef2-a94a-44c8ae404295/l  

Type name of signee:  

Position and agency/organization:  

Date submitted:  

D. Supplemental sheet for nonproject actions  
Find help for the nonproject actions worksheet20 
Do not use this section for project actions. 

Because these questions are very general, it may be helpful to read them in conjunction with 

the list of the elements of the environment. 

When answering these questions, be aware of the extent the proposal, or the types of activities 

likely to result from the proposal, would affect the item at a greater intensity or at a faster rate 

than if the proposal were not implemented. Respond briefly and in general terms. 

1. How would the proposal be likely to increase discharge to water; emissions to air; 
production, storage, or release of toxic or hazardous substances; or production of 
noise? 

 

 Proposed measures to avoid or reduce such increases are: 

 

2. How would the proposal be likely to affect plants, animals, fish, or marine life? 

 

 
19 https://ecology.wa.gov/Regulations-Permits/SEPA/Environmental-review/SEPA-guidance/SEPA-checklist-
guidance/SEPA-Checklist-Section-C-Signature 
20 https://ecology.wa.gov/regulations-permits/sepa/environmental-review/sepa-guidance/sepa-checklist-
guidance/sepa-checklist-section-d-non-project-actions 
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 Proposed measures to protect or conserve plants, animals, fish, or marine life are: 

 

3. How would the proposal be likely to deplete energy or natural resources? 

 

 Proposed measures to protect or conserve energy and natural resources are: 

 

4. How would the proposal be likely to use or affect environmentally sensitive areas or 
areas designated (or eligible or under study) for governmental protection, such as 
parks, wilderness, wild and scenic rivers, threatened or endangered species habitat, 
historic or cultural sites, wetlands, floodplains, or prime farmlands? 

 

 Proposed measures to protect such resources or to avoid or reduce impacts are: 

 

5.  How would the proposal be likely to affect land and shoreline use, including whether it 
would allow or encourage land or shoreline uses incompatible with existing plans?  

 

 Proposed measures to avoid or reduce shoreline and land use impacts are: 

 

6.  How would the proposal be likely to increase demands on transportation or public 
services and utilities? 

 

 Proposed measures to reduce or respond to such demand(s) are: 

 

7.  Identify, if possible, whether the proposal may conflict with local, state, or federal laws 
or requirements for the protection of the environment.  
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SEPA1 Environmental Checklist

Purpose of checklist 
Governmental agencies use this checklist to help determine whether the environmental impacts of your 
proposal are significant. This information is also helpful to determine if available avoidance, minimization, or 
compensatory mitigation measures will address the probable significant impacts or if an environmental impact 
statement will be prepared to further analyze the proposal. 

Instructions for applicants 
This environmental checklist asks you to describe some basic information about your proposal. Please answer 
each question accurately and carefully, to the best of your knowledge. You may need to consult with an 
agency specialist or private consultant for some questions. You may use “not applicable” or “does not apply” 
only when you can explain why it does not apply and not when the answer is unknown. You may also attach 
or incorporate by reference additional studies reports. Complete and accurate answers to these questions 
often avoid delays with the SEPA process as well as later in the decision-making process. 

The checklist questions apply to all parts of your proposal, even if you plan to do them over a period of time 
or on different parcels of land. Attach any additional information that will help describe your proposal or its 
environmental effects. The agency to which you submit this checklist may ask you to explain your answers or 
provide additional information reasonably related to determining if there may be significant adverse impact. 

Instructions for lead agencies 
Please adjust the format of this template as needed. Additional information may be necessary to evaluate the 
existing environment, all interrelated aspects of the proposal and an analysis of adverse impacts. The checklist 
is considered the first but not necessarily the only source of information needed to make an adequate 
threshold determination. Once a threshold determination is made, the lead agency is responsible for the 
completeness and accuracy of the checklist and other supporting documents. 

Use of checklist for nonproject proposals 
For nonproject proposals (such as ordinances, regulations, plans and programs), complete the applicable parts 
of sections A and B, plus the Supplemental Sheet for Nonproject Actions (Part D). Please completely answer all 
questions that apply and note that the words "project," "applicant," and "property or site" should be read as 
"proposal," "proponent," and "affected geographic area," respectively. The lead agency may exclude (for non-
projects) questions in “Part B: Environmental Elements” that do not contribute meaningfully to the analysis of 
the proposal.

 
1 https://ecology.wa.gov/Regulations-Permits/SEPA/Environmental-review/SEPA-guidance/Checklist-guidance 
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A. Background  
Find help answering background questions2 
1. Name of proposed project, if applicable: 

Horse Heaven Wind Farm 

2. Name of applicant:  

Horse Heaven Wind Farm, LLC 

3. Address and phone number of applicant and contact person:  

Dave Kobus 

4. Date checklist prepared:  

January 14, 2025 

5. Agency requesting checklist:  

Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council (EFSEC) 

6. Proposed timing of schedule (including phasing, if applicable): 

As described in EFSEC’s Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) 

7. Do you have any plans for future additions, expansion, or further activity related to or 
connected with this proposal? If yes, explain. 

No 

8. List any environmental information you know about that has been prepared, or will be 
prepared, directly related to this proposal. 

Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Horse Heaven Wind Farm (EFSEC, 2023) 

9. Do you know whether applications are pending for governmental approvals of other 
proposals directly affecting the property covered by your proposal? If yes, explain. 

No 

10. List any government approvals or permits that will be needed for your proposal, if known. 

Site Certification Agreement from EFSEC (already issued) 

11. Give brief, complete description of your proposal, including the proposed uses and the 
size of the project and site. There are several questions later in this checklist that ask you 
to describe certain aspects of your proposal. You do not need to repeat those answers on 
this page. (Lead agencies may modify this form to include additional specific information 
on project description.) 

An existing groundwater well, owned by the Washington Department of Natural Resources 
(DNR) and known as the Gould Well, will be used to provide water during construction and 
operation of the Horse Heaven Wind Farm. Leasing of this water represents a change to 

 
2 https://ecology.wa.gov/Regulations-Permits/SEPA/Environmental-review/SEPA-guidance/SEPA-checklist-
guidance/SEPA-Checklist-Section-A-Background 
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water rights that DNR had previously placed in the Temporary Trust Water Right Program in 
2022. The well itself is an existing well, owned by DNR, and water rights will continue to be 
owned and maintained by DNR. Horse Heaven Wind Farm will purchase water from DNR 
under contract. As described in the FEIS, up to approximately 220,000 gallons per day on 
average would be used during construction. At 50 weeks per year, 6 days per week, this 
would total up to approximately 66 million gallons per year that would be purchased by the 
Certificate Holder from DNR and transported to the Project site to mix concrete, treat roads 
to manage fugitive dust, and store water for fire prevention 

Figure 1, attached to this SEPA checklist, shows the location of the Gould Well relative to 
the Horse Heaven Wind Farm (facilities as depicted in the Final ASC for Turbine Option 1; 
Figure 2.3-1, Scout, September 2023). The following components will be installed to allow 
use of the well for construction and operation of the Horse Heaven Wind Farm or for other 
future unrelated purposes to be determined and governed by DNR: 

 Existing intact well to be cleaned out and new pump machinery installed 

 Gravel access road leading from Sellards Road to the well location will be 
installed 

 Graveled yard will be installed to allow truck turnaround and placement of 
temporary water storage tanks; temporary storage tanks will be removed 
at the end of construction, unless otherwise determined by DNR  

 A new overhead distribution line will be installed, to be owned and 
operated by Benton Rural Electric Cooperative. The new line will run along 
the western property line, generally following the new gravel access road 
to provide power to the well pump.  

Well upgrades will also serve other users, such as the farmer who leases the DNR land on 
which the well is located, as he will be able to purchase water from DNR to irrigate nearby 
crops.  

Although use of water sourced from wells fed by regional aquifers was identified in the Final 
EIS (see e.g. Final EIS, p. 4-69), the EIS analysis did not specifically address use of the Gould 
Well. As a result, supplemental information is provided to demonstrate that use of this well 
would not substantially change the analysis of significant impacts and alternatives in the 
Final EIS, as allowed under WAC 197-11-706. 

12. Location of the proposal. Give sufficient information for a person to understand the 
precise location of your proposed project, including a street address, if any, and section, 
township, and range, if known. If a proposal would occur over a range of area, provide the 
range or boundaries of the site(s). Provide a legal description, site plan, vicinity map, and 
topographic map, if reasonably available. While you should submit any plans required by 
the agency, you are not required to duplicate maps or detailed plans submitted with any 
permit applications related to this checklist. 

Benton County, DNR Gould Well, located on Parcel 136851000000000. Township 8N, Range 
25EWM, Section 36, NW1/4NE1/4. See Figure 1. 
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B. Environmental Elements 

1. Earth 
Find help answering earth questions3 

a. General description of the site:  

Circle or highlight one: Flat, rolling, hilly, steep slopes, mountainous, other: 

Fully described in FEIS chapter 3.2, no change resulting from use of the Gould Well. The 
well location and route for the new access road are generally flat. 

b. What is the steepest slope on the site (approximate percent slope)? 

Fully described in FEIS chapter 3.2, no change resulting from use of the Gould Well. The 
well location and route for the new access road are generally flat (see attached Figure 1 
along with FEIS Figure 3.2-6). 

c. What general types of soils are found on the site (for example, clay, sand, gravel, peat, 
muck)? If you know the classification of agricultural soils, specify them, and note any 
agricultural land of long-term commercial significance and whether the proposal 
results in removing any of these soils. 

Fully described in FEIS chapter 3.2, no change resulting from use of the Gould Well. Soils 
in the vicinity of the well site and road are consistent with soils elsewhere on the project 
site. 

d. Are there surface indications or history of unstable soils in the immediate vicinity? If 
so, describe. 

Fully described in FEIS chapter 3.2, no change resulting from use of the Gould Well. No 
unstable soils at this location. 

e. Describe the purpose, type, total area, and approximate quantities and total affected 
area of any filling, excavation, and grading proposed. Indicate source of fill. 

Described in FEIS chapter 4.2.      

f. Could erosion occur because of clearing, construction, or use? If so, generally describe. 

Fully described in FEIS chapter 4.2, no change resulting from use of the Gould Well. 

 
3 https://ecology.wa.gov/regulations-permits/sepa/environmental-review/sepa-guidance/sepa-checklist-
guidance/sepa-checklist-section-b-environmental-elements/environmental-elements-earth 
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g. About what percent of the site will be covered with impervious surfaces after project 
construction (for example, asphalt or buildings)? 

