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·1· · · · · · · · · · ·BE IT REMEMBERED that on Wednesday,

·2· ·July 17, 2024, at 621 Woodland Square Loop Southeast,

·3· ·Lacey, Washington, at 1:37 p.m., the following

·4· ·Monthly Meeting of the Washington State Energy

·5· ·Facility Site Evaluation Council was held, to wit:

·6

·7· · · · · · · · · · · ·<<<<<< >>>>>>

·8

·9· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR DREW:· Good afternoon.· This

10· ·is Kathleen Drew, Chair of the -- what am I Chair of?

11· ·No -- the Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council.

12· · · ·My apologies for the technical difficulties here.

13· ·We'll try and get everything into order.

14· · · ·And as we begin, Ms. Grantham, will you call the

15· ·roll.

16· · · · · · · · · · ·MS. GRANTHAM:· Certainly, Chair

17· ·Drew.

18· · · ·Department of Commerce.

19· · · · · · · · · · ·MS. OSBORNE:· Elizabeth Osborne,

20· ·present.

21· · · · · · · · · · ·MS. GRANTHAM:· Department of

22· ·Ecology.

23· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. LEVITT:· Eli Levitt, present.

24· · · · · · · · · · ·MS. GRANTHAM:· Department of Fish

25· ·and Wildlife.



·1· · · ·Department of Natural Resources.

·2· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. YOUNG:· Lenny Young, present.

·3· · · · · · · · · · ·MS. GRANTHAM:· Utilities and

·4· ·Transportation Commission.

·5· · · · · · · · · · ·MS. BREWSTER:· Stacey Brewster,

·6· ·present.

·7· · · · · · · · · · ·MS. GRANTHAM:· Local government and

·8· ·optional State agencies:· For Horse Heaven, we have

·9· ·Benton County, Ed Brost.

10· · · ·I know I saw Mr. Brost online.· If you are

11· ·online, please press pound 6 or star 6.· You might

12· ·have gotten muted.· I will move on for now.

13· · · ·For Badger Mountain, for Douglas County, Jordyn

14· ·Guilio.

15· · · · · · · · · · ·MS. GUILIO:· Jordyn Guilio,

16· ·present.

17· · · · · · · · · · ·MS. GRANTHAM:· For the Wautoma

18· ·Solar project, for Benton County, Dave Sharp.

19· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. SHARP:· Dave Sharp, present.

20· · · · · · · · · · ·MS. GRANTHAM:· Washington State

21· ·Department of Transportation, Paul Gonseth.

22· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. GONSETH:· Paul Gonseth,

23· ·present.

24· · · · · · · · · · ·MS. GRANTHAM:· Hop Hill Solar, for

25· ·Benton County, Paul Krupin.



·1· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. KRUPIN:· Paul Krupin, present.

·2· · · · · · · · · · ·MS. GRANTHAM:· For the Carriger

·3· ·Solar, for Klickitat County, Matt Chiles.

·4· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. CHILES:· Matt Chiles, present.

·5· · · · · · · · · · ·MS. GRANTHAM:· For Wallalu Gap, for

·6· ·Benton County, Adam Fyall.

·7· · · ·And I will circle back for Benton County, for

·8· ·Horse Heaven.· Mr. Brost, are you able to unmute

·9· ·yourself?

10· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. BROST:· I hope so.

11· · · · · · · · · · ·MS. GRANTHAM:· We can hear you.

12· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. BROST:· This is Ed.· Can you

13· ·hear me?

14· · · · · · · · · · ·MS. GRANTHAM:· Yes.

15· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. BROST:· Okay.· Super.

16· · · · · · · · · · ·MS. GRANTHAM:· Thank you.

17· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. BROST:· Thank you.

18· · · · · · · · · · ·MS. GRANTHAM:· Okay.· Moving down

19· ·to assistant attorney generals.· Jon Thompson.

20· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. THOMPSON:· Present.

21· · · · · · · · · · ·MS. GRANTHAM:· Jenna Slocum.

22· · · · · · · · · · ·MS. SLOCUM:· Present.

23· · · · · · · · · · ·MS. GRANTHAM:· Zack Packer.

24· · · ·Administrative law judges.· Adam Torem.

25· · · · · · · · · · ·ALJ TOREM:· Hi.· This is Judge



·1· ·Torem.· Can you hear me?

·2· · · · · · · · · · ·MS. GRANTHAM:· Yes, we can.· Thank

·3· ·you.

·4· · · ·Laura Bradley.

·5· · · · · · · · · · ·ALJ BRADLEY:· Judge Bradley,

·6· ·present.

·7· · · · · · · · · · ·MS. GRANTHAM:· Dan Gerard.

·8· · · ·And Travis Dupree.

·9· · · ·Moving on to EFSEC staff.· I will be calling

10· ·those who may be anticipated to speak today.

11· · · ·Sonia Bumpus.

12· · · · · · · · · · ·MS. BUMPUS:· Sonia Bumpus, present.

13· · · · · · · · · · ·MS. GRANTHAM:· Ami Hafkemeyer.

14· · · · · · · · · · ·MS. HAFKEMEYER:· Present.

15· · · · · · · · · · ·MS. GRANTHAM:· Amy Moon.

16· · · · · · · · · · ·MS. MOON:· Amy Moon, present.

17· · · · · · · · · · ·MS. GRANTHAM:· Sara Randolph.

18· · · · · · · · · · ·MS. RANDOLPH:· Present.

19· · · · · · · · · · ·MS. GRANTHAM:· Sean Greene.

20· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. GREENE:· Present.

21· · · · · · · · · · ·MS. GRANTHAM:· Lance Caputo.

22· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. CAPUTO:· Present.

23· · · · · · · · · · ·MS. GRANTHAM:· John Barnes.

24· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. BARNES:· Present.

25· · · · · · · · · · ·MS. GRANTHAM:· Joanne Snarski.



·1· · · · · · · · · · ·MS. SNARSKI:· Present.

·2· · · · · · · · · · ·MS. GRANTHAM:· And Zia Ahmed.

·3· · · ·Moving on to operational updates.· Excuse me.

·4· ·Kittitas Valley wind project.

·5· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. CASEDAY:· Jarred Caseday,

·6· ·present.

·7· · · · · · · · · · ·MS. GRANTHAM:· Wild Horse Wind

·8· ·Power Project.

·9· · · ·Grays Harbor Energy Center.

10· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. SHERIN:· Chris Sherin's

11· ·present.

12· · · · · · · · · · ·MS. GRANTHAM:· Chehalis Generation

13· ·Facility.

14· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. SMITH:· Jeremy Smith, present.

15· · · · · · · · · · ·MS. GRANTHAM:· Columbia Generating

16· ·Station.

17· · · · · · · · · · ·MS. HALL:· Katie Hall, present.

18· · · · · · · · · · ·MS. GRANTHAM:· Columbia Solar.

19· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. CUSHING:· Thomas Cushing,

20· ·present.

21· · · · · · · · · · ·MS. GRANTHAM:· And Goose Prairie

22· ·Solar.

23· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. McNELIS:· Patrick McNelis,

24· ·present.

25· · · · · · · · · · ·MS. GRANTHAM:· And then do we have



·1· ·anyone present for the counsel for the environment?

·2· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. SHERMAN:· Yes.· This is Bill

·3· ·Sherman.· I'm pinch hitting today for Yuriy Korol and

·4· ·Sarah Reyneveld.

·5· · · · · · · · · · ·MS. GRANTHAM:· Thank you.

·6· · · ·Chair, we have a quorum for all of the councils.

·7· ·Thank you.

·8· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR DREW:· Thank you.

·9· · · ·Council, in front of us, we have the proposed

10· ·agenda.

11· · · ·Is there a motion to adopt the proposed agenda?

12· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. YOUNG:· Lenny Young.· So moved.

13· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR DREW:· Second?

14· · · · · · · · · · ·MS. BREWSTER:· Stacey Brewster.

15· ·Second.

16· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR DREW:· All those in favor,

17· ·say "aye."

18· · · · · · · · · · ·MULTIPLE SPEAKERS:· Aye.

19· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR DREW:· Opposed?

20· · · ·The minutes are -- excuse me.· The agenda is

21· ·approved.

22· · · ·Moving on to the meeting minutes.· You have in

23· ·front of you the June 20th, 2024, monthly council

24· ·meeting minutes.

25· · · ·Is there a motion to approve those minutes?



·1· · · · · · · · · · ·MS. OSBORNE:· Elizabeth Osborne.

·2· ·So moved.

·3· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR DREW:· Thanks.

·4· · · ·Second?

·5· · · · · · · · · · ·MS. BREWSTER:· Stacey Brewster.

·6· ·Second.

·7· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR DREW:· Thanks.

·8· · · ·I have two edits/changes to the minutes.

·9· · · ·One is on Page 45, Line 24.· The word "habit"

10· ·should be "habitat."

11· · · ·And on Page 47, Line 25, the word "thee,"

12· ·t-h-e-e, should be "tree."

13· · · ·All those in favor of approving the minutes as

14· ·amended, please say "aye."

15· · · · · · · · · · ·MULTIPLE SPEAKERS:· Aye.

16· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR DREW:· Opposed?

17· · · ·The minutes are approved as amended.

18· · · ·Moving on to our operational updates.· Kittitas

19· ·Valley wind project.· Mr. Caseday.

20· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. CASEDAY:· Good afternoon, Chair

21· ·Drew, EFSEC Council, and staff.· This is Jarred

22· ·Caseday with EDP Renewables for Kittitas Valley wind

23· ·power project.

24· · · ·We had nothing nonroutine to report for the

25· ·period.



·1· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR DREW:· Thank you.

·2· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. CASEDAY:· Thank you.

·3· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR DREW:· Wild Horse Wind Power

·4· ·Project.· Ms. Randolph.

·5· · · · · · · · · · ·MS. RANDOLPH:· Thank you.

·6· · · ·Good afternoon, Chair Drew and Council members.

·7· ·For the record, this is Sara Randolph, site

·8· ·specialist, for Wild Horse.

·9· · · ·The facility update is provided in your packet.

10· ·There were no nonroutine updates to report.

11· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR DREW:· Thank you.

12· · · ·Moving on to Chehalis Generation Facility.

13· ·Mr. Smith.

14· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. SMITH:· Good afternoon, Chair

15· ·Drew, Council members, and staff.· This is Jeremy

16· ·Smith, the operations manager, representing the

17· ·Chehalis Generation Facility.

18· · · ·I do not have anything nonroutine to note for the

19· ·month of June.

20· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR DREW:· Thank you.

21· · · ·Grays Harbor Energy Center.· Mr. Sherin.

22· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. SHERIN:· Good afternoon, Chair

23· ·Drew, Council members, and EFSEC staff.· This is

24· ·Chris Sherin, plant manager, with Grays Harbor Energy

25· ·Center.



·1· · · ·For the month of June, the only nonroutine item

·2· ·we had -- had to report is that we did -- Grays

·3· ·Harbor Energy Center made EFSEC staff aware of three

·4· ·emission exceedances during start-ups following our

·5· ·hot gas path inspection or major gas turbine work and

·6· ·upgrades during our annual maintenance outage.

