


KITTITAS COUNTY FIRE MARSHAL’S OFFICE

411 N. Ruby St., Suite 2, Ellensburg, WA 98926

Office (509) 962-7657 Fax (509) 962-7682

June 14, 2010

Anna Nelson

Community Development Services
411 N. Ruby Street, Suite 2
Ellensburg, WA 98926

Re: Teanaway Solar Reserve Project
Dear Mrs. Nelson:

After conducting the final review of the above named project, | have the foliowing
comments/conditions:

e The minimum road width shall not be less than 20’ in width. The spur roads may have a road
width of 16’ with 4’ turn-outs placed approximately every 1000 feet.

e All cul-de-sacs must have a minimum turning radius of no less than 50'.

e A rescue toboggan with all required accessories, i.e., tow bar w/ spray guard, stretcher, etc.,
shall be made available to emergency services and stored in a readily accessible area in the
operations and maintenance facility on site.

e A Knox box shall be posted on the buildings. Please contact the Fire Marshal's Office for more
information.

e A gated entry shall have a Knox box located at the gate, and the gate must meet minimum
county standards. Please contact the Fire Marshal’s Office for more information.

e A 50 cleared area shall be maintained around the panels, with an additional 50’ of area with
reduced natural vegetation. Trees greater than 4” in diameter are to be limbed up, ladder fuels
are to be removed, dead fall is to be removed, etc.

¢ Any contract with a local fire district, or annexation paperwork shall be submitted prior to any
building construction.

e Inthe event that sprinkler suppression systems and/or alarm systems are to be installed within
the buildings, each system requires a separate permit from the Fire Marshal's Office.

e Review of the final project submittals may include further requirements.

Any questions or concerns regarding fire service features may be directed to the Kittitas County Fire
Marshal's Office. 509-962-7000.

Sincerely, W

Brenda Larsen
Fire Marshal

Prevention e Education e Investigation e Enforcement

Version 2009.2





















ATTACHMENT #1

Comments from Doug Howie (WA Dept of Ecology) on Teanaway Solar Reserve
Hydrologic Analysis Kittitas County, Washington, June 2010, prepared by CH2M-Hill.

1.

The proper name for the Department of Ecology (Ecology) stormwater manual is
“Stormwater Management Manual for Eastern Washington (SWMMEW)” not “Eastern
Washington Stormwater Management Manual”. Please reference the correct name.

Please show the two basin boundaries on the Figure that shows the project boundary. It is
difficult to see what part of drainage basin is the project site and what part is outside the
project site.

I had difficulty confirming the developed CN from the tables you provided. Please show
how the CNs of 73 and 76 were calculated.

The 3-hour storm should not use the “NRCS storm distribution Type 1A” as stated in the
second paragraph of section 5.0. Ecology developed and presented the 3-hour storm
hyetograph in the SWMMEW. | ran the simulations using the correct 3-hour storm
hyetograph and obtained higher peak flows than those shown in the report (see
Attachment #2, 3-hour storm.pdf). The peak flows for the 3-hour storm are lower than
those obtained in the longer rainfall simulations. Please use the correct hyetograph
during the design process.

There is confusion with the 24-hour storm. The report references the NRCS Type 1A
storm and the “Regional Storm” as if they are the same thing. The NRCS Type IA storm
IS a 24-hour storm that has been developed for the western portion of Washington and
Oregon. Rainfall amounts used in simulations of the Type 1A storm are selected directly
from precipitation maps. The “Regional Storm” for the Cle Elum area is a 36-hour storm
and the hyetograph for the storm is shown in Table 4.2.5 of the SWMMEW. To use this
storm you need to multiply the 24-hour rainfall by 1.16 to get the 36-hour rainfall.

As a result of the confusion, a simulation with the Type 1A storm was run with a rainfall
that is 16% higher than required. Thus, there appears to be a composite simulation of the
rainfall for the 36-hour “Regional Storm” and the hyetograph for the NRCS Type IA
storm. | ran an analysis with the Type 1A storm with the increased rainfall and matched
the numbers in the report (see Attachment #3, Type 1A CH_Ecol mult.pdf).

If you run the analysis with either the Type 1A storm and the correct 24-hour rainfall (see
Attachment #4, Type 1A CH mult_Ecol act.pdf ) or the Region 1 storm with the increased
rainfall (see Attachment #5, CH Type IA mult_Ecol regional mult.pdf), the resulting peak
flow rates are lower than the values in the report. Therefore, it appears the numbers in
the report, while not strictly accurate, are conservative and indicate a larger impact than
would be seen with either of the Type IA or Region 1 storm using the correct rainfall
amount. Rainfall volumes are based on the amount of rainfall, and by using the increased
rainfall for the analysis in the report shows a higher volume than would be seen when
using the correct rainfall.



10.

11.
12.

13.