Generally consistent and as described in FEIS chapter 4.2. Use of the Gould Well will 
entail placement of gravel along one-half mile of new road and in the graveled yard at 
the well site. Construction of the road and graveled yard will result in new permanent 
disturbance on DNR land, owned and operated by DNR, and that will be used by others 
including the farmer who leases this DNR parcel. Because it is not within the project’s 
site boundary and the land will not be leased by, or owned or operated by, the Horse 
Heaven Wind Farm, this disturbance is not part of the project. However, to the extent 
that associated disturbance may be quantified as partially to benefit Project 
construction and operation, a total of approximately 2.25 acre (graveled yard and gravel 
road) of new impervious surface will be installed at this location. This is de minimis in 
comparison to the 6,869 acres of permanent disturbance analyzed in the FEIS and 
further would be more than offset by changes to the Project layout that will occur due 
to other unrelated modifications to location and number of wind turbines and solar 
arrays during the final design process. 

h. Proposed measures to reduce or control erosion, or other impacts to the earth, if any. 

Fully described in FEIS chapter 4.2, no change resulting from use of the Gould Well. 

2. Air  
Find help answering air questions4 

a. What types of emissions to the air would result from the proposal during construction, 
operation, and maintenance when the project is completed? If any, generally describe 
and give approximate quantities if known.  

Use of the Gould Well would not alter the analysis presented in the FEIS, Chapter 4.3.2, 
except that use of this well in proximity to the project site could reduce vehicle 
emissions from water trucks over selection of a site located farther from the project. 
Dust may be generated by trucks using the new graveled access road, but dust would be 
managed as described in the FEIS and as required by Site Certification Agreement (SCA) 
conditions. Once water trucks leave the new graveled access road, they will travel on 
Sellards Road, which is a paved road, and from there onto other roads that have been 
analyzed and described in the FEIS. 

b. Are there any off-site sources of emissions or odor that may affect your proposal? If 
so, generally describe.  

Fully described in FEIS chapter 3.3, no change resulting from use of the Gould Well.  

c. Proposed measures to reduce or control emissions or other impacts to air, if any: 

 
4 https://ecology.wa.gov/Regulations-Permits/SEPA/Environmental-review/SEPA-guidance/SEPA-checklist-
guidance/SEPA-Checklist-Section-B-Environmental-elements/Environmental-elements-Air 
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Fully described in FEIS chapter 3.3, no change resulting from use of the Gould Well. The 
Applicant would comply with SCA Conditions including speed limits set in place to 
reduce air emissions. 

3. Water  
Find help answering water questions5 

a. Surface:  
Find help answering surface water questions6  

1. Is there any surface water body on or in the immediate vicinity of the site 
(including year-round and seasonal streams, saltwater, lakes, ponds, wetlands)? If 
yes, describe type and provide names. If appropriate, state what stream or river it 
flows into.  

Fully described in FEIS chapter 3.4, no change resulting from use of the Gould Well. 
No wetlands or waters would be disturbed by construction of the road or use of the 
existing well. 

2.  Will the project require any work over, in, or adjacent to (within 200 feet) the 
described waters? If yes, please describe and attach available plans. 

Fully described in FEIS chapter 4.4, no change resulting from use of the Gould Well. 
No wetlands or streams have been delineated within 200 feet of the proposed 
activity. 

3.  Estimate the amount of fill and dredge material that would be placed in or 
removed from surface water or wetlands and indicate the area of the site that 
would be affected. Indicate the source of fill material. 

Fully described in FEIS chapter 4.4, no change resulting from use of the Gould Well. 
No fill or dredge material would be placed in or removed from surface water or 
wetlands as a result of the proposed activity. 

4.  Will the proposal require surface water withdrawals or diversions? Give a general 
description, purpose, and approximate quantities if known.  

Fully described in FEIS chapter 4.4, no change resulting from use of the Gould Well. 
No surface water withdrawals or diversions would be required. 

5.  Does the proposal lie within a 100-year floodplain? If so, note location on the site 
plan.  

Fully described in FEIS chapter 4.4, no change resulting from use of the Gould Well. 
The Gould Well and proposed access road do not lie in a floodplain. 

 
5 https://ecology.wa.gov/Regulations-Permits/SEPA/Environmental-review/SEPA-guidance/SEPA-checklist-
guidance/SEPA-Checklist-Section-B-Environmental-elements/Environmental-elements-3-Water 
6 https://ecology.wa.gov/Regulations-Permits/SEPA/Environmental-review/SEPA-guidance/SEPA-checklist-
guidance/SEPA-Checklist-Section-B-Environmental-elements/Environmental-elements-3-Water/Environmental-
elements-Surface-water 
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6.  Does the proposal involve any discharges of waste materials to surface waters? If 
so, describe the type of waste and anticipated volume of discharge. 

Fully described in FEIS chapter 4.4, no change resulting from use of the Gould Well. 
No waste materials would be discharged to surface waters. 

b. Ground:  
Find help answering ground water questions7 

1. Will groundwater be withdrawn from a well for drinking water or other purposes? 
If so, give a general description of the well, proposed uses and approximate 
quantities withdrawn from the well. Will water be discharged to groundwater? 
Give a general description, purpose, and approximate quantities if known.  

As described in Chapter 4.4.2 of the FEIS, an average of approximately 220,000 
gallons of water per day will be required during construction. This results in an 
estimated total of up to approximately 66 million gallons per year based on 50 weeks 
of construction and conservatively assuming 6 days per week. As described in the 
FEIS, this water will be used to mix concrete, treat roads to manage fugitive dust, and 
store water for fire prevention. Once construction is complete, groundwater may be 
used to wash solar panels at a rate of up to approximately 2,025,000 gallons per year. 

The FEIS described use of water from “a local off-site public utility with water sources 
being the Columbia or Snake River, local private irrigators with collector wells on the 
banks of the Columbia River, or wells that are fed from regional aquifers” (FEIS 
Section 4.4.2, p. 4-69). Use of the Gould Well falls within this use characterization 
because it is a ‘well that is fed from regional aquifers’.  

Although the FEIS acknowledged use of wells fed by regional aquifers as a potential 
water source, it did not specifically address potential impacts to aquifers from 
groundwater withdrawal. Further, the FEIS specifically excludes potential use of the 
DNR Gould Well for water supply, stating that supplemental analysis would be 
required. This SEPA checklist provides the supplemental analysis to address potential 
impacts to groundwater. Specifically, see Attachment A, which provides 
documentation of the Benton County Water Conservancy Board (BCWCB) review of 
this proposed change in point of diversion, period of use, purpose of use, and place 
of use of the existing water right.  

Attachment B provides clarification of the maximum annual quantity of water that 
should be available from the existing right. Specifically, the current maximum 
quantity available for irrigation from the existing water right should be 318 acre-feet 
per year (approximately 104 million gallons per year) for the first three years, and 
thereafter the quantity should be 490 acre-feet per year (160 million gallons per 
year). Attachment C provides an analysis conducted by the Washington Department 
of Ecology concluding that drawdown impacts will not lead to impairment of 

 
7 https://ecology.wa.gov/Regulations-Permits/SEPA/Environmental-review/SEPA-guidance/SEPA-checklist-
guidance/SEPA-Checklist-Section-B-Environmental-elements/Environmental-elements-3-Water/Environmental-
elements-Groundwater 
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neighboring water right users based on a much higher assumption of 1,043 acre-feet 
per year. Therefore, withdrawal of the smaller amount requested by DNR, and the 
even smaller amount that would be used by the Project during construction and 
operations, would not adversely impact neighboring water right users.  

A Report of Examination was prepared by BCWCB and is included in Attachment A. 
This analysis addressed relevant water right data including information regarding the 
existing water right, previous use, water availability, potential for impairment of 
other existing water rights, beneficial use, and efficiency of use. DNR’s requested 
change/transfer relies on withdrawing water in the same or lower quantities than the 
existing right, and from the same body of groundwater (management area) as the 
existing points of withdrawal for this portion of the Horse Heaven Hills area (see 
Benton County Water Control Board findings, p. 10). All of these issues were 
addressed to the satisfaction of the Water Board. 

Based on the evidence provided in Attachments A, B, and C, use of up to 
approximately 66 million gallons per year (203 acre-feet per year) during Project 
construction, and 2 million gallons per year (6 acre-feet per year) during operations, 
would not cause significant drawdown or impair neighboring water rights. 

2.  Describe waste material that will be discharged into the ground from septic tanks 
or other sources, if any (domestic sewage; industrial, containing the following 
chemicals…; agricultural; etc.). Describe the general size of the system, the number 
of such systems, the number of houses to be served (if applicable), or the number 
of animals or humans the system(s) are expected to serve. 

Fully described in FEIS Section 4.4.2, p. 4-76. Use of the Gould Well would not alter 
this analysis. No septic tanks will be installed, and no waste material will be 
discharged into the ground in association with use of this well. 

c. Water Runoff (including stormwater): 

1.  Describe the source of runoff (including storm water) and method of collection 
and disposal, if any (include quantities, if known). Where will this water flow? Will 
this water flow into other waters? If so, describe.  

Fully described in FEIS Section 4.4.2. Use of the Gould Well would not alter this 
analysis. As described in FEIS Section 4.4.2.1, impervious surfaces can increase the 
potential for surface water runoff to the receiving environment. Mitigation 
measures identified by the Certificate Holder along with measures required by EFSEC 
through the SCA would minimize the potential for adverse impacts from surface 
water runoff. 

2. Could waste materials enter ground or surface waters? If so, generally describe.  

Fully described in FEIS Section 4.4.2. Use of the Gould Well would not alter this 
analysis. No waste materials would be discharged to ground or surface waters as a 
result of rehabilitation or use of this well. 

3.  Does the proposal alter or otherwise affect drainage patterns in the vicinity of the 
site? If so, describe.  
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Fully described in FEIS Section 4.4.2. Use of the Gould Well would not alter this 
analysis. Use of the well and construction of access road and storage yard would not 
alter drainage patterns because they would all be located on flat areas with minimal 
drainage of the very limited rainfall in this area. 

d.  Proposed measures to reduce or control surface, ground, and runoff water, and 
drainage pattern impacts, if any: 

Fully described in FEIS Section 4.4.2. Use of the Gould Well would not alter this analysis. 

4. Plants  
Find help answering plants questions 

a. Check the types of vegetation found on the site: 

The site is located in a cultivated field which alternately contains grain crops or lies 
fallow. 

☐ deciduous tree: alder, maple, aspen, other 

☐ evergreen tree: fir, cedar, pine, other 

☐ shrubs 

☐ grass 

☐ pasture 

☒ crop or grain 

☐ orchards, vineyards, or other permanent crops. 

☐ wet soil plants: cattail, buttercup, bullrush, skunk cabbage, other 

☐ water plants: water lily, eelgrass, milfoil, other 

☐ other types of vegetation 

b. What kind and amount of vegetation will be removed or altered? 

Because the site contains grain that is regularly harvested, no vegetation would need to 
be removed for construction of the road and yard or use of the well. Crop plowing 
patterns may need to be altered to adjust to the presence of a road through a portion of 
the field. The farmer was consulted regarding placement of the road and he will be able 
to accommodate any changes to plowing patterns resulting from its construction. 

c.  List threatened and endangered species known to be on or near the site.  