·7· · · ·I believe the issues other -- all but the third

·8· ·event have been resolved.· The third event was just

·9· ·CO on a star-up/shutdown limit of 500 pounds was

10· ·exceeded.· So Grays Harbor Energy Center is currently

11· ·working with the gas turbine equipment manufacturer

12· ·to determine the cause of these emissions events and

13· ·ensure a resolution.

14· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR DREW:· Thank you.

15· · · ·Are there any questions?

16· · · · · · · · · · ·MS. RANDOLPH:· Chair.

17· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR DREW:· Go ahead.

18· · · · · · · · · · ·MS. RANDOLPH:· We -- this is Sara

19· ·Randolph.· We had one other update.

20· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR DREW:· Yes.

21· · · · · · · · · · ·MS. RANDOLPH:· The EPA has reviewed

22· ·the air operating permit, or the AOP, and has no

23· ·objections.· The Council action to vote on the

24· ·issuance of the permit was open for public comment,

25· ·and none were received.· Staff recommend that the
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·1· ·Council vote to issuance [sic] the amended AOP.

·2· · · ·There are no other updates.

·3· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR DREW:· Okay.· So we go ahead

·4· ·and make a motion to approve the Title V AOP for the

·5· ·Grays Harbor project.

·6· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. LEVITT:· Can I just --

·7· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. YOUNG:· Lenny Young.

·8· · · ·Go ahead, Eli.

·9· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. LEVITT:· Yeah.· Just a quick

10· ·question to make sure.

11· · · ·So there were no public comments, but I also want

12· ·to make sure that no members of the community or

13· ·public asked for a public hearing; is that correct?

14· · · · · · · · · · ·UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:· That is

15· ·correct.

16· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. LEVITT:· Okay.· Thank you.

17· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR DREW:· Mr. Young.

18· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. YOUNG:· Lenny Young.· So moved.

19· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR DREW:· Thank you.

20· · · ·Second?

21· · · · · · · · · · ·MS. BREWSTER:· Stacey Brewster.

22· ·Second.

23· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR DREW:· Are there any comments

24· ·or questions?

25· · · ·All those in favor, signify by saying "aye."



·1· · · · · · · · · · ·MULTIPLE SPEAKERS:· Aye.

·2· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR DREW:· Opposed?

·3· · · ·Motion carries.· Thank you.· And thank you,

·4· ·staff, for all of your work on this as well.

·5· · · ·Moving on to Columbia Solar operational --

·6· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. CUSHING:· Good afternoon --

·7· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR DREW:· -- update.

·8· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. CUSHING:· -- Chair --

·9· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR DREW:· Mr. Cushing.

10· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. CUSHING:· Good afternoon, Chair

11· ·Drew, Council members, EFSEC staff.· This is Thomas

12· ·Cushing speaking on behalf of Columbia Solar.

13· · · ·There are no nonroutine updates to report.

14· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR DREW:· Thank you.

15· · · ·Columbia Generating Station.· Ms. Hall.· Is that

16· ·correct?

17· · · · · · · · · · ·MS. HALL:· Yes, that is correct.

18· · · ·Good afternoon, Chair Drew, Council members, and

19· ·EFSEC staff.· This is Katie Hall speaking on behalf

20· ·of Columbia Generating Station and Washington Nuclear

21· ·Project 1 and 4.

22· · · ·There are no nonroutine items to report for

23· ·either Columbia Generating Station or the Washington

24· ·Nuclear Project 1 and 4, which is also commonly known

25· ·as the Industrial Development Complex.· Thank you.



·1· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR DREW:· Thank you.· Thank you.

·2· · · ·Goose Prairie Solar.· Patrick, I didn't catch

·3· ·your last name.

·4· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. McNELIS:· Patrick McNelis.· I'm

·5· ·filling in for Jacob Crist.

·6· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR DREW:· Thank you.

·7· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. McNELIS:· And good afternoon,

·8· ·EFSEC staff and Council.

·9· · · ·Project is on schedule.· Upcoming milestones are

10· ·a 90-day soak.· That's TBD when it's going to start.

11· ·Goose Prairie is considered mechanically complete.

12· ·On or around September 30th, we'll get sign-off from

13· ·Utility for COD.

14· · · ·All major scope items are complete.· Cleanup

15· ·items are current.· Punch list items are completed.

16· ·Hot commissioning and BPA testing remains.· O&M site

17· ·certificate deliverables in draft with Brookfield and

18· ·O&M from Tetra Tech.

19· · · ·For environmental compliance, no discharge on the

20· ·site reported in June.· Frequent monitoring is

21· ·occurring through WSP, with no findings reported for

22· ·June other than some filter socks that needed

23· ·replaced.

24· · · ·During upcoming projects, O&M office building

25· ·permit has been submitted to Yakima County with EFSEC



·1· ·on copy.· And currently we're preparing for a

·2· ·transition to Brookfield operations, and a new

·3· ·contract list is in draft and will be provided as

·4· ·soon as possible.

·5· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR DREW:· Thank you.

·6· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. McNELIS:· And no further

·7· ·updates.· Thank you.

·8· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR DREW:· High Top and Ostrea.

·9· ·Ms. Randolph.

10· · · · · · · · · · ·MS. RANDOLPH:· Thank you, Chair

11· ·Drew, Council members.· For the record, this is Sara

12· ·Randolph, site specialist, for High Top and Ostrea.

13· · · ·EFSEC staff are continuing to work with the

14· ·certificate holder and our contractors to review and

15· ·refine pre-construction plans.· In particular, staff

16· ·are coordinating with the certificate holder on final

17· ·revisions to the initial site restoration plan, or

18· ·the ISRP, which will come to the Council for review

19· ·for the August Council meeting and approval once

20· ·fully refined.

21· · · ·There are no further updates at this time.

22· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR DREW:· Thank you.

23· · · ·And, again, that's for the Ostrea project?

