
Kittitas County 

Teanaway Solar Reserve 

 

Comments received after August 3, 

2010, submittal to the BOA and before  

August 11, 2010 

   

1.  John A. Storch August 5, 2010 

2.  Stephanie Hansen August 5, 2010 

3.  

Citizens Alliance for Rural 

Teanaway (CART) by James Brose 

August 5, 2010 

4.  

Confederated Tribes and Bands of 

the Yakama Nation by Philip 

Rigdon, Deputy Director 

August 6, 2010 

5.  Bonnie Robbins August 7, 2010 

6.  Robert Robbins August 7, 2010 

7.  Cheri Marusa August 9, 2010 

8.  Rick Hermanson August 10, 2010 

9.  Julie Hermanson August 10, 2010 

 

 

 



































 
 
August 10, 2010 

 

 

 

Kittitas County Board of Adjustment 

205 W. 5th Ave., Suite 108 

Ellensburg, WA  98926-2887 

 

 

 

Dear Sirs and Madam: 

 

My name is Rick Hermanson and my address is 903 Wiehl Road, Cle Elum.  Our 

property borders the proposed Teanaway Solar Reserve.   

 

As I understand it, the job of the Board of Adjusters includes the following: 

 

“To review permit applications to assure that permit approval will not: 

 Be detrimental to the public health, safety, and general welfare; 

 Adversely affect the established character of the surrounding vicinity and 

planned uses; nor 

 Be injurious to the uses, property, or improvements adjacent to, and in the 

vicinity of, the site upon which the proposed use is to be located. 

 That all conditions necessary to mitigate the impacts of the proposed use are 

conditions that are measurable and can be monitored and enforced.” 

 

Without a full Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), there is no possible way that the 

Board can assure us that these basic mandates are met in regard to the Teanaway 

Solar Reserve.   I am baffled as to how this project could even be considered without a 

full EIS!  Without a full EIS, we have no basis for understanding the impact that the TSR 

will have on wildlife, on the aquifer, on wildfire danger, and, perhaps most importantly 

for the citizens of Kittitas County, on the recreation and tourism industry.  I have to ask 

myself, “Why?”   

 

Why? – because of John Rudy, the American Timber Company and TSR have figured 

out how to take advantage of the tax benefits and incentives supplied by the federal 

government.  In the end, whether seeded with private money or not, it is our tax dollars 

and power rates that will pay for this development. 

 



We have done some research and have found that, nationally, the Pacific Northwest 

offers the lowest potential for solar energy.  

 
Within the State, there are numerous sites that could offer a better return on investment.  

But if Kittitas County is determined to lead the way on solar energy, wouldn’t it make 

more sense to locate it in the optimum area of Lower Kittitas County where this 

development has a 10% greater solar production than the proposed site?   

 



Why have they not looked at other sites?  If it were my money – and it is mine, and 

yours, isn’t it? – I would demand that it be spent in the most efficient way possible.   

 

The Teanaway – Greater Cle Elum area is one of the most pristine and beautiful areas 

in the State of Washington.  People come from hundreds of miles to visit, to buy 

vacation homes, and to admire its natural beauty.   The Teanaway is a textbook 

example of the working forests, the outstanding wildlife habitat, and the fragile and 

rapidly disappearing rural environment that makes Central Washington so very 

wonderful.    

 

How are the thousands of visitors a year going to feel about visiting Cle Elum with the 

visual impact of an industrial site in the middle of the forest?  How many jobs will that 

destroy?  Do you know for sure that there is not increased chance of or risk to public 

health in the case of a wildfire?  What kind of impact will this have on the “character of 

the area?”  How can you assure that the TSR will “not be injurious” to the surrounding 

properties?  You can’t tell us – and that’s the problem.  You haven’t done your job.  It’s 

time to fulfill your obligations and demand a full EIS. 