No threatened or endangered species are known to be on or near the location of the 
Gould Well and because the area is in cultivation, there is no suitable habitat known to 
be present for threatened or endangered plant species. 

d. Proposed landscaping, use of native plants, or other measures to preserve or enhance 
vegetation on the site, if any.  
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No landscaping or other measures are proposed for this use as there would be no 
temporary disturbance and permanently disturbed areas will be graveled. 

e.  List all noxious weeds and invasive species known to be on or near the site.  

No noxious weeds or invasive species are known to be on or near the site. 

5. Animals  

Find help answering animal questions8 

a. List any birds and other animals that have been observed on or near the site or are 
known to be on or near the site.  

Examples include:  

 Birds: hawk, heron, eagle, songbirds, other:  

 Mammals: deer, bear, elk, beaver, other:  

 Fish: bass, salmon, trout, herring, shellfish, other: 

Wildlife species in the vicinity of the Horse Heaven Wind Farm are fully described in FEIS 
Section 3.6. Similar to the majority of the Project site, the Gould Well is located on 
agricultural land. Although a variety of animals and birds are known or suspected to be 
present in the vicinity (see Section 3.6.2.2 of the FEIS), the crops grown on the site 
generally do not provide high-quality habitat for the majority of these species. 

b. List any threatened and endangered species known to be on or near the site. 

Fully described in FEIS Section 3.6. Use of the Gould Well would not alter this analysis.  

c.  Is the site part of a migration route? If so, explain. 

The site is not part of a known migration route or movement corridor (see Section 
3.6.2.2 and Figure 3.6-2 of the FEIS). The general vicinity may be near the southern end 
of identified migration corridor for pronghorn but use of this well and the short access 
road are unlikely to alter migration patterns given the similar level of development 
across this landscape. 

d.  Proposed measures to preserve or enhance wildlife, if any. 

All measures identified in the SCA would be implemented for the Project. No additional 
measures are warranted for protection, preservation, or enhancement of wildlife at the 
Gould Well site. 

e.  List any invasive animal species known to be on or near the site. 

None known. 

 
8 https://ecology.wa.gov/Regulations-Permits/SEPA/Environmental-review/SEPA-guidance/SEPA-checklist-
guidance/SEPA-Checklist-Section-B-Environmental-elements/Environmental-elements-5-Animals 
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6. Energy and natural resources 
Find help answering energy and natural resource questions9 

a. What kinds of energy (electric, natural gas, oil, wood stove, solar) will be used to meet 
the completed project's energy needs? Describe whether it will be used for heating, 
manufacturing, etc. 

Electric distribution service would be installed to provide power to the well. 

b. Would your project affect the potential use of solar energy by adjacent properties? If 
so, generally describe.  

There would be no impact on potential use of solar energy by adjacent properties. 

c. What kinds of energy conservation features are included in the plans of this proposal? 
List other proposed measures to reduce or control energy impacts, if any.  

Use of this well would reduce fuel consumption by water trucks for Project construction 
and operation because the well is closer to the point of use than other alternative water 
sources, thereby reducing driving distance for water trucks. 

7. Environmental health 
Health Find help with answering environmental health questions10 

a. Are there any environmental health hazards, including exposure to toxic chemicals, 
risk of fire and explosion, spill, or hazardous waste, that could occur because of this 
proposal? If so, describe. 

No toxic chemicals would be used for well cleanout or for construction of ancillary 
facilities. Use of the well would not alter the risk of fire, explosion, spill, or hazardous 
waste that was analyzed in the FEIS. 

1. Describe any known or possible contamination at the site from present or past 
uses.  

No known or suspected contamination is present at this site. 

2. Describe existing hazardous chemicals/conditions that might affect project 
development and design. This includes underground hazardous liquid and gas 
transmission pipelines located within the project area and in the vicinity.  

No existing hazardous chemicals/conditions are known or suspected.  

3. Describe any toxic or hazardous chemicals that might be stored, used, or produced 
during the project's development or construction, or at any time during the 
operating life of the project. 

 
9 https://ecology.wa.gov/Regulations-Permits/SEPA/Environmental-review/SEPA-guidance/SEPA-checklist-
guidance/SEPA-Checklist-Section-B-Environmental-elements/Environmental-elements-6-Energy-natural-resou 
10 https://ecology.wa.gov/Regulations-Permits/SEPA/Environmental-review/SEPA-guidance/SEPA-checklist-
guidance/SEPA-Checklist-Section-B-Environmental-elements/Environmental-elements-7-Environmental-health 
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Use of the Gould Well will not create any new toxic or hazardous waste chemical 
storage, use, or production. No toxic or hazardous waste chemicals will be used or 
stored on the well site.  

4. Describe special emergency services that might be required. 

No special emergency services will be required for use of the Gould Well. 

5. Proposed measures to reduce or control environmental health hazards, if any. 

Use of the Gould Well will comply with all SCA conditions and certificate holder 
commitments. 

b. Noise 

1. What types of noise exist in the area which may affect your project (for example: 
traffic, equipment, operation, other)? 

Noise in the area is consistent with agricultural activity and would not affect use of 
the Gould Well. 

2. What types and levels of noise would be created by or associated with the project 
on a short-term or a long-term basis (for example: traffic, construction, operation, 
other)? Indicate what hours noise would come from the site)? 

Water trucks driving to and from the well location would create typical engine noise 
in the close vicinity. Water trucks would generally operate during daylight hours 
while construction is underway. 

3. Proposed measures to reduce or control noise impacts, if any:  

Activities associated with the Gould Well would comply with noise mitigation 
measures specified in the SCA. 

8. Land and shoreline use  
Find help answering land and shoreline use questions11 

a. What is the current use of the site and adjacent properties? Will the proposal affect 
current land uses on nearby or adjacent properties? If so, describe.  

The site is owned by DNR and leased by a farmer who plants and harvests dryland 
wheat. Adjacent properties are used for similar purposes. Construction of the access 
road may require minor alterations to the plow pattern in the vicinity of the road but 
will not significantly alter land use either on this property or on adjacent properties. 

b. Has the project site been used as working farmlands or working forest lands? If so, 
describe. How much agricultural or forest land of long-term commercial significance 
will be converted to other uses because of the proposal, if any? If resource lands have 
not been designated, how many acres in farmland or forest land tax status will be 
converted to nonfarm or nonforest use? 

 
11 https://ecology.wa.gov/Regulations-Permits/SEPA/Environmental-review/SEPA-guidance/SEPA-checklist-
guidance/SEPA-Checklist-Section-B-Environmental-elements/Environmental-elements-8-Land-shoreline-use 
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Yes, the site has been used as working farmlands. Approximately 2.25 acres of crop land 
would be converted to gravel road and storage/working yard. 

1. Will the proposal affect or be affected by surrounding working farm or forest 
land normal business operations, such as oversize equipment access, the 
application of pesticides, tilling, and harvesting? If so, how? 

Surrounding farm operations will not affect or be affected by use of the Gould 
Well except to the extent that plow patterns may need to shift to accommodate 
the new access road. Rehabilitation of the well will allow its use by other users 
and for other purposes, including planned use for irrigated agriculture. 

c. Describe any structures on the site. 

No existing structures are on the site other than the well itself. 

d. Will any structures be demolished? If so, what?  

No structures will be demolished. 

e. What is the current zoning classification of the site?  

This site is zoned GMA Agricultural District. 

f. What is the current comprehensive plan designation of the site? 

The comprehensive plan designation is GMA AG. 

g.  If applicable, what is the current shoreline master program designation of the site?  

There is no shoreline master program designation for the site. The nearest Shoreline of 
the State is the Yakima River. 

h.  Has any part of the site been classified as a critical area by the city or county? If so, 
specify.  

The site is not located in a critical area as defined in Benton County’s Critical Areas 
Ordinance (see mapping on pp. 81-86 here). 

i. Approximately how many people would reside or work in the completed project?  

None. 

j. Approximately how many people would the completed project displace?   

None. 

k.  Proposed measures to avoid or reduce displacement impacts, if any.  

None. 

l.  Proposed measures to ensure the proposal is compatible with existing and projected 
land uses and plans, if any.  

Groundwater wells and groundwater withdrawal are inherently compatible with 
agricultural use. 
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m.  Proposed measures to reduce or control impacts to agricultural and forest lands of 
long-term commercial significance, if any: 

None needed. Improvements to the well infrastructure will be a benefit to agricultural 
activity. 

9. Housing  
Find help answering housing questions12 

a. Approximately how many units would be provided, if any? Indicate whether high, 
middle, or low-income housing.  

None. 

b.  Approximately how many units, if any, would be eliminated? Indicate whether high, 
middle, or low-income housing. 

None. 

c.  Proposed measures to reduce or control housing impacts, if any:  

None needed. 

10. Aesthetics  
Find help answering aesthetics questions13 

a. What is the tallest height of any proposed structure(s), not including antennas; what is 
the principal exterior building material(s) proposed? 

Well infrastructure and temporary water storage tanks would not exceed 15 to 20 feet 
in height. Water storage tanks would be made of heavy duty polyethylene, aluminum, 
or other suitable material. Well infrastructure would generally be made of steel or 
concrete as appropriate. 

b. What views in the immediate vicinity would be altered or obstructed? 

Well infrastructure will be compatible with and similar to other agricultural 
infrastructure in the vicinity. Passersby on Sellards Road could see the well 
infrastructure at a distance of approximately 0.5 mile.  

c.  Proposed measures to reduce or control aesthetic impacts, if any: 

No measures to reduce or control aesthetic impacts are needed because the 
infrastructure would be consistent with other agricultural infrastructure in the area. 

 
12 https://ecology.wa.gov/Regulations-Permits/SEPA/Environmental-review/SEPA-guidance/SEPA-checklist-
guidance/SEPA-Checklist-Section-B-Environmental-elements/Environmental-elements-9-Housing 
13 https://ecology.wa.gov/Regulations-Permits/SEPA/Environmental-review/SEPA-guidance/SEPA-checklist-
guidance/SEPA-Checklist-Section-B-Environmental-elements/Environmental-elements-10-Aesthetics 
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11. Light and glare  
Find help answering light and glare questions14 

a. What type of light or glare will the proposal produce? What time of day would it 
mainly occur? 

No light or glare would be produced by the well. 

b. Could light or glare from the finished project be a safety hazard or interfere with 
views? 

No. 

c. What existing off-site sources of light or glare may affect your proposal? 

Off-site sources of light or glare, if any, would not impair the well operation. 

d. Proposed measures to reduce or control light and glare impacts, if any: 

None needed. 

12. Recreation  
Find help answering recreation questions 

a. What designated and informal recreational opportunities are in the immediate 
vicinity? 