24· · · · · · · · · · ·MS. RANDOLPH:· Correct.· Yes.

25· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR DREW:· Okay.· Badger Mountain



·1· ·project update.· Ms. Snarski.

·2· · · · · · · · · · ·MS. SNARSKI:· Thank you, Chair

·3· ·Drew.· And good afternoon, Council members.· For the

·4· ·record, this is Joanne Snarski, the siting

·5· ·specialist, for Badger Mountain Solar.

·6· · · ·On June 27th, EFSEC received a formal request

·7· ·from Avangrid Renewables, the applicant, to place all

·8· ·project activities on hold for the next two to three

·9· ·months.· As you will see in your Council packet, they

10· ·stated that they intend to reevaluate public

11· ·comments, including from project landowners and

12· ·affected tribal nations.· This request has paused the

13· ·development of the draft environmental impact

14· ·statement, wetlands characterization, and the

15· ·cultural resources survey.

16· · · ·I can answer any questions.

17· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR DREW:· Thank you.

18· · · ·So we were in the midst of a cultural resources

19· ·survey, so we're stopping at midstream.

20· · · ·How much more work was left to be done on that?

21· · · · · · · · · · ·MS. SNARSKI:· I would say

22· ·approximately two-thirds to half.

23· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR DREW:· Was left?

24· · · · · · · · · · ·MS. SNARSKI:· Was remaining.

25· ·Correct.



·1· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR DREW:· Okay.· Thank you.

·2· · · ·Any other questions from Council members?

·3· · · ·Thank you.

·4· · · ·Moving on to Wautoma Solar project update.

·5· ·Mr. Caputo.

·6· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. CAPUTO:· Am I coming through?

·7· ·Very good.

·8· · · ·Thank you, Chair Drew and Council members.· On

·9· ·June 9th, 2022, Innergex Renewable Development USA,

10· ·LLC, submitted its application for site certification

11· ·for the Wautoma Solar energy project to the Council

12· ·for our review and your recommendation to the

13· ·governor.· The Council convened its land-use

14· ·consistency hearing on August 8, 2022.· On November

15· ·15, 2022, the Council issued its final order, project

16· ·inconsistent with land-use regulations, and set the

17· ·matter for adjudication.

18· · · ·Since the Council found the project inconsistent

19· ·with the County's land-use provisions, an

20· ·adjudicative proceeding must be held to determine if

21· ·the Council should recommend to the governor

22· ·preemption of the County's land-use provisions and

23· ·site the facility.

24· · · ·Because the EFSEC SEPA responsible official

25· ·issued a mitigated determination of nonsignificance



·1· ·for this project in May of this year, the

·2· ·adjudication can and has been limited to the issues

·3· ·surrounding land use pursuant to RCW 80.50.090,

·4· ·Section 4, Subsection b.· A prehearing conference was

·5· ·notified on July 2nd and is scheduled for next week

·6· ·on July 22nd.

·7· · · ·May I answer any questions?

·8· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR DREW:· Are there any

·9· ·questions for Mr. Caputo?

10· · · ·Thank you.

11· · · ·Hop Hill Solar Project.· Mr. Barnes.

12· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. BARNES:· Thank you, Chair Drew

13· ·and Council members.· For the record, this is John

14· ·Barnes, EFSEC staff, for the Hop Hill application.

15· · · ·Work is continuing with the applicant to complete

16· ·studies and reports needed to make a SEPA

17· ·determination.· We continue to coordinate and review

18· ·the application with our contractor, contracted

19· ·agencies, and tribal governments.

20· · · ·Are there any questions?

21· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR DREW:· Do I remember

22· ·correctly that it is Hop Hill Solar that was looking

23· ·at perhaps an addition to the application?

24· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. BARNES:· That is correct.

25· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR DREW:· Okay.· Just to remind



·1· ·everyone.· Okay.· Thank you.

·2· · · · · · · · · · ·MS. HAFKEMEYER:· To clarify, Chair

·3· ·Drew, that has been informally communicated to staff,

·4· ·but we have not seen anything formally submitted yet.

·5· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR DREW:· Okay.· Thank you.

·6· · · ·Carriger Solar.· Ms. Snarski.

·7· · · · · · · · · · ·MS. SNARSKI:· Thank you, Chair

·8· ·Drew.· Again, this is Joanne Snarski, the siting

·9· ·specialist, for Carriger Solar.

10· · · ·We have -- EFSEC staff have been discussing the

11· ·proposed mitigation in the revised visual impacts

12· ·assessment provided to us by the applicant.· Staff

13· ·believe the applicant's mitigation proposal will

14· ·reduce significant impacts to visual aesthetics.· We

15· ·anticipate the final revised visual impact assessment

16· ·to be provided this week.· It will then be posted on

17· ·the Carriger website.

18· · · ·Additionally, EFSEC staff received final approval

19· ·of the cultural resource survey report from the

20· ·Department of Archaeology and Historic Preservation

21· ·and the Yakama Nation Cultural Resources Program.

22· · · ·The next step for us is to complete the final

23· ·SEPA determination -- or excuse me -- in -- the next

24· ·step in determining this final SEPA determination is

25· ·for us to -- to receive the traditional cultural



·1· ·property study that we've contracted with directly

·2· ·with the Yakama Nation's Cultural Resources Program.

·3· ·We expect this work to be completed in December 2024.

·4· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR DREW:· So we will wait for

·5· ·the conclusion of that study before --

·6· · · · · · · · · · ·MS. SNARSKI:· The final SEPA

·7· ·determination.

·8· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR DREW:· -- the final SEPA

·9· ·determination.

10· · · · · · · · · · ·MS. HAFKEMEYER:· If I could jump in

11· ·again.· For the record, this is Ami Hafkemeyer.