In various locations, text in the report shows the return event information (i.e. 10-year)
for a storm but doesn’t identify the length of the rainfall. Please use the full identification
of the storm i.e. 10-year, 24-hour storm.

When the analysis is run during the design phase of the project, please use the NRCS
Type IA storm with the correct rainfall amount.

In section 5.1, a reference is made to development of the “Stormwater Pollution
Prevention Plan”. In accordance with the SWMMEW, you are required to develop a
“Stormwater Site Plan (SSP)” which includes analysis of both Construction and
Permanent BMPs for the site. The SSP lists eight Core Elements that must be addressed
and submitted to the local jurisdiction.

Please identify the units for the variables in the rain on snow equation on page 12.

In the Summary section the statement “stormwater BMPs will be implemented if
necessary” appears. Stormwater BMPs of some type must be implemented on this
project to provide water quality treatment and control runoff.

I did not find any problem with the analysis done by CH2M-Hill for rain on snow.



ATTACHMENT #2

3-hour storm.pdf

Peak Discharge calculated by Ecology (DCH) using HEC-HMS

2yr-3hr 10yr-3hr 100yr-3hr
Basin | Ecology | ooy | o piffer | E°199Y | crom | w piffer | E19% | cram | w piffer
Regional Regional Regional

Existing

North - - | #DIV/0! 2.04 0.72 183.3% 33.60 24.71 36.0%

South - - | #DIV/0! 4.48 1.92 133.3% 82.41 58.90 39.9%
Proposed

North 0.02 0.05 -60.0% 3.40 1.01| 236.6% 37.44 29.40 27.3%

South 0.22 0.53 -58.5% 21.08 10.36 | 103.5% 125.33 109.23 14.7%
Increase

North 0.02 0.05 -60.0% 1.36 0.29 | 369.0% 3.84 4.69 -18.1%

South 0.22 0.53 -58.5% 16.60 8.44 96.7% 42.92 50.33 -14.7%

Percent Increase
North | #DIV/0! | #DIV/0! | #DIV/0! 66.7% 40.3% 65.5% 11.4% 19.0% -39.8%
South | #DIV/0! | #DIV/0! | #DIV/0! 370.5% | 439.6% -15.7% 52.1% 85.4% -39.1%

% Difference is based on (Ecology-CH2M-Hill)/CH2M-Hill




ATTACHMENT #3

Type 1A CH_Ecol mult.pdf

Peak Discharge calculated by Ecology (DCH) using HEC-HMS
Ecology Uses Type IA storm with Regional Rainfall (1.16 multiplier)

10 yr Storm 25 yr Storm 100 yr Storm

Basin nggi'gr?gl CH2M | % Differ nggi'gr?gl CH2M | % Differ nggi'gr?gl CH2M | % Differ
Existing

North 21.77 21.77 0.0% 39.85 39.85 0.0% 71.52 71.54 0.0%

South 55.98 55.96 0.0% | 102.02| 102.01 0.0% | 183.87| 183.89 0.0%
Proposed

North 24.77 24.78 0.0% 43.75 43.77 0.0% 76.49 76.53 -0.1%

South 89.52 89.52 0.0% | 144.33| 144.34 0.0% | 237.34| 237.38 0.0%

% Difference is based on (Ecology-CH2M-Hill)/CH2M-Hill

CH2M-Hill used 1.16 times 24-hour storm rainfall and the Type 1A storm
Ecology used 1.16 times 24-hour storm rainfall and the Type 1A storm




ATTACHMENT #4

Type 1A CH mult_Ecol act.pdf

Peak Discharge calculated by Ecology (DCH) using HEC-HMS
Ecology Uses Type IA Storm

10 yr Storm 25 yr Storm 100 yr Storm
Basin 00100 | cram | % Differ | S5O0 | cham | % Differ | SSO1°% | cHam | 4 Differ
egional Regional Regional
Existing
North 11.62 21.77 -46.6% 24.58 39.85 -38.3% 49.19 71.54 -31.2%
South 30.43 55.96 -45.6% 63.16 102.01 -38.1% | 125.76 183.89 -31.6%
Proposed
North 13.89 24.78 -43.9% 27.85 43.77 -36.4% 53.41 76.53 -30.2%
South 56.43 89.52 -37.0% 98.36 144.34 -31.9% | 170.07 | 237.38 -28.4%

% Difference is based on (Ecology-CH2M-Hill)/CH2M-Hill

CH2M-Hill used 1.16 times 24-hour storm rainfall with the Type 1A storm
Ecology used actual 24-hour rainfall (CH2M value/1.16)




ATTACHMENT #5

CH Type IA mult_Ecol regional mult.pdf

Peak Discharge calculated by Ecology (DCH) using HEC-HMS
Ecology Uses 36-hr Regional Storm

10 yr Storm 25 yr Storm 100 yr Storm

Basin nggi'gr?gl CH2M | % Differ nggi'gr?gl CH2M | % Differ nggi'gr?gl CH2M | % Differ
Existing