 

Sincerely, 

 
Rick Hermanson 

903 Weihl Road 

Cle Elum, WA  98922 

 

 



August 10, 2010 

 

 

 

Kittitas County Board of Adjustment 

205 W. 5th Ave., Suite 108 

Ellensburg, WA  98926-2887 

 

 

 

Dear Sirs and Madam: 

 

My name is Julie Hermanson and my address is 903 Weihl Road, Cle Elum.  Our 

property borders the proposed Teanaway Solar Reserve.   

 

As I understand it, the job of the Board of Adjustment includes the following: 

 

“To review permit applications to assure that permit approval will not: 

 Be detrimental to the public health, safety, and general welfare; 

 Adversely affect the established character of the surrounding 

vicinity and planned uses; nor 

 Be injurious to the uses, property, or improvements adjacent to, 

and in the vicinity of, the site upon which the proposed use is to 

be located. 

 That all conditions necessary to mitigate the impacts of the proposed 

use are conditions that are measurable and can be monitored and 

enforced.” 

 

One concern I have is WHY THIS LOCATION?  I know that that is not part of 

your duties in determining whether to grant the Conditional Use Permit, but the 

location is not in anyone’s opinion ideal.  We have done some research and have 

found that, nationally, the Pacific Northwest offers the lowest potential for solar 

energy.  

 



Within the State, there are numerous sites that could offer a better return on 

investment.  But if Kittitas County is determined to lead the way on solar energy, 

wouldn’t it make more sense to locate it in the optimum area of Lower Kittitas 

County where this development has a 10% greater solar production than the 

proposed site?   

 
TSR states that they had lots of offers for property for the project, but they 

decided on this property because of proximity to power lines, 300 days of 

sunshine per year, and a willing landowner.  Why did they turn down other sites?  

Are there any other sites?  I don’t think so, because they won’t answer those 

questions, except to say that they don’t have to without an EIS.  The willing 

landowner and the TSR are related companies.  To what extent, they are 

unwilling to disclose.   

 

This site is not ideal, and it brings me to a point that maybe you CAN 

consider when you rule on the CUP. 

 

The Teanaway – Greater Cle Elum area is one of the most pristine and beautiful 

areas in the State of Washington.  People come from hundreds of miles to visit, 

to buy vacation homes, and to admire its natural beauty.   The Teanaway is a 

textbook example of the working forests, the outstanding wildlife habitat, and the 

fragile and rapidly disappearing rural environment that makes Central 

Washington so very wonderful.    

 

How are the thousands of visitors a year going to feel about visiting Cle Elum 

with the visual impact of an industrial site in the middle of the forest?  How many 



tourism and recreational industry jobs will that destroy? That is an “established 

character” of our area.  What about the people who purchase land in order to live 

in a rural area, with wildlife, open spaces, and forests; this will change that 

“established character” of the area.   

 

The Responsible Official for the MDNS states that the project will not change the 

character of the neighborhood because there are only a few homes, and there 

are existing BPA power lines in that area.  First of all, I disagree that it won’t 

change or be injurious to our immediate neighborhood, and there are at least 20 

homes in that area, not including property for sale, so that is definitely more than 

a “few”.  Yes there are existing power lines and they are visible in some areas, 

but not in others. However, I would like to submit that the character of the 

surrounding area that could be “changed” or “injurious” to would be the 

entire surrounding area of Cle Elum, Teanaway, Lookout Mt., Peoh Point, 

etc.  That is truly the surrounding area.  You do not have to accept the 

determination that the “surrounding areas” are only the adjacent property owners. 

 

Without a full Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), there is no possible way 

that the Board can assure us that these basic mandates are met in regard to the 

Teanaway Solar Reserve.   How could this project even be considered without a 

full EIS!  Without a full EIS, we have no basis for understanding the impact that 

the TSR will have on wildlife, on the aquifer, on wildfire danger, and, perhaps 

most importantly for the citizens of Kittitas County, on the recreation and tourism 

industry.   

 

I am asking you to please require the TSR to do a full Environmental Impact 

Statement, including alternative site selection.  I am planning to attend the 

hearing tomorrow night. 

 
 

Sincerely, 
 
Julie Hermanson 
903 Weihl Rd. 
Cle Elum WA 98922 
509-674-3789 
liverpool97@comcast.net 