12· · · ·If the Council will recall, when the applicant

13· ·submitted an extension request letter, they requested

14· ·an extension to allow for the completion of the study

15· ·and then some additional time for discussions with

16· ·the Yakama Nation depending on the findings of that

17· ·study to identify mitigation.

18· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR DREW:· Thank you.

19· · · ·Okay.· Moving on to Wallula Gap project update.

20· ·Mr. Barnes.

21· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. BARNES:· Thank you, Chair Drew

22· ·and Council members.· For the record, this is John

23· ·Barnes, EFSEC staff, for the Wallula Gap application.

24· · · ·Staff has developed and sent on July 2nd, 2024,

25· ·Data Request No. 1.· Staff are continuing to review



·1· ·the application with our contractor, contracted

·2· ·agencies, and tribal governments.

·3· · · ·Are there any questions?

·4· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR DREW:· Any questions?· Thank

·5· ·you.

·6· · · ·Whistling Ridge.· Mr. Caputo.

·7· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. CAPUTO:· Thank you, Chair Drew

·8· ·and Council members.

·9· · · ·In September 2023, EFSEC received two petitions

10· ·from Twin Creek Timber, LLC, regarding the Whistling

11· ·Ridge energy project.· The first petition seeks

12· ·approval to transfer ownership of the site

13· ·certification agreement from SDS Lumber to Twin Creek

14· ·Timber.· The second petition seeks an approval to

15· ·extend the expiration date of the site certification

16· ·agreement until November of 2026.

17· · · ·Last month, the Council directed staff to prepare

18· ·a draft order for consideration at today's meeting.

19· ·It is included in your information packets.· The

20· ·public was notified of pending Council action on this

21· ·project.· One comment was received from the Friends

22· ·of the Columbia Gorge.

23· · · ·Based upon this comment, some edited -- some

24· ·edits are proposed for Council consideration.· Edits

25· ·included corrections of the spelling of names,



·1· ·citations of applicable rules, and rewording of

·2· ·sentences to provide clarity.· There is a red-line

·3· ·copy of the order in your packets.· I will now

·4· ·quickly go through the proposed changes individually.

·5· · · ·On Page 1 of the order, some edits are proposed

·6· ·to add clarity to the ownership of the company and

·7· ·correct the spelling of Mr. Spadaro's name.

·8· ·Corrections to the spelling of his name are carried

·9· ·throughout the document.

10· · · ·On Page 2, it contains an additional grammatical

11· ·correction removing the possessive from "TCT."

12· · · ·Page 3, corrected a citation to refer to the

13· ·entirety of the section of the Washington

14· ·Administrative Code as well as a minor edit for

15· ·readability.

16· · · ·Page 5 contains in the footnote a correction of

17· ·the characterization of the position of Friends of

18· ·the Gorge.

19· · · ·Staff request the Council approve the order as

20· ·amended.

21· · · ·May I answer any questions?

22· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR DREW:· Any questions for

23· ·Mr. Caputo?

24· · · ·Council members, this is an issue which we

25· ·discussed at last meeting and had the -- held the



·1· ·public hearings as well.

·2· · · ·Is there a motion to approve the order which

·3· ·denies the request for approval of transfer of

·4· ·control and for an extension of site certifications

·5· ·expiration date and declares the SCA expired and

·6· ·denies as moot the Friends of Columbia Gorge's

·7· ·petition for an adjudicative proceeding on TCT's

·8· ·transfer and extension request?

·9· · · ·Is there a motion to approve?

10· · · · · · · · · · ·MS. BREWSTER:· Stacey Brewster.· So

11· ·moved.

12· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. LEVITT:· Eli Levitt.· Second.

13· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR DREW:· Thank you.

14· ·Discussion?

15· · · ·I think we did talk about this quite a bit at the

16· ·last meeting.· And the Council unanimously was

17· ·thinking at that point in time that the company did

18· ·not meet the requirements for the approval of

19· ·transfer of control and, therefore, an extension of

20· ·the site certification.

21· · · ·This is all laid out in the -- in the Council

22· ·order.· So approving the order, I should change the

23· ·motion, if you-all agree, that we are approving an

24· ·order, No. 893.

25· · · ·All those in favor of Council Order 893, please



·1· ·say "aye."

·2· · · · · · · · · · ·MULTIPLE SPEAKERS:· Aye.

·3· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR DREW:· All those opposed?

·4· ·The order is approved.· Thank you.

·5· · · ·We are now moving on to Horse Heaven Wind Farm

·6· ·project update.

·7· · · ·For those Council members who are not present, if

·8· ·you could turn on your cameras so that when we have

·9· ·questions or we have discussion, I can better see

10· ·when you are interested in making a comment.

11· · · ·Mr. Brost, I don't know if you're able to, but we

12· ·will keep track of you.· Okay?

13· · · ·Project update.· Ms. Moon.

14· · · · · · · · · · ·MS. MOON:· Good afternoon, Council

15· ·Chair Drew and EFSEC Council members.· For the

16· ·record, this is Amy Moon reporting on the Horse

17· ·Heaven wind project.

18· · · ·EFSEC staff continue to address feedback and

19· ·comments provided by the governor's office and the

20· ·EFSEC Council on the Horse Heaven recommendation

21· ·report.· Sean Greene, EFSEC staff, has prepared a

22· ·slide presentation in response to Council questions

23· ·and requests stemming from the June 20th Council

24· ·meeting.· And I'm just going to introduce Sean.

25· · · ·Sean, your turn.



·1· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. GREENE:· Thank you.

·2· · · ·All right.· I'm going to share my screen.· Okay.

·3· ·That looks like it's displaying.