None. Recreational activities are fully described in FEIS Section 4.12 and ASC Figure 
4.2.4-1. No recreation locations were identified in the vicinity of the Gould Well.  

b. Would the proposed project displace any existing recreational uses? If so, describe. 

No. The site is used for agriculture. 

c. Proposed measures to reduce or control impacts on recreation, including recreation 
opportunities to be provided by the project or applicant, if any:  

None needed. 

13. Historic and cultural preservation  
Find help answering historic and cultural preservation questions15 

a. Are there any buildings, structures, or sites, located on or near the site that are over 
45 years old listed in or eligible for listing in national, state, or local preservation 
registers? If so, specifically describe.  

No. 

b. Are there any landmarks, features, or other evidence of Indian or historic use or 
occupation? This may include human burials or old cemeteries. Are there any material 

 
14 https://ecology.wa.gov/Regulations-Permits/SEPA/Environmental-review/SEPA-guidance/SEPA-checklist-
guidance/SEPA-Checklist-Section-B-Environmental-elements/Environmental-elements-11-Light-glare 
15 https://ecology.wa.gov/Regulations-Permits/SEPA/Environmental-review/SEPA-guidance/SEPA-checklist-
guidance/SEPA-Checklist-Section-B-Environmental-elements/Environmental-elements-13-Historic-cultural-p 
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evidence, artifacts, or areas of cultural importance on or near the site? Please list any 
professional studies conducted at the site to identify such resources. 

None identified. No intrusive work will occur as part of well rehabilitation. Grading for 
yard and road construction will be at similar or shallower depth to existing plow depth. 

c. Describe the methods used to assess the potential impacts to cultural and historic 
resources on or near the project site. Examples include consultation with tribes and 
the department of archeology and historic preservation, archaeological surveys, 
historic maps, GIS data, etc. 

None. 

d. Proposed measures to avoid, minimize, or compensate for loss, changes to, and 
disturbance to resources. Please include plans for the above and any permits that may 
be required.  

None needed. 

14. Transportation  
Find help with answering transportation questions16 

a. Identify public streets and highways serving the site or affected geographic area and 
describe proposed access to the existing street system. Show on site plans, if any. 

Sellards Road is an existing county road that passes approximately one-half mile to the 
south of the Gould Well. See Figure 1 and Figure 2. 

b. Is the site or affected geographic area currently served by public transit? If so, 
generally describe. If not, what is the approximate distance to the nearest transit 
stop?  

No. Nearest transit stop is at least 15 miles away. 

c. Will the proposal require any new or improvements to existing roads, streets, 
pedestrian, bicycle, or state transportation facilities, not including driveways? If so, 
generally describe (indicate whether public or private).  

No. 

d. Will the project or proposal use (or occur in the immediate vicinity of) water, rail, or 
air transportation? If so, generally describe. 

No. 

e. How many vehicular trips per day would be generated by the completed project or 
proposal? If known, indicate when peak volumes would occur and what percentage of 
the volume would be trucks (such as commercial and nonpassenger vehicles). What 
data or transportation models were used to make these estimates? 

 
16 https://ecology.wa.gov/Regulations-Permits/SEPA/Environmental-review/SEPA-guidance/SEPA-checklist-
guidance/SEPA-Checklist-Section-B-Environmental-elements/Environmental-elements-14-Transportation 
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Truck trips included in the Traffic Impact Analysis provided to EFSEC in May 2023 and 
approved by WSDOT included an estimated daily average of 200 to 250 trucks per day 
(Traffic Impact Analysis, Appendix X to the ASC, Table 7). Water trucks for dust control 
were included in the analysis (ASC Table 4.3-6 and Section 4.3.2.1; FEIS Table 2-4). Use 
of the Gould Well would mean shorter trips for water trucks than were previously 
anticipated but otherwise would not alter the analysis conducted for the ASC and the 
FEIS, Section 4.14. 

f. Will the proposal interfere with, affect, or be affected by the movement of agricultural 
and forest products on roads or streets in the area? If so, generally describe. 

Fully described in FEIS Section 4.14. Use of the Gould Well would not alter this analysis. 

g.  Proposed measures to reduce or control transportation impacts, if any: 

Fully described in FEIS Section 4.14. Use of the Gould Well would not alter this analysis 
and the Certificate Holder would continue to comply with SCA conditions regarding 
traffic safety. 

15. Public services 
Find help answering public service questions17 

a. Would the project result in an increased need for public services (for example: fire 
protection, police protection, public transit, health care, schools, other)? If so, 
generally describe. 

No. 

b. Proposed measures to reduce or control direct impacts on public services, if any.  

None needed. 

16. Utilities  
Find help answering utilities questions18 

a. Circle utilities currently available at the site: electricity, natural gas, water, refuse 
service, telephone, sanitary sewer, septic system, other: 

An electrical distribution line runs along Sellards Road. This line would be upgraded as 
desired by the local utility and tapped and a short overhead line would be strung along 
the new access road to provide power to the well pump. 

b. Describe the utilities that are proposed for the project, the utility providing the 
service, and the general construction activities on the site or in the immediate vicinity 
which might be needed. 

 
17 https://ecology.wa.gov/regulations-permits/sepa/environmental-review/sepa-guidance/sepa-checklist-
guidance/sepa-checklist-section-b-environmental-elements/environmental-elements-15-public-services 
18 https://ecology.wa.gov/regulations-permits/sepa/environmental-review/sepa-guidance/sepa-checklist-
guidance/sepa-checklist-section-b-environmental-elements/environmental-elements-16-utilities 
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Benton Rural Electric Cooperative (BREA) would install, own, and maintain a new 
electrical distribution line. Support structures would be installed along the proposed 
access road. 

C. Signature  
Find help about who should sign19 

The above answers are true and complete to the best of my knowledge. I understand that the 
lead agency is relying on them to make its decision. 

Recoverable Signature

X DR Kobus

Signed by: S-1-12-1-243656716-1280683967-4039784376-38348072/9ed9184d-5a82-4ef2-a94a-44c8ae404295/l  

Type name of signee:  

Position and agency/organization:  

Date submitted:  

D. Supplemental sheet for nonproject actions  
Find help for the nonproject actions worksheet20 
Do not use this section for project actions. 

Because these questions are very general, it may be helpful to read them in conjunction with 

the list of the elements of the environment. 

When answering these questions, be aware of the extent the proposal, or the types of activities 

likely to result from the proposal, would affect the item at a greater intensity or at a faster rate 

than if the proposal were not implemented. Respond briefly and in general terms. 

1. How would the proposal be likely to increase discharge to water; emissions to air; 
production, storage, or release of toxic or hazardous substances; or production of 
noise? 

 

 Proposed measures to avoid or reduce such increases are: 

 

2. How would the proposal be likely to affect plants, animals, fish, or marine life? 

 

 
19 https://ecology.wa.gov/Regulations-Permits/SEPA/Environmental-review/SEPA-guidance/SEPA-checklist-
guidance/SEPA-Checklist-Section-C-Signature 
20 https://ecology.wa.gov/regulations-permits/sepa/environmental-review/sepa-guidance/sepa-checklist-
guidance/sepa-checklist-section-d-non-project-actions 
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 Proposed measures to protect or conserve plants, animals, fish, or marine life are: 

 

3. How would the proposal be likely to deplete energy or natural resources? 

 

 Proposed measures to protect or conserve energy and natural resources are: 

 

4. How would the proposal be likely to use or affect environmentally sensitive areas or 
areas designated (or eligible or under study) for governmental protection, such as 
parks, wilderness, wild and scenic rivers, threatened or endangered species habitat, 
historic or cultural sites, wetlands, floodplains, or prime farmlands? 

 

 Proposed measures to protect such resources or to avoid or reduce impacts are: 

 

5.  How would the proposal be likely to affect land and shoreline use, including whether it 
would allow or encourage land or shoreline uses incompatible with existing plans?  

 

 Proposed measures to avoid or reduce shoreline and land use impacts are: 

 

6.  How would the proposal be likely to increase demands on transportation or public 
services and utilities? 

 

 Proposed measures to reduce or respond to such demand(s) are: 

 

7.  Identify, if possible, whether the proposal may conflict with local, state, or federal laws 
or requirements for the protection of the environment.  
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Attachment B 
Aspect Consulting Comment Letter 

Clarifying Maximum Allowable Quantities 
  



August 20, 2024 

Ben Carr, Department of Ecology 
Central Regional Office 
1250 W.Alder Street 
Union Gap, WA 98903 

Re: Response to Benton County Conservancy Board (Board) Record of Decision to Scout 
Clean Energy Change Application CG3-22306@1 (BENT-24-01) 

Project No. AS210258B-006 

Dear Mr. Carr: 

Thank you for providing Horse Heaven Wind Farm, LLC and the Washington State Department of 
Natural Resources with the opportunity to comment on the Draft Record of Decision Report of 
Examination (ROD/ROE) for Change Application CG3-22306@1. Because of the short timeframe 
to comment, Aspect Consulting is providing these comments on both parties’ behalf after 
coordinating their collective comments. The comments are related to three issues. The first 
comment pertains to the Board-authorized annual quantity for irrigation and irrigated acreage, 
which the parties believe is inaccurate. The second comment pertains to the Board-authorized 
maximum instantaneous quantities which differs from the historical authorization. The third topic is 
a response to address concerns stated in the Yakama Nation’s letter to Director Laura Watson dated 
August 13, 2024. Details are provided below. 

1. Calculation of maximum annual quantity for irrigation and irrigated acreage
The ROD/ROE’s maximum quantity available for irrigation use (280.8 acre-feet/year) is
calculated as the product of irrigated acreage (70.2 acres) and water duty (4 acre-feet/acre). This
methodology assumes that the irrigated acreage is a set, independent value. Instead, we feel the
total maximum annual quantity should be established first and then partitioned between the
proposed uses. The resulting annual quantity available for irrigation can then be used to
determine the irrigated acreage, based on the water duty, as follows:

• Under the Extent and Validity Analysis, ACQ Analysis and Beneficial Use Reivew
section of the ROD/ROE, the Board has determined that “the total allowed water right
use estimate for Change/Transfer is 502 acre-ft”. We agree with this determination and
it represents fully consumptive use.

