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[8] EFSEC Recommends Approval for
Central Washington Wind Project

A proposed central Washington wind farm has gained
unanimous recommended approval from the state's Energy
Facility Site Evaluation Council. The Desert Claim Wind
Power Project, planned at up to 190 MW capacity for a site
about eight miles northwest of Ellensburg, now awaits a
final state-permitting decision from Gov. Chris Gregoire,
who in 2007 endorsed the nearby Kittitas Valley Wind
Power Project. After a nearly seven-year process, Desert
Claim nears approval, at [13].

CLEARING UP! November 30,2009 ! No. 1418 ! Page 8

[13] EFSEC Recommends Approval for
Central Washington Wind Farm I from [3]
A proposed central Washington wind project has won
unanimous recommended approval from the state's Ener
Facility Site Evaluation Council, and now awaits a final
state-permitting decision from Gov. Chris Gregoire.

; EFSEC voted 7-0 on Nov. 16 to endorse the Desert
Claim Wind Power Project, planned at up to 190-MW
capacity from a maximum 95 turbines to be located on a
5,200-acre site about eight miles northwest of Ellensburg.
would be one of the westernmost wind farms in the
Northwest, and one of the closest to Puget Sound.

EFSEC "has carefully considered the state's need fc

N energy at reasonable cost and the need to minimize

environmental impacts," reads the order recommendinqI
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approval of a site certification agreement for Desert
Claim. "The Council determines that this facility will
provide the region with significant energy benefits while
not resulting in unmitigated, significant adverse
environmental impacts."

State authority to preempt local regulations for
energy siting, as in this case, was affirmed by the
Washington Supreme Court in a landmark November 2008
decision on the nearby Kittitas Valley Wind Power Project.

Project director David Steeb, with developer enXco,
noted this venture dates to early 2003, and has "evolved
a lot over that period."

"] appreciate the hard and thorough work that the council
has done over many months in reviewing the myriad of
areas and recommendations to the governor," Steeb
continued. "Their recommendation, and especially the
unanimous recommendation . . . demonstrates we've done a
job working toward making this a very environmentally
friendly and a community-friendly project."

He added that it also represents an

state Department of Fish and Wildlife. Those deals
cover various mitigation, monitoring and survey
activities, largely for birds and bats.

Most significantly, Kittitas County scrapped its
opposition to Desert Claim. County Commissioner
Paul Jewell told Clearing Up in August, "The tipping
point in settling our differences" was enXco's
participation in and funding for a renewable-energy
research and development collaborative in the county
(CU No. 1404 [2/19]). The state has approved an
Innovation Partnership Zone in the county, administered
by the collaborative (CU No. 1413 [7.5]).

Developer enXco had proposed a minimum setback
between Desert Claim turbines and non-participating
residences of four times turbine height, or an expected
1,640 feet based on 410-foot-tall turbines. In EFSEC's
order the developer is directed "to include concerted
efforts to increase the setbacks of turbines located within
2,500 feet" of such residences, and to erect a maximum
of one per residence within that boundary.

economic boost--consultant

For residences owned by participants in the

. B h fi . . :
ECONorthwest has forecast the project jﬁ%ﬂ;saarinﬁgf azt project, the minimum setback is 625 feet, as
would create 282 jobs and $33 million-plus Y a safety measure.
range of 0.4t0 2.5 bat

in new economic activity statewide during
construction, according to enXco.

deaths per megawatt.

EFSEC also adopted an enXco proposal to
turn off any turbines that would create shadow

enXco hopes to start building and
finish Desert Claim in 2010, Steeb said, although the
timing hinges on Gregoire's decision and, of course,
approval. The governor has 60 days after formally
receiving EFSEC's recommendation to say yes or no to
Desert Claim, or to remand it back to the council.

The EFSEC-endorsed versiorof Desert Claim is
revised from earlier iterations.

The project was initially submitted for Kittitas
County approval in January 2003 as a 180-MW venture.
However, county commissioners rejected it in 2005 as
incompatible with the rural-residential/mixed-
agricultural locale, citing "significant, unavoidable,
adverse" visual impacts as a major concern. Then-
county commissioner David Bowen characterized the
site as a "highly controversial location."

In late 2006, enXco applied to EFSEC for approval
of a slightly different configuration, with fewer turbines
and a smaller and contiguous project area. But the
developer and county officials could not reach accord on a
central dispute over setbacks between turbines and existing
residences of non-project participants. The county wanted
an approximately 2,500-foot minimum setback, while
enXco sought a standard comparable to that applied with
the Kittitas Valley project, roughly 1,600 feet.

The state-permitting process stalled until enXco
returned in early 2009 with the reconfigured Desert
Claim (CU No. 1376 [2/15]). The new plan features
slightly more turbines and capacity (95 turbines and
190 MW versus 90 turbines and 180 MW in the 2006
proposal), and a revised layout that reduces the number
of non-participating residences within 2,500 feet of any
turbines to seven rather than 27.

This past summer, enXco reached a stipulation with
Counsel for the Environment and an agreement with the

flicker on non-participating residences.

The energy siting agency acknowledged "any
commercial-scale wind project will have an effect on area
views," but it cited plans to minimize Desert Claim's
aesthetic impacts. It concluded that "new facilities may
seem out of place in today's landscapes, and fear of
possible consequences of industrial development is natural
and understandable. However, based on the record before
us, we conclude that the mitigations and protective
measures that the Applicant commits to are adequate to
protect the public," including nearby residents.

EFSEC also determined Desert Claim will not create
significant impacts on regional bird and bat populations.
The council anticipates total bird deaths from a 95-turbine
project ranging from 171 to 608 annually, equivalent to
0.9 to 3.2 dead birds per megawatt. Bat deaths are
forecast at 76-475 annually, a range of 0.4 to 2.5 bat
deaths per megawatt.

EFSEC noted the project would bring more
employment and direct/indirect income to the county,
while helping "to ensure that the supply of energy, at a
reasonable cost, is sufficient to ensure people's health
and economic welfare."

Steeb told Clearing Up that prospects for Desert
Claim's generated power are "premature” at this point,
pending final approval.

Earlier this year, he indicated Washington utilities
subject to the state's renewables portfolio standard--
those serving more than 25,000 customers--would be a
prime market. He touted Desert Claim's abundant wind
resource, and the BPA and Puget Sound Energy
transmission lines crossing directly over the site.

Although the EFSEC vote was unanimous, Kittitas
County representative Ian Elliot filed a concurrence with
some pointed comments.
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"l believe the [EFSEC] process is flawed because tl
rights of the local citizens and obligations of EFSEC di
not align," he wrote."As a result, once a project has
been accepted and local permitting has been preempt
the issues of law take precedence over the issues of the
project and how thosessues affect the local citizen or land
owner . . . | believe the project has too high a turbine
density (units per acre) and that we have not adequately
dealt with the visual effect of multiple turbines on relativel
flat terrain as it pertains to local residents."

Alluding to the earlier state approval of locally
controversial Kittitas Valley, Elliot continued: "The vasi
majority of the local populace has taken the attitude
[toward Desert Claim], ‘what difference does it make?
They are going to approve the project anyway, why
bother to get involved?™

As evidence of this attitude, he cited a relative lack
of public involvement and testimony regarding Desert
Claim, compared to Kittitas Valley. "Adequate
safeguards and flexibility are required togtect the
local interests after preeption.”

Elliot concluded: "I concur with the outcome of the
process, given the parameters we weeguired to work
within and applaud the hard work of the council in
trying to deal with some issues they felt were needed t
be addressed but were limited by the evidence of
record" [Mark Ohrenschall].