·4· · · ·So as Amy mentioned, at the previous Council

·5· ·meeting, the Council directed staff to identify

·6· ·mitigation alternatives in relation to mitigation

·7· ·options that were included within the draft site

·8· ·certification agreement that were identified by the

·9· ·governor's office as potentially reducing the

10· ·production potential (audio interference) -- are we

11· ·okay?

12· · · ·Okay.· So following that guidance, staff have

13· ·identified several mitigation alternatives to

14· ·replace, supplement, or pull back on the mitigation

15· ·measures that were identified as having that

16· ·potential of reducing production potential of the

17· ·project.

18· · · ·To begin with, we're going to -- well, we're

19· ·going to go through several resource areas that were

20· ·affected in a mitigative sense from the SCA regarding

21· ·project impacts, the first of which is priority

22· ·habitat.

23· · · ·As a brief on non-exclusion mitigation measures

24· ·that were included within the FEIS and subsequently

25· ·incorporated into the SCA, there were several,



·1· ·including Vegetation-1, which required that tree

·2· ·removal be avoided where possible and mitigated where

·3· ·necessary;

·4· · · ·Vegetation-4, which requires an as-built report

·5· ·and revegetation monitoring to ensure success of

·6· ·revegetation and shrub-steppe restoration;

·7· · · ·Vegetation-7, which require the preparation and

·8· ·execution of a detailed site restoration plan and

·9· ·revegetation plan, which, again, encompassed priority

10· ·habitat;

11· · · ·and Habitat-5 and -8, which outlined the process

12· ·through which an assessment of indirect habitat loss

13· ·and alteration would take place and outlined how

14· ·compensatory mitigation would be developed.

15· · · ·All of these measures and any other measures

16· ·outlined in this presentation are included in their

17· ·full text within your -- your Council packet.

18· · · ·So for priority habitat, the draft SCA measure

19· ·that was identified as potentially reducing energy

20· ·production potential of the project was

21· ·Vegetation-10.· This was a measure that was crafted

22· ·by the Council following the publication of the final

23· ·environmental impact statement and, in essence,

24· ·prohibited the siting of solar arrays on rabbitbrush,

25· ·shrubland, or WDFW-designated priority habitat types,



·1· ·of which the only one on-site would be shrub-steppe

·2· ·or this project.

·3· · · ·The result of this measure, if implemented, would

·4· ·reduce the proposed solar siting area.· And as a

·5· ·reminder, that is the total area in which all solar

·6· ·arrays could be sited, but the final footprint of the

·7· ·solar arrays would not encompass the entire solar

·8· ·siting area.

·9· · · ·Approximately 5200 acres of solar arrays are

10· ·proposed by the applicant to be sited, and of those,

11· ·75 percent -- or pardon me -- 75 acres, or about 1

12· ·and a half percent, would be excluded from site --

13· ·their current -- siting on their current footprint by

14· ·this measure.· Though it should be noted that there

15· ·is the option for the applicant to relocate

16· ·prohibited solar arrays to a different area of the

17· ·solar siting area where they would not impact these

18· ·habitat types.

19· · · ·In regards to the alternatives proposed by staff,

20· ·there -- what you see on the screen are essentially

21· ·the options:· Either eliminating Vegetation-10 and

22· ·allowing for siting on these areas with the other

23· ·measures that were included in the final

24· ·environmental impact statement and draft SCA, which

25· ·are inclusive of applicant commitments to implement



·1· ·compensatory mitigation for any impacts to designated

·2· ·habitat types; or retaining the language from the

·3· ·draft SCA, which would continue to exclude

·4· ·approximately 10 percent of the solar siting area and

·5· ·1 and a half percent of the proposed solar footprint.

·6· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR DREW:· Mr. Brost.· Or I'm

·7· ·sorry.· Who has the hand raised?

·8· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. YOUNG:· Chair Drew, this is

·9· ·Lenny Young.

10· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR DREW:· Hi.

11· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. YOUNG:· Could you -- could you

12· ·clarify?· I think you characterized what we're

13· ·looking at as staff proposals.· Are these -- or

14· ·excuse me.· Staff recommendations.· Are these staff

15· ·recommendations, or are these just possibilities that

16· ·staff is sharing with the Council?

17· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR DREW:· So, Ms. Bumpus, would

18· ·you like to take that question?

19· · · · · · · · · · ·MS. BUMPUS:· Yes.· For the record,

20· ·this is Sonia Bumpus.

21· · · ·The PowerPoint presentation revisits what's --

22· ·what was in the FEIS and what was in the draft site

23· ·certification agreement sent to the governor.· And in

24· ·some cases, we have offered an alternative to those

25· ·for discussion by the Council.



·1· · · ·Vegetation-10 does not have another option that

·2· ·we created for you to consider.· We really just

·3· ·wanted to show here the -- the difference between

·4· ·what the measures in the FEIS for priority habitat

·5· ·were versus those measures in addition to Veg-10,

·6· ·which was drafted by the Council.· This is --

·7· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. YOUNG:· Yeah.

·8· · · · · · · · · · ·MS. BUMPUS:· I'll just add that

·9· ·this isn't a measure that, in the staff's view, we

10· ·found to have a significant difference in the overall

11· ·output of the project.· As Mr. Greene mentioned,

12· ·there is the possibility of relocation even with

13· ·Veg-10 in place.· And so we really didn't --

14· ·ultimately didn't really see that this was one that

15· ·had a substantial impact on the build-out.· But

16· ·nonetheless, it does have some role in affecting the

17· ·potential build-out.

18· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. YOUNG:· Yeah, understood.

19· · · · · · · · · · ·MS. BUMPUS:· Is that -- mm-hmm.

20· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. YOUNG:· I think I heard

21· ·Mr. Greene, though, refer to this as a staff

22· ·recommendation.· And I just was looking for clarity

23· ·on whether what we're being presented this afternoon

24· ·is analysis without a recommendation or, in fact, is

25· ·a staff recommendation.