• Using the total water right (502 acre-feet/year), the maximum quantity available for
irrigation should be 318 acre-feet/year during the initial three-year period, after
subtracting the quantities for temporary Industrial, Construction, Dust Control (184
acre-feet/year). Then, the quantity should be 490 acre-feet/year after subtracting the
permanent Industrial (12 acre-feet/year; year-round) uses. We request Ecology correct
these irrigation authorizations.

e a r t h + w a t e r Aspect Consulting     1106 North 35th Avenue Yakima, WA 98902    509.895.5957     www.aspectconsulting.com
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• The DNR lessee will grow a variety of crops each year, some with higher water duties 
and some with lower. Because the quantities the Board approved under their ACQ 
methodology are entirely consumptive, there can be no injury from planting a variable 
amount of acres to match the appropriate water duty of the crop. We request that the full 
260.7 acres be retained for this flexibility, which will make the property more attractive 
for DNR lessees, which in turn leads to higher public interest value to support the DNR 
Trust obligations. For example, based on the acre-feet/year volumes above, the DNR 
lessee could irrigate a low duty crop over 260.7 acres at 1.2 acre-feet/acre in the first 3 
years. Thereafter, that duty could increase to 1.9 acre-feet/acre. If a higher duty crop is 
temporarily desired, they can decrease the 260.7 acres to accommodate in those years. 
The metering provision will ensure that the 502 acre-feet/year is not exceeded. At the 
very least, the 260.7 acres should be authorized, and the extent that is developed under 
this new setting should be considered at the certification stage after the development 
schedule. We request Ecology reinstate the 260.7 acres requested. 

2. Maximum instantaneous rate of withdrawal 
The maximum instantaneous rate of withdrawal provided in the ROD/ROE is based on the 
certificated maximum instantaneous duty of 7.5 gpm/acre. The Board applied this 
proportionally to the acreage available for change (125.5 acres), which resulted in a total 
allowed quantity of 918.8 gpm. In the calculation, an irrigated acreage of 70.2 acres (discussed 
above) is used to calculate 526.5 gpm as the maximum gpm allowed for irrigation use.  

However, different crops require different peaking rates, and we believe the Board should have 
also considered the actual withdrawal rates applied by the former DNR lessee. We evaluated 
this using several different approaches. A 2013 report authored by GeoEngineers investigated 
the water right’s point of withdrawal (Barber Well No. 1) through a constant rate and step-rate 
pumping test. During testing, the maximum pumping rate recorded was 1,100 gpm, as 
measured at the start of the pumping test. The report indicates that the Barber Well No. 1 
pumping tests utilized “the existing installed pump and associated discharge piping,” which 
according to the water right holder’s (DNR’s) lease agreements, is a 200-horsepower line-shaft 
turbine pump. However, this test does not account for intermittent peaks which may occur at 
the instantaneous (or minute level scale), which is the standard for the maximum instantaneous 
rate of a groundwater right measured in gpm. 

The maximum pumping rate at the point of withdrawal can also be calculated using the brake 
horsepower equation: 

𝐵𝐵𝐵𝐵𝐵𝐵 =
𝑄𝑄 × 𝑃𝑃

1717 × 𝐸𝐸𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝
 

Where: BHP = Brake horsepower – the power output of the pump 

 Q = Flow rate (gpm) 

 P = pressure (psi) – the total dynamic head  

 Epump = water pump efficiency (typically around 80%) 
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Using estimates of pressure for the center-pivot and typical efficiencies results in approximately 
1,200 gpm, which confirms the relative magnitude of the GeoEngineers test, but we think more 
faithfully includes some conservatism for infrequent peak rates.  

In the Modification to Change Application submitted to the Board on January 16, 2024, the 
applicants requested the instantaneous rate for non-irrigation use be increased to 450 gpm. This 
rate reflects the projected non-irrigation water demand during an 8-hour pumping period. The 
applicant’s request Ecology increase the Board finding as to the permissible instantaneous rate 
to a combined Qi for irrigation and non-irrigation uses not to exceed 1,200 gpm, and the non-
irrigation limit not to exceed 450 gpm. This is still a reduction over the 1,955 gpm originally 
authorized. 

3. Legal authority to transfer groundwater right G3-+22306CWRIS 
One of the issues raised by the Yakama Nation is whether DNR has the appropriate authority 
for this change. They characterize this change as a water right lease only. It is not. Water right 
application G3-+22306CWRIS was submitted by Horse Heaven Wind Farm, LLC. Washington 
DNR is the water right holder of the groundwater right. As proposed in the water right 
application, DNR will lease both the land and water to their new tenant for the purpose of 
irrigation, and access to land and water to Horse Heaven Wind Farm, LLC for the purposes 
described in the application. DNR is the best arbiter of its lease authority for many of the 
reasons outlined in the Yakama Nation letter. 

The Yakama Nation also took issue with the SEPA determination by the Board. In addition to 
the Board’s response, we note that under WAC 197-11-600, an agency with jurisdiction is 
required to use an existing EIS (in this case approved by the Energy Facility Site Evaluation 
Council (EFSEC) unless there are “substantial changes to a proposal so that the proposal is 
likely to have significant adverse environmental impacts.” Agencies are not required to redo or 
supplement an EIS when insignificant or minor changes to a project occur over its life cycle, 
which is the norm. In this case, there is no material issue of impairment by using DNR’s well to 
supply this project. No new land will be disturbed over what EFSEC considered, and no water 
right holder will be deprived of water. While both applicants respect the Yakama Nation’s 
Traditional Cultural Properties, the use of DNR’s well will not alter the project footprint or 
impacts on them beyond what EFSEC already considered.   

We request that Ecology confirm that the EFSEC and Board findings on SEPA are appropriate.  

Sincerely, 
Aspect consulting 
 

 
 

Dan Haller, PE, CWRE 
Senior Principal Engineer  
dan.haller@aspectconsulting.com 

Ryan Mullen, LG 
Project Geologist 
ryan.mullen@aspectconsulting.com 

V:\210258 Horse Heaven Wind Farm\Deliverables\ROD-ROE Response Comments\Draft_Response Comments.docx
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Date:  September 5th, 2024 

To:  Breean Zimmerman (Permitting Unit), and the file 

From: Mike Herbert (Technical Unit), reviewed by John Kirk, L.HG  

RE: Technical Review for Benton County Conservancy Board Decision BENT-24-01 

  

I reviewed the Benton County Water Conservancy Board change decision BENT-24-01. This 
change application requests a change of point of withdrawal (POW), change of place of use 
(POU), change of purpose of use, and change of period of use to ground water right CG3-
+22306CWRIS. CG3-+22306CWRIS authorizes a total annual quantity (Qa) of 1043 acre-
feet per year (afy) and instantaneous quantity (Qi) of1,955 gallons per minute (gpm) for the 
irrigation of 260.7 acres for the irrigation season. The two authorized POWs are Wells 1 and 
2 located in the SW ¼, SW ¼ and SE ¼, NW ¼, of Section 36, Township 7N, Range 25E W.M. 
The existing POU is all within Section 36, Township 07N, Range 25E W.M.  

The proposed POW is a Department of Natural Resources (DNR) well located 
approximately six and a half miles to the north in NW ¼, NE ¼, of Section 36, Township 8N, 
Range 25E W.M. The change of POU expands to cover area within Township 9N, Range 26E. 
W.M., Township 9N, Range 27E. W.M., Township 8N, Range 25E. W.M., Township 8N, Range 
26E. W.M., Township 8N, Range 27E. W.M., Township 7N, Range 26E. W.M., Township 7N, 
Range 27E. W.M., Township 8N, Range 28E. W.M., Township 7N, Range 28E. W.M., 
Township 7N, Range 29E. W.M., Township 7N, Range 30E. W.M., Township 6N, Range 30E. 
W.M., and Township 6N, Range 31E. W.M. The proposed change of use is to facilitate 
operations of the Horse Heaven Clean Energy Center which would combine wind, solar and 
battery storage to produce renewable energy for the State of Washington. The change is for 
1,031 afy at 1805 gpm for seasonal irrigation, a three-year temporary use of 184 afy at 150 
gpm for industrial, construction and dust abatement, and 12 afy at 150 gpm for year-round 
industrial use.   

Authorized POW Well 1 was drilled in 1976 by Spokane Drilling Co for the DNR to a depth of 
860 feet below ground surface (bgs). The well is open to and withdraws from a zone of 
water bearing strata from 814-860 feet bgs. Well 2 was drilled in 1978 by Moore drilling, Inc 
for the DNR to a depth of 990 feet bgs. The drillers log appears to indicate that it is 
withdrawing from a zone of water bearing strata at a similar depth as Well 1. Both Wells 1 
and 2 are completed into the Frenchman Springs Member of the Wanapum Formation of 
the Columbia River Basalt Group (CRBG). 

The proposed DNR POW, referrred to as the Gould well was drilled in 1980 by Larry Burd’s 
Well Drilling to a depth of 1340 feet bgs. The Gould well is open to a productive water 
bearing zone located at the top of the Frenchman Springs Member of the Wanapum 
Formation. There is an inferred fault between the two wells that has not yet been confirmed 



by any geologic mapping. There appears to be no offset of strata in cross section to suggest 
there is any barrier to groundwater flow between the existing authorized wells and the 
proposed well. All three of the wells had similar static water level elevations within them at 
the time of drilling. Both Wells1 and 2 as well as the proposed Gould well are drawing 
groundwater from the Wanapum Formation and are completed in the same body of public 
groundwater for appropriation. 

An impairment analysis is required to determine that drawdown impacts experienced 
within a neighboring well will not lead to impairment due to the authorization of this 
application. This evaluation assumes conservative aquifer parameters and a maximum 
impact pumping schedule to determine the maximum amount of drawdown expected to be 
experienced within a closest neighboring well. After a search of the Department of Ecology 
Well Log Viewer and aerial photography it is determined that in this location of the Horse 
Heaven Hills, there are no neighboring water right users within the Wanapum Formation 
within two miles of the proposed well. 

To withdraw the full annual quantity of 1043 acre-feet by pumping the well at the maximum 
instantaneous rate of 1955 gpm, the well would be pumped continuously for 120.7days. 
Using the most conservative hydraulic aquifer properties reported by the United States 
Geological Survey (USGS) for the Wanapum aquifer, the maximum drawdown interference 
to occur if there were a neighboring well within a distance of two miles would be less than 6 
feet. Assuming moderate aquifer values and there being no identified neighboring wells 
within two miles, exercising this water right under this change would not result in 
interference that would injure the exercise of a neighboring water right.  

 

Mike Herbert 
Hydrogeologist | Water Resources Program 

Department of Ecology | Central Regional Office  

1250 W Alder St 

Union Gap, WA, 98903 

(509) 490-1934 
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Date:  September 5th, 2024 

To:  Breean Zimmerman (Permitting Unit), and the file 

From: Mike Herbert (Technical Unit), reviewed by John Kirk, L.HG  

RE: Technical Review for Benton County Conservancy Board Decision BENT-24-01 

  

I reviewed the Benton County Water Conservancy Board change decision BENT-24-01. This 
change application requests a change of point of withdrawal (POW), change of place of use 
(POU), change of purpose of use, and change of period of use to ground water right CG3-
+22306CWRIS. CG3-+22306CWRIS authorizes a total annual quantity (Qa) of 1043 acre-
feet per year (afy) and instantaneous quantity (Qi) of1,955 gallons per minute (gpm) for the 
irrigation of 260.7 acres for the irrigation season. The two authorized POWs are Wells 1 and 
2 located in the SW ¼, SW ¼ and SE ¼, NW ¼, of Section 36, Township 7N, Range 25E W.M. 
The existing POU is all within Section 36, Township 07N, Range 25E W.M.  