North 15.27 21.77 -29.9% 25.19 39.85 -36.8% 41.96 71.54 -41.3%

South 40.32 55.96 -27.9% 66.66 | 102.01 -34.7% | 111.50 | 183.89 -39.4%
Proposed

North 16.84 24.78 -32.0% 27.09 43.77 -38.1% 44.29 76.53 -42.1%

South 57.86 89.52 -35.4% 87.84 | 144.34 -39.1% | 137.11| 237.38 -42.2%

% Difference is based on (Ecology-CH2M-Hill)/CH2M-Hill

CH2M-Hill used 1.16 times 24-hour storm rainfall with the Type 1A storm
Ecology used CH2M rainfall value and the Regional Storm hyetograph




Linda Brown

From: Anna Nelson

Sent: Thursday, July 08, 2010 7:26 AM

To: Linda Brown ‘

Subject: FW: Teanaway Solar Reserve (TSR) Tecnnical Advisory Committee (TAC) Tree Count
Attachments: TsrTacTreecount.pdf

Pls print

From: Teske, Mark S (DFW) [mailto:Mark.Teske@dfw.wa.gov]

Sent: Wednesday, July 07, 2010 6:11 PM

To: Nichole.Seidell@ch2m.com; Anna Nelson; Larsen, Brenda (DOHi); kirk.holmes@co.kittitas.wa.us;
howard@sawtoothdg.com; jjones@forestllc.com; Jay.Lorenz@ch2m.com; marc.eylar@co.kittitas.wa.us;
MattS@strategies360.com; MAUNEY, MARTY (DNR); Meyer, William R (DFW); Nelson, Travis W (DFW)
Subject: Teanaway Solar Reserve (TSR) Tecnnical Advisory Committee (TAC) Tree Count



July 7, 2010

Ms. Anna Nelson

Kittitas County

Community Development Services
411 N Ruby ST, Suite 2
Ellensburg, WA 98926

Dear Ms. Nelson:

At the most recent Teanaway Solar Reserve (TSR) Technical Advisory Committee (TAC)
meeting, Jeff Jones provided a breakdown of the number of trees, by diameter class, that
currently grow in the areas that will be occupied by the TSR infrastructure.

WDIFW’s understanding of the role of the TAC was that the group was to develop a credible tree
planting plan that would replace trees removed by the development at a 3 to | ratio. The TAC
had been operating with the number 13,000 as the number of trees that would be removed by the
development. Those 13,000 trees multiplied by 3 came to 39.000 trees. The TAC was to
develop a re-vegetation plan (techniques and locations) for that number of trees.

However, in the diameter class breakdown that resulted from the vegetation plots that counted
the trees, the 0 to 3 inch tree diameter category was not included when the 13,000 tree number
was generated. This was new information. Failing to include the 0 to 3 inch tree size category
ignores a significant number of trees. This size class is the exact same size category that will be
planted to replace the trees removed by development of the TSR. No satisfactory explanation
was offered as to why that tree diameter category would not be considered a tree when counting
trees, but would be considered a tree when replanting trees. Remember, numerous large
diameter trees will be removed for this development. Replacing one 16” inch diameter tree with
three (3) seedlings that are not even an inch in diameter is not remotely proportional. To then
undercount the total number of trees to this degree or to declassify as trees whole diameter
classes appears arbitrary. This issue needs to be resolved prior to the completion of the re-
vegetation plan.

Sincerely,

v
P

Mark S. Teske, WDFW Habitat

ce: Perry Harvester, WDEFW Region 3 Habitat Program Manager



Anna Nelson

From: Mandy Weed [mandy weed@co.kittitas. wa.us] on behalf of COS User
S Iplanning@co Kittitas.wa.us)
Co.ént: Monday, July 19, 2010 2:53 PM

To: Dan Valoff; Anna Nelson

Subject: FW: Teanaway Solar Reserve

Mandy Weed

————— Original Message-----

From: lee bates [mailto:bateslee@eburg.com]
Sent: Monday, July 19, 2018 2:34 PM

To: CBS User

Subject: Teanaway Solar Reserve

I recommend you disapprove the Conditional Use permit for the Teanaway Solar reserve for
environmental reasons. The location is not suitable.

It should be located in a non used area like Whiskey Dick where people do not have to look at
it every day. It is out of place. The amount of electricity generated is miniscue. The
payback period is too great.

People are trying to get rich on going green on taxpayer subsidies. It is a waste of taxpayer
money .

Lee Bates

™0 Box 1666
__ilensburg WA 98926
5808 925 5855
batesleef@eburg.com
7-18-1@

Notice: All email sent to this address will be received by the Kittitas County email system
and may be subject to public disclosure under Chapter 42.56 RCW and to archiving and review.

message id: 38eb45916c6dchdac24bb8719dendals























































