The proposed POW is a Department of Natural Resources (DNR) well located 
approximately six and a half miles to the north in NW ¼, NE ¼, of Section 36, Township 8N, 
Range 25E W.M. The change of POU expands to cover area within Township 9N, Range 26E. 
W.M., Township 9N, Range 27E. W.M., Township 8N, Range 25E. W.M., Township 8N, Range 
26E. W.M., Township 8N, Range 27E. W.M., Township 7N, Range 26E. W.M., Township 7N, 
Range 27E. W.M., Township 8N, Range 28E. W.M., Township 7N, Range 28E. W.M., 
Township 7N, Range 29E. W.M., Township 7N, Range 30E. W.M., Township 6N, Range 30E. 
W.M., and Township 6N, Range 31E. W.M. The proposed change of use is to facilitate 
operations of the Horse Heaven Clean Energy Center which would combine wind, solar and 
battery storage to produce renewable energy for the State of Washington. The change is for 
1,031 afy at 1805 gpm for seasonal irrigation, a three-year temporary use of 184 afy at 150 
gpm for industrial, construction and dust abatement, and 12 afy at 150 gpm for year-round 
industrial use.   

Authorized POW Well 1 was drilled in 1976 by Spokane Drilling Co for the DNR to a depth of 
860 feet below ground surface (bgs). The well is open to and withdraws from a zone of 
water bearing strata from 814-860 feet bgs. Well 2 was drilled in 1978 by Moore drilling, Inc 
for the DNR to a depth of 990 feet bgs. The drillers log appears to indicate that it is 
withdrawing from a zone of water bearing strata at a similar depth as Well 1. Both Wells 1 
and 2 are completed into the Frenchman Springs Member of the Wanapum Formation of 
the Columbia River Basalt Group (CRBG). 

The proposed DNR POW, referrred to as the Gould well was drilled in 1980 by Larry Burd’s 
Well Drilling to a depth of 1340 feet bgs. The Gould well is open to a productive water 
bearing zone located at the top of the Frenchman Springs Member of the Wanapum 
Formation. There is an inferred fault between the two wells that has not yet been confirmed 



by any geologic mapping. There appears to be no offset of strata in cross section to suggest 
there is any barrier to groundwater flow between the existing authorized wells and the 
proposed well. All three of the wells had similar static water level elevations within them at 
the time of drilling. Both Wells1 and 2 as well as the proposed Gould well are drawing 
groundwater from the Wanapum Formation and are completed in the same body of public 
groundwater for appropriation. 

An impairment analysis is required to determine that drawdown impacts experienced 
within a neighboring well will not lead to impairment due to the authorization of this 
application. This evaluation assumes conservative aquifer parameters and a maximum 
impact pumping schedule to determine the maximum amount of drawdown expected to be 
experienced within a closest neighboring well. After a search of the Department of Ecology 
Well Log Viewer and aerial photography it is determined that in this location of the Horse 
Heaven Hills, there are no neighboring water right users within the Wanapum Formation 
within two miles of the proposed well. 

To withdraw the full annual quantity of 1043 acre-feet by pumping the well at the maximum 
instantaneous rate of 1955 gpm, the well would be pumped continuously for 120.7days. 
Using the most conservative hydraulic aquifer properties reported by the United States 
Geological Survey (USGS) for the Wanapum aquifer, the maximum drawdown interference 
to occur if there were a neighboring well within a distance of two miles would be less than 6 
feet. Assuming moderate aquifer values and there being no identified neighboring wells 
within two miles, exercising this water right under this change would not result in 
interference that would injure the exercise of a neighboring water right.  

 

Mike Herbert 
Hydrogeologist | Water Resources Program 

Department of Ecology | Central Regional Office  

1250 W Alder St 

Union Gap, WA, 98903 

(509) 490-1934 
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Water Well Reports and 
Construction Schematics 
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MEMORANDUM
Project No. 210258 

August 9, 2023 

To: Chad Unland, Washington State Department of Natural Resources (DNR)
Dave Kobus, Scout Clean Energy (Scout)

From:

Ryan Mullen, LG
Project Geologist 
rmullen@aspectconsulting.com 

Jay Pietraszek, LHG
Associate Hydrogeologist 
jpietraszek@aspectconsulting.com 

Re: Hydrogeologic Investigation - DNR Gould Well 
Pending Water Right Change Application for G3-+22306CWRIS 

This memorandum presents Aspect Consulting’s LLC (Aspect’s) evaluation of the same body of 
public groundwater water and impairment criterion in support of the pending Application for 
Change/Transfer of Water Right Certificate G3-+22306CWRIS. Scout Clean Energy (Scout) filed a 
water right change application requesting to change the point of diversion (groundwater 
withdrawal), period of use, add a purpose of use, and transfer the place of use for a Department of 
Natural Resources (DNR) water right (Certificate G3-+22306CWRIS) located in the Horse Heaven 
Hills area of Benton County, Washington.  

The same body of groundwater test is triggered when adding or changing wells to an existing water 
right under RCW 90.44.100. The following sections provide an overview of hydrogeological 
conditions in the area, followed by an evaluation of same body of groundwater and impairment.  

Summary of Findings
Based on the review of existing documentation, Ecology guidance and policy documents, and the 
hydrogeologic conditions described below, we find that: 

• The existing points of withdrawal (Barber Wells) and the proposed point of withdrawal
(Gould Well) are completed in the Wanapum Basalt Formation. Specifically, the productive
water-bearing zone is located at the top of the Frenchman Springs member of the Wanapum
Basalt. Following guidance from Ecology Policy 2010 Defining and Delineation of Water

8/9/2023
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Sources, the existing and proposed sources of withdrawal are located in the same body of 
public groundwater.  

• Withdrawals from the Gould Well will not impair existing groundwater or surface water
rights. No Wanapum Basalt water right permits, certificates, or permit-exempt water supply
wells are within a 2-mile radius of the Gould Well. Nearby permit-exempt wells are
typically competed in the shallower Saddle Mountains Basalt.

• We therefore conclude that the original authorized points of withdrawal under Certificate
G3-+22306CWRIS are in the same source of public groundwater as the Gould Well. In
addition, no other permit or permit-exempt uses in the Wanapum are within the radius of
influence, and therefore no impairment to existing groundwater users is expected to occur.

Project Background
DNR holds Groundwater Certificate G3-+22306CWRIS which authorizes 1,955 gallons per minute 
(gpm) and 1,043 acre-feet per year (ac-ft/yr) for the irrigation of 260.7 acres from two groundwater 
wells, referred to as “the Barber Wells”, which are located in Section 36, Township 7 North, Range 
25 East. The subject application requests to change the existing authorized points of withdrawal to a 
different, nearby DNR-owned well “the Gould Well”, located approximately 5.5 miles to the north 
(Figure 11).  

This change is requested to supply temporary construction and ongoing operational water use for 
the Horse Heaven Clean Energy Center (Energy Center), which will combine wind, solar, and 
battery storage to produce renewable energy for the region and the State of Washington. 

The change application requests to add industrial use to the purpose of use to support the temporary 
water usage for the construction of the Energy Center (concrete mixing, dust suppression, soil 
compaction, and fire prevention) as well as ongoing water usage for the Energy Center operation 
(O&M facilities and solar panel washing). Additionally, DNR plans to retain a portion of the 
irrigation use to utilize this water right to hydrate land surrounding the Gould Well.  

Hydrogeologic Conditions at Existing and Proposed Sources 
This evaluation of hydrogeologic conditions is based on review of geologic reports for the area, 
review of well driller’s logs obtained from the Department of Ecology (Ecology) well log database, 
and previous hydrogeological reporting completed for the subject wells. 

Both the existing and proposed sources of groundwater are located in the Horse Heaven Hills 
region of southeastern Washington about 8 miles north of the Columbia River (Figure 11). The 
project area is underlain by Miocene- and Pliocene-age basalts of the Columbia River Basalt Group 
(CRBG), which have been divided into six geologic formations, and these formations are further 
divided into members and flow units. From oldest to youngest, the CRBG formations include, the 
Imnaha Basalt, Picture Gorge Basalt, Prineville Basalt, Grande Ronde Basalt, Wanapum Basalt, 
and the Saddle Mountains Basalt (Swanson et al., 1978).  

1 Figure 1 and Attachment C are included in the Water Right Change Application for G3-+22306CWRIS. 
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A comprehensive understanding of the hydrostratigraphy in the immediate project vicinity has been 
documented by a U.S. Geological Survey well completion study by Pearson (1973) and further 
detailed in the hydrogeologic framework by Kahle et al. (2011). These sources indicate two 
formational units within the CRBG—the Saddle Mountains Basalt and the Wanapum Basalt—make 
up the aquifer system in the project vicinity. These basalt units are separated by clay and silt 
interbeds of the Ellensburg Formation.  

Quaternary-age alluvium and loess composed of unconsolidated sediments are mapped at the 
ground surface near the Barber Wells and the Gould Well (Reidel and Fecht, 1994); however, these 
sediments are presumed to be only approximately 10 feet in thickness and therefore have no 
bearing on water supply capabilities.  

Geologic structures in the Horse Heaven Hills region include faults and folds that compartmentalize 
the aquifer zones and thus groundwater flow within the Columbia River Basalts. Several north-
northeast and northwest-oriented faults have been mapped in the project area and documented in a 
1996 United States Geological Survey (USGS) report within limited field evidence of their 
existence (Packard, et al., 1996). These inferred faults were presumed to behave as barriers to 
groundwater flow; however, recent aquifer testing by Aspect (2015) in the project area confirms 
that at least one of these faults do not act as a barrier to groundwater flow in the vicinity of the 
Gould Well.  

Well Completion Details and Completed Aquifer Zones 
The following section describes the well completion zone under the existing points of withdrawal 
(Certificate G3-+22306CWRIS, “the Barber Wells”) and the proposed point of withdrawal (Gould 
Well). Well logs and completion schematics for both the Barber wells and Gould Well are included 
in Attachment C.1

Existing Points of Withdrawal (Barber Wells)
The Barber Wells are constructed in the SW¼, SW¼ and the SE¼, NW¼ of Section 36, Township 
7 North, Range 25 East, Benton County Tax Parcel ID 1-3675-000-0000-000. Well construction is 
documented in the driller reports. Additional details on Barber Well No. 1 are reported by 
GeoEngineers (2013).   

• Barber Well No. 1 was drilled and constructed in 1976 by Spokane Drilling Co to a depth of 
860 feet below ground surface (bgs). The construction log indicates that water bearing 
zones were encountered at depths of 70 to 85 feet bgs and 814 to 860 feet bgs at the time of 
drilling. The well was constructed with 16-inch diameter casing extending to a depth of 268 
feet bgs, sealing off the upper aquifer zone which we presume to be associated with the 
younger Saddle Mountains Basalt Formation. We associate the lower water-bearing zone 
with the Wanapum Basalt Formation. This is consistent with the hydrogeologic reporting by 
Packard, et al., (1996) for the USGS test well completed adjacent to Barber Well No. 1, 
which states “geologic material below about 518 feet would correspond with the Wanapum 
basalt Formation and basalt flow about a depth of about 518 feet would correlate with the 
Saddle Mountains Basalt Formation”.  

• Barber Well No. 2 was drilled and constructed in 1978 by Moore Drilling, Inc to a depth of 
990 feet bgs. Based on the as-built drawing for the well provided with the well construction 
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log, water-bearing zones were encountered at 226 to 231 feet bgs, 630 to 656 feet bgs, and 
853 to 860 feet bgs, at the time of drilling. The well construction log indicates the two 
upper (shallower) water-bearing zones were sealed off with 16-inch and 10-inch diameter 
casing. The lower (deeper) water-bearing zone was left open. We interpret the deeper 
water-bearing zone to be competed within the Wanapum Basalt Formation.  

Proposed Point of Withdrawal (Gould Well) 
The Gould Well is constructed in the NW¼, NE¼ of Section 36, Township 8 North, Range 25 East, 
Benton County Tax Parcel ID 1-3685-100-0000-000.  

• The Gould Well was constructed in 1980 by Larry Burd’s Well Drilling to a depth of 1,340 
feet bgs. Both the Saddle Mountains Basalt (0 to 725 feet bgs) and the Wanapum (772 to 
1,340 feet bgs) were encountered during drilling with interbeds of the Ellensburg Formation 
occurring within and between the basalt formations. The entire thickness of the Saddle 
Mountains Basalt and Ellensburg Formation interbeds are sealed off from the well with a 
grout seal extending to a depth of 787 feet bgs. The primary water-bearing zones of the 
Gould Well are located within the Frenchman Springs member of the Wanapum Basalt at 
depths of 1,188 to 1,217 feet bgs and 1,302 to 1,320 feet bgs. 

Same Body of Groundwater and Hydraulic Continuity  
Ecology Policy 2010 Defining and Delineation of Water Sources provides guidance for determining 
the source of water (including same body of public groundwater) for water resources permitting 
decisions. The policy provided guidance for assessing both technical and water right administration 
considerations in determining the source of water. In evaluating changes to groundwater rights, the 
policy described the intent of the same body of public groundwater test as preserving the priority 
system among rights within the same source of water and ensuring reliability of water supply 
during times of shortages.  

Technical Considerations
The Technical Considerations section of Ecology Policy 2010 defines a source of water as a body 
or bodies of water which: 

• Are hydraulically connected; 

• Share a common recharge (catchment) area; 

• Share a common flow regime; and  

• Are isolated from other sources by the presence of effective barriers to hydraulic flow.  

Based on completion depths and review of well log lithology, the Barber Wells authorized under 
Certificate G3-+22306CWRIS and the proposed Gould Well are both documented to be completed 
in the upper portion of the Wanapum Basalt Formation, which are hydraulically connected, receive 
recharge from the overlying formation(s), and share a common flow regime. In addition, based on 
the recent testing completed by DNR (Aspect, 2015), the inferred fault near the Gould Well does 
not act as a barrier to groundwater flow.  
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Water Right Administration Considerations
Water right administration considerations are applied to the same body of public groundwater test 
can include results of water right adjudications, adopted groundwater management area rules, 
adopted watershed plan rules, and adopted instream flow rules. To date, none of these actions have 
been undertaken in the Horse Heaven Hills region.  

Impairment Evaluation
Ecology’s well log and water rights databases were queried to identify water supply wells, 
groundwater claims, and groundwater rights located within an approximately 2-mile radius of the 
Gould Well. Three unique well logs were identified, and based on depth and elevations, are likely 
completed in the shallower Saddle Mountains Basalt aquifer within the search area. Three 
groundwater claims were also identified (Table 1). None of these water right claim records included 
a well log, so completion unit and available drawdown are unknown. 

Table 1. Nearby Groundwater Rights and Wells32820 

WR Record / 
Well Report ID Person/Org. 

Water Right 
Phase 

Priority 
Date 

Well Depth 
(feet)

Well Diameter 
(inches)

137097 Bill Ferris N/A N/A 175 6 

1020646 Dave Sprague N/A N/A 375 6 

1033946 John Somero N/A N/A 400 8 

G4-13658CL Helga M Travis Claim 6/27/1974 N/A N/A 

G4-092271CL Jim F Moone Claim 5/16/1974 N/A N/A 

G4-007622CL 
Horse Heaven 

Ranchers 
Claim 4/19/1954 N/A N/A 

 

According to results from searching Ecology’s databases, no permitted Wanapum Basalt water 
rights or permit-exempt water supply wells are located within the search radius. Moreover, given 
the lack of adopted management rules and the existing appropriation of water in the Horse Heaven 
Hills region and Wanapum aquifer, we believe that permitting the proposed point of withdrawal in 
the Wanapum Basalt aquifer, as long as there is no enlargement of existing water rights and 
impairment to existing rights, is consistent with the intent of Ecology Policy 2010 to preserve the 
priority scheme and avoid conflict between water users.  
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Limitations 
Work for this project was performed for the Scout Clean Energy (Client), and this memorandum 
was prepared in accordance with generally accepted professional practices for the nature and 
conditions of work completed in the same or similar localities, at the time the work was performed. 
This memorandum does not represent a legal opinion. No other warranty, expressed or implied, is 
made. 

All reports prepared by Aspect Consulting for the Client apply only to the services described in the 
Agreement(s) with the Client. Any use or reuse by any party other than the Client is at the sole risk 
of that party, and without liability to Aspect Consulting. Aspect Consulting’s original files/reports 
shall govern in the event of any dispute regarding the content of electronic documents furnished to 
others. 
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Attachment B 
Aspect Consulting Comment Letter 

Clarifying Maximum Allowable Quantities 
  



August 20, 2024 

Ben Carr, Department of Ecology 
Central Regional Office 
1250 W.Alder Street 
Union Gap, WA 98903 

Re: Response to Benton County Conservancy Board (Board) Record of Decision to Scout 
Clean Energy Change Application CG3-22306@1 (BENT-24-01) 

Project No. AS210258B-006 

Dear Mr. Carr: 

Thank you for providing Horse Heaven Wind Farm, LLC and the Washington State Department of 
Natural Resources with the opportunity to comment on the Draft Record of Decision Report of 
Examination (ROD/ROE) for Change Application CG3-22306@1. Because of the short timeframe 
to comment, Aspect Consulting is providing these comments on both parties’ behalf after 
coordinating their collective comments. The comments are related to three issues. The first 
comment pertains to the Board-authorized annual quantity for irrigation and irrigated acreage, 
which the parties believe is inaccurate. The second comment pertains to the Board-authorized 
maximum instantaneous quantities which differs from the historical authorization. The third topic is 
a response to address concerns stated in the Yakama Nation’s letter to Director Laura Watson dated 
August 13, 2024. Details are provided below. 

1. Calculation of maximum annual quantity for irrigation and irrigated acreage
The ROD/ROE’s maximum quantity available for irrigation use (280.8 acre-feet/year) is
calculated as the product of irrigated acreage (70.2 acres) and water duty (4 acre-feet/acre). This
methodology assumes that the irrigated acreage is a set, independent value. Instead, we feel the
total maximum annual quantity should be established first and then partitioned between the
proposed uses. The resulting annual quantity available for irrigation can then be used to
determine the irrigated acreage, based on the water duty, as follows:

• Under the Extent and Validity Analysis, ACQ Analysis and Beneficial Use Reivew
section of the ROD/ROE, the Board has determined that “the total allowed water right
use estimate for Change/Transfer is 502 acre-ft”. We agree with this determination and
it represents fully consumptive use.

• Using the total water right (502 acre-feet/year), the maximum quantity available for
irrigation should be 318 acre-feet/year during the initial three-year period, after
subtracting the quantities for temporary Industrial, Construction, Dust Control (184
acre-feet/year). Then, the quantity should be 490 acre-feet/year after subtracting the
permanent Industrial (12 acre-feet/year; year-round) uses. We request Ecology correct
these irrigation authorizations.

e a r t h + w a t e r Aspect Consulting     1106 North 35th Avenue Yakima, WA 98902    509.895.5957     www.aspectconsulting.com
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• The DNR lessee will grow a variety of crops each year, some with higher water duties 
and some with lower. Because the quantities the Board approved under their ACQ 
methodology are entirely consumptive, there can be no injury from planting a variable 
amount of acres to match the appropriate water duty of the crop. We request that the full 
260.7 acres be retained for this flexibility, which will make the property more attractive 
for DNR lessees, which in turn leads to higher public interest value to support the DNR 
Trust obligations. For example, based on the acre-feet/year volumes above, the DNR 
lessee could irrigate a low duty crop over 260.7 acres at 1.2 acre-feet/acre in the first 3 
years. Thereafter, that duty could increase to 1.9 acre-feet/acre. If a higher duty crop is 
temporarily desired, they can decrease the 260.7 acres to accommodate in those years. 
The metering provision will ensure that the 502 acre-feet/year is not exceeded. At the 
very least, the 260.7 acres should be authorized, and the extent that is developed under 
this new setting should be considered at the certification stage after the development 
schedule. We request Ecology reinstate the 260.7 acres requested. 

2. Maximum instantaneous rate of withdrawal 
The maximum instantaneous rate of withdrawal provided in the ROD/ROE is based on the 
certificated maximum instantaneous duty of 7.5 gpm/acre. The Board applied this 
proportionally to the acreage available for change (125.5 acres), which resulted in a total 
allowed quantity of 918.8 gpm. In the calculation, an irrigated acreage of 70.2 acres (discussed 
above) is used to calculate 526.5 gpm as the maximum gpm allowed for irrigation use.  

However, different crops require different peaking rates, and we believe the Board should have 
also considered the actual withdrawal rates applied by the former DNR lessee. We evaluated 
this using several different approaches. A 2013 report authored by GeoEngineers investigated 
the water right’s point of withdrawal (Barber Well No. 1) through a constant rate and step-rate 
pumping test. During testing, the maximum pumping rate recorded was 1,100 gpm, as 
measured at the start of the pumping test. The report indicates that the Barber Well No. 1 
pumping tests utilized “the existing installed pump and associated discharge piping,” which 
according to the water right holder’s (DNR’s) lease agreements, is a 200-horsepower line-shaft 
turbine pump. However, this test does not account for intermittent peaks which may occur at 
the instantaneous (or minute level scale), which is the standard for the maximum instantaneous 
rate of a groundwater right measured in gpm. 

The maximum pumping rate at the point of withdrawal can also be calculated using the brake 
horsepower equation: 

𝐵𝐵𝐵𝐵𝐵𝐵 =
𝑄𝑄 × 𝑃𝑃

1717 × 𝐸𝐸𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝
 

Where: BHP = Brake horsepower – the power output of the pump 

 Q = Flow rate (gpm) 

 P = pressure (psi) – the total dynamic head  

 Epump = water pump efficiency (typically around 80%) 
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Using estimates of pressure for the center-pivot and typical efficiencies results in approximately 
1,200 gpm, which confirms the relative magnitude of the GeoEngineers test, but we think more 
faithfully includes some conservatism for infrequent peak rates.  

In the Modification to Change Application submitted to the Board on January 16, 2024, the 
applicants requested the instantaneous rate for non-irrigation use be increased to 450 gpm. This 
rate reflects the projected non-irrigation water demand during an 8-hour pumping period. The 
applicant’s request Ecology increase the Board finding as to the permissible instantaneous rate 
to a combined Qi for irrigation and non-irrigation uses not to exceed 1,200 gpm, and the non-
irrigation limit not to exceed 450 gpm. This is still a reduction over the 1,955 gpm originally 
authorized. 

3. Legal authority to transfer groundwater right G3-+22306CWRIS 
One of the issues raised by the Yakama Nation is whether DNR has the appropriate authority 
for this change. They characterize this change as a water right lease only. It is not. Water right 
application G3-+22306CWRIS was submitted by Horse Heaven Wind Farm, LLC. Washington 
DNR is the water right holder of the groundwater right. As proposed in the water right 
application, DNR will lease both the land and water to their new tenant for the purpose of 
irrigation, and access to land and water to Horse Heaven Wind Farm, LLC for the purposes 
described in the application. DNR is the best arbiter of its lease authority for many of the 
reasons outlined in the Yakama Nation letter. 

The Yakama Nation also took issue with the SEPA determination by the Board. In addition to 
the Board’s response, we note that under WAC 197-11-600, an agency with jurisdiction is 
required to use an existing EIS (in this case approved by the Energy Facility Site Evaluation 
Council (EFSEC) unless there are “substantial changes to a proposal so that the proposal is 
likely to have significant adverse environmental impacts.” Agencies are not required to redo or 
supplement an EIS when insignificant or minor changes to a project occur over its life cycle, 
which is the norm. In this case, there is no material issue of impairment by using DNR’s well to 
supply this project. No new land will be disturbed over what EFSEC considered, and no water 
right holder will be deprived of water. While both applicants respect the Yakama Nation’s 
Traditional Cultural Properties, the use of DNR’s well will not alter the project footprint or 
impacts on them beyond what EFSEC already considered.   

We request that Ecology confirm that the EFSEC and Board findings on SEPA are appropriate.  

Sincerely, 
Aspect consulting 
 

 
 

Dan Haller, PE, CWRE 
Senior Principal Engineer  
dan.haller@aspectconsulting.com 

Ryan Mullen, LG 
Project Geologist 
ryan.mullen@aspectconsulting.com 
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Attachment C 
Memorandum from Mike 

Herbert/Washington Department of 
Ecology 



Date:  September 5th, 2024 

To:  Breean Zimmerman (Permitting Unit), and the file 

From: Mike Herbert (Technical Unit), reviewed by John Kirk, L.HG  

RE: Technical Review for Benton County Conservancy Board Decision BENT-24-01 

  

I reviewed the Benton County Water Conservancy Board change decision BENT-24-01. This 
change application requests a change of point of withdrawal (POW), change of place of use 
(POU), change of purpose of use, and change of period of use to ground water right CG3-
+22306CWRIS. CG3-+22306CWRIS authorizes a total annual quantity (Qa) of 1043 acre-
feet per year (afy) and instantaneous quantity (Qi) of1,955 gallons per minute (gpm) for the 
irrigation of 260.7 acres for the irrigation season. The two authorized POWs are Wells 1 and 
2 located in the SW ¼, SW ¼ and SE ¼, NW ¼, of Section 36, Township 7N, Range 25E W.M. 
The existing POU is all within Section 36, Township 07N, Range 25E W.M.  

The proposed POW is a Department of Natural Resources (DNR) well located 
approximately six and a half miles to the north in NW ¼, NE ¼, of Section 36, Township 8N, 
Range 25E W.M. The change of POU expands to cover area within Township 9N, Range 26E. 
W.M., Township 9N, Range 27E. W.M., Township 8N, Range 25E. W.M., Township 8N, Range 
26E. W.M., Township 8N, Range 27E. W.M., Township 7N, Range 26E. W.M., Township 7N, 
Range 27E. W.M., Township 8N, Range 28E. W.M., Township 7N, Range 28E. W.M., 
Township 7N, Range 29E. W.M., Township 7N, Range 30E. W.M., Township 6N, Range 30E. 
W.M., and Township 6N, Range 31E. W.M. The proposed change of use is to facilitate 
operations of the Horse Heaven Clean Energy Center which would combine wind, solar and 
battery storage to produce renewable energy for the State of Washington. The change is for 
1,031 afy at 1805 gpm for seasonal irrigation, a three-year temporary use of 184 afy at 150 
gpm for industrial, construction and dust abatement, and 12 afy at 150 gpm for year-round 
industrial use.   

Authorized POW Well 1 was drilled in 1976 by Spokane Drilling Co for the DNR to a depth of 
860 feet below ground surface (bgs). The well is open to and withdraws from a zone of 
water bearing strata from 814-860 feet bgs. Well 2 was drilled in 1978 by Moore drilling, Inc 
for the DNR to a depth of 990 feet bgs. The drillers log appears to indicate that it is 
withdrawing from a zone of water bearing strata at a similar depth as Well 1. Both Wells 1 
and 2 are completed into the Frenchman Springs Member of the Wanapum Formation of 
the Columbia River Basalt Group (CRBG). 

The proposed DNR POW, referrred to as the Gould well was drilled in 1980 by Larry Burd’s 
Well Drilling to a depth of 1340 feet bgs. The Gould well is open to a productive water 
bearing zone located at the top of the Frenchman Springs Member of the Wanapum 
Formation. There is an inferred fault between the two wells that has not yet been confirmed 



by any geologic mapping. There appears to be no offset of strata in cross section to suggest 
there is any barrier to groundwater flow between the existing authorized wells and the 
proposed well. All three of the wells had similar static water level elevations within them at 
the time of drilling. Both Wells1 and 2 as well as the proposed Gould well are drawing 
groundwater from the Wanapum Formation and are completed in the same body of public 
groundwater for appropriation. 

An impairment analysis is required to determine that drawdown impacts experienced 
within a neighboring well will not lead to impairment due to the authorization of this 
application. This evaluation assumes conservative aquifer parameters and a maximum 
impact pumping schedule to determine the maximum amount of drawdown expected to be 
experienced within a closest neighboring well. After a search of the Department of Ecology 
Well Log Viewer and aerial photography it is determined that in this location of the Horse 
Heaven Hills, there are no neighboring water right users within the Wanapum Formation 
within two miles of the proposed well. 

To withdraw the full annual quantity of 1043 acre-feet by pumping the well at the maximum 
instantaneous rate of 1955 gpm, the well would be pumped continuously for 120.7days. 
Using the most conservative hydraulic aquifer properties reported by the United States 
Geological Survey (USGS) for the Wanapum aquifer, the maximum drawdown interference 
to occur if there were a neighboring well within a distance of two miles would be less than 6 
feet. Assuming moderate aquifer values and there being no identified neighboring wells 
within two miles, exercising this water right under this change would not result in 
interference that would injure the exercise of a neighboring water right.  

 

Mike Herbert 
Hydrogeologist | Water Resources Program 

Department of Ecology | Central Regional Office  

1250 W Alder St 

Union Gap, WA, 98903 

(509) 490-1934 
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Q1: It looks like there are drainages in the general vicinity and will be good to know the name and 
the distance from the ride and parking area.  And what part of 3.4 discusses this area.  As far as I 
can initially tell, this property is not part of the footprint discussed in Chapter 3.4.   

Response: Tetra Tech’s wetland biologist visited the site on 2/25/25 and confirmed that there are no 
bed or banks along the swale feature that is visible on Google Earth to the northwest of the 
proposed new gravel road. Specifically, there are no bed or banks where it intersects with Sellards 
road, nor were there bed or banks further up the swale feature where it gets within 300 feet of the 
potential road and well. Not having bed or banks in either location means that this swale is not 
considered a waterway and is therefore not considered jurisdictional by either the state or the 
county. As a result, in accordance with Benton County’s Critical Areas Ordinance, no setbacks from 
this feature are required. Map and photos are attached to this memo.   

Q2: I checked the FEIS and your information and had trouble finding the information regarding the 
expected number of water truck trips per day.  Could this be seasonal as well? 

Response: Using the estimate provided in the ASC of 220,000 gallons per day, and assuming each 
truck carries 4,000 gallons, on average there would be 55 trucks per day visiting the well site. Since 
water demand would be higher in the dry season, we estimate a potential maximum of 
approximately 80-100 trucks per day between May and October. Minimal truck traffic would occur 
during the rainy season (December-March). During shoulder months (November and April, 
depending on weather), traffic is estimated close to the average of 55 trucks per day. Note that the 
estimate of 220,000 gallons per day reflects construction use only; as described in the ASC, use 
during operations will be much lower. During operations, if panel washing is conducted, it is 
anticipated to be done no more than three times per year with an average of 675,000 gallons of 
water used for each wash (2,025,000 gallons per year). Assuming each wash takes approximately 
two weeks, it is estimated that an average of 14 water trucks per day could access the well site 
during each panel washing occurrence. 

Q3: Are there any plans to fence any part of the facility at Gould Well?  The parking lot, road, well 
site? 

Response: This detail has not been designed yet. To be conservative, we assume there would be a 
fence around the parking area and well site but not along the road.   

Q4: Just want to confirm, the graveled yard is for turn around and some water storage tanks.  Not 
parking?  If parking, would that be a daily thing (vehicles present during work hours) or would 
vehicles like water trucks be parked there.  

Response: During construction, water trucks may be parked either in the graveled yard or at the 
project laydown area overnight or during times when water is not being delivered to the site. Other 
vehicle traffic is not anticipated but occasional project vehicles could visit the well location for 
inspections, maintenance, etc. 

  



Attachment – Photos from Site Visit to Assess Swale Feature 

Figure 1: Photo locations 

 

Figure 2: Photo from Sellards Road looking northeast 

 



 

Figure 3: Photo from upper swale adjacent to potential road, looking northeast 
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