·1· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. GREENE:· You are correct.

·2· ·These are not intended to be staff recommendations.

·3· ·If I used that terminology, that was incorrect.· We

·4· ·went back and reviewed resource areas where the

·5· ·Council had identified mitigation beyond those in

·6· ·the -- the FEIS, which essentially operates as a

·7· ·staff recommendation, and tried to identify

·8· ·alternatives for the Council's consideration at this

·9· ·meeting that are options for you to discuss.

10· · · ·The final versions of these mitigation, including

11· ·their -- retaining them as written in the SCA,

12· ·removing them, or adding onto them, is a

13· ·determination date that will be made by the Council

14· ·and can extend beyond the options presented on your

15· ·screen right now.

16· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. YOUNG:· Understood.· Thank you

17· ·for clarifying.

18· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR DREW:· Mr. Young, what I'm

19· ·looking for today is the views from Council on each

20· ·of these areas to perhaps have then, at the

21· ·conclusion of our discussion, something we would

22· ·direct the staff to draft for the August meeting.

23· · · ·So, for example, as I look at Veg-10, I think

24· ·that this does not affect the output.· I think it's a

25· ·common-sense approach.· I think it retains vegetation
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·1· ·in priority areas.· And for me, I guess I would ask

·2· ·if the Council is comfortable retaining that.

·3· · · ·Are there any views?

·4· · · · · · · · · · ·MS. BREWSTER:· This is Stacey

·5· ·Brewster.· I'll agree with you on that.· I think

·6· ·the -- the impact is small.· The benefits for

·7· ·retaining that habitat is high and worthy of keeping

·8· ·in place.

·9· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR DREW:· Anyone who would like

10· ·to object, please say so.· Otherwise, we'll move on

11· ·to the next slide.

12· · · ·Okay.· We can come back to it if people have

13· ·questions.· We just have a lot more material to get

14· ·through, so -- and we can have a motion if one -- if

15· ·the Council desires to do so at the end, and we can

16· ·discuss everything in that.

17· · · ·Okay.· Thank you.

18· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. GREENE:· Okay.· The next

19· ·resource area that was related to potential

20· ·mitigation measures that would reduce the production

21· ·energy potential of the project was wildlife movement

22· ·corridors.

23· · · ·There were several mitigation measures in the

24· ·FEIS that were incorporated into the SCA that did not

25· ·deal with exclusion of project components.· That's



·1· ·still mitigated for the resource, including

·2· ·Wildlife-6, which required maintenance of a road

·3· ·mortality database and enforced adaptive management

·4· ·based on the results of that database data

·5· ·collection;

·6· · · ·Habitat-2, which required minimization of

·7· ·transmission lines cross -- crossing canyons and

·8· ·draws to reduce potential wildlife movement barriers;

·9· · · ·and Habitat-7, which required that all project

10· ·roadways be removed during decommissioning to restore

11· ·pre-project levels of wildlife movement.

12· · · ·The exclusion mitigation measure that mitigated

13· ·for impact to this resource was Habitat-1.· The FEIS

14· ·version of this measure required that all project

15· ·components located within medium-or-above wildlife

16· ·linkage corridors be avoided to the extent feasible.

17· ·And if they were cited within those medium-or-above

18· ·linkage corridors, they must be accompanied by a

19· ·corridor mitigation plan, which includes a number of

20· ·measures, including adjacent habitat improvements;

21· ·features to accommodate passage, such as culverts;

22· ·post-construction monitoring; and restoration.

23· · · ·The draft SCA version of the measure prohibited

24· ·the siting of primary project components --

25· ·specifically, turbines, solar, and BESS -- within



·1· ·medium-or-above linkage corridors and prohibited the

·2· ·siting of secondary project components, such as roads

·3· ·and transmission lines, in high-or-above linkage

·4· ·corridors unless colocated within existing

·5· ·infrastructure.· And maintained -- the SCA version

·6· ·maintained the FEIS corridor mitigation plan for all

·7· ·medium -- or all secondary components cited within

·8· ·medium-or-above linkage corridors.

·9· · · ·The result of implementation of the draft SCA

10· ·version of this mitigation would see approximately a

11· ·13 and a half percent reduction in the number of

12· ·turbines based on where they're currently proposed

13· ·within the project area as well as a 6 percent

14· ·reduction in the proposed solar siting area, though

15· ·none of the currently proposed solar footprint would

16· ·be affected.

17· · · ·There is also the matter of a 230-kilovolt

18· ·intertie transmission line that is propo- -- that the

19· ·applicant has requested the option of construction to

20· ·connect their eastern substation and western

21· ·substation at three points along its route.· This

22· ·line would cross areas of high-or-above linkage

23· ·corridors and be precluded from being sited there, so

24· ·additional engineering redesign would be necessary

25· ·for about three and a half miles of that 19



·1· ·-plus-mile intertie line.

·2· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR DREW:· Mr. Greene, couple

·3· ·questions for you.

·4· · · ·First of all, when you look back at the FEIS

·5· ·language -- and I know it's just summarized here.

·6· ·And for the Council members, there is something that

·7· ·is in the packet which you can't see there.· But can

·8· ·we maybe put it on the screen?· The Habitat-1?· Is

·9· ·that the one?

10· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. GREENE:· Yes, I can.

11· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR DREW:· I think that would be

12· ·very good.

13· · · ·So in other projects that have come recently to

14· ·EFSEC, we've had a great deal of cooperation from

15· ·applicants to identify a wildlife corridor through

16· ·the project if that was raised as a concern.

17· · · ·When I read this that is in the FEIS and when you

18· ·read it, do you read it saying there must be a

19· ·wildlife movement corridor through the project?

20· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. GREENE:· So the FEIS version is

21· ·specific to modeled wildlife movement corridors by

22· ·the -- the Washington Wildlife Habitat Connectivity

23· ·Working Group.· It is less a requirement that a

24· ·wildlife movement corridor be installed in the

25· ·project area and more a requirement that project



·1· ·components seek to avoid being placed in already-

·2· ·identified wildlife movement corridors, if that makes

·3· ·sense.

·4· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR DREW:· And, but to the extent

·5· ·feasible.

·6· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. GREENE:· Correct.

·7· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR DREW:· So how do we ensure in

·8· ·the FEIS measure that there is wildlife -- there will

·9· ·be future wildlife movement through the project?

10· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. GREENE:· That is done through

11· ·the development of the corridor mitigation plan.· And

12· ·you can see on your screen, there are a number of

13· ·different avenues that the applicant could work with

14· ·EFSEC and WDFW to identify which -- which and in what

15· ·level would be most effective at retaining available

16· ·wildlife movement areas following the potential for

17· ·project components to negatively impact, adversely

18· ·impact the modeled wildlife movement corridors.

19· · · ·Those can include things like improvement of

20· ·habitat adjacent to those modeled corridors or

21· ·installing movement infrastructure within the

22· ·project, such as open-bottom culverts that allow for

23· ·easier wildlife movement, in concert with the

24· ·installation of project components.

25· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR DREW:· Are there any other



·1· ·questions or comments from Council members?

·2· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. BROST:· I have one, if you can

·3· ·hear me.

·4· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR DREW:· Mr. Brost.

·5· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. BROST:· Question on what's

·6· ·feasible versus not.· Who defines what that is?· Is

·7· ·there a definition of what is feasible?

·8· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. GREENE:· There is not a

·9· ·definition of what is feasible.· That would be a

10· ·process that EFSEC would go through with the

11· ·applicant to determine which project components

12· ·were -- were necessary for an effective build-out of

13· ·the project and which could potentially be eliminated

14· ·if they were -- if they were not critical.

15· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR DREW:· But in addition to

16· ·EFSEC, when you say EFSEC, we do have the PTAG, and

17· ·we have Fish and Wildlife, Department of Fish and

18· ·Wildlife, who will also be part of this process, and

19· ·perhaps the tribe, the Yakama Tribe as well.

20· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. GREENE:· Yes, this is a measure

21· ·that would encompass the PTAG and subsequently the

22· ·TAC as part of the development of the mitigation plan

23· ·and the development of the performance standards and

24· ·adaptive mitigation throughout the life of the

25· ·project.· So it would incorporate guidance from a



·1· ·number of State agencies and potentially affected

·2· ·tribe, should they wish to be members of the PTAG and

·3· ·the TAC.

·4· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. BROST:· One more question.

·5· ·Does the community or the County have some input into

·6· ·that if they have some?

·7· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. GREENE:· We have had TACs on

·8· ·previous projects that have included County

·9· ·representatives.· The exact membership of the PTAG

10· ·and TAC for this project have not been defined as of

11· ·yet.

12· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR DREW:· Certainly I would

13· ·think that if they were interested, they would be

14· ·able to participate.

15· · · ·Mr. Young.

16· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. YOUNG:· I have a concern that,

17· ·in and of itself, removing this provision of the

18· ·original SCA would allow the restoration of up to 30

19· ·turbines and 3.4 miles of 230 kV transmission line to

20· ·the project and that this would increase the

21· ·project's already significant impacts on Yakama

22· ·Nation traditional cultural properties.

23· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR DREW:· Thank you.

24· · · ·Are there other comments as to the Council's view

25· ·of retaining this as it is in the draft SCA,



·1· ·returning perhaps to the FEIS language?

·2· · · ·To me, it does -- and I hear Mr. Young.· I do

·3· ·think that if there are ways, as we're talking just

·4· ·about -- I mean, we can also talk about tribal

·5· ·cultural properties.

·6· · · ·I'm really walking through this to perhaps

·7· ·identify what mitigation goes with which impact.· And

·8· ·as a wildlife corridor impact, personally I would be

·9· ·comfortable with the FEIS language.· I do think the

10· ·fact that it's in the middle of the project and

11· ·there's potential for impact to a optional intertie

12· ·transmission line, that the outcome I would be

13· ·looking for in this would be that there is able to be

14· ·wildlife movement throughout the project after the

15· ·project is completed.

16· · · ·Any other comments?

17· · · · · · · · · · ·MS. BREWSTER:· This is Stacey

18· ·Brewster.

19· · · ·With the components that we're discussing, which

20· ·tend to be porous and allow for some movement, I see

21· ·where you're coming from, and I get your points.

22· · · ·I think initially identified and what we're

23· ·trying to move away from is the compounding impacts,

24· ·and I think initially we looked at that corridor

25· ·because it had multi- -- those turbines had multiple



·1· ·impacts.

·2· · · ·So in terms of movement, it seems to me the FEIS

·3· ·conditions are probably adequate.· You know, not

·4· ·ideal, as I think we would like to avoid those

·5· ·impacts entirely.· But if we're talking about

·6· ·movement, it seems to me the FEIS mitigation is

·7· ·probably sufficient.

·8· · · ·I would be interested in hearing the thoughts on

·9· ·our Fish and Wildlife Council member, unfortunately

10· ·who is not with us today.

11· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR DREW:· Yes, he's not able to

12· ·be here.

13· · · ·But what we're talking about, I think, is asking

14· ·the staff to draft something.· And we're not voting

15· ·on it, so we have time to consider it and look at

16· ·comments and then perhaps come back in August just to

17· ·have something in front of us to discuss.

18· · · ·Any other comments?

19· · · ·Okay.· Let's move on to the next issue.

20· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. GREENE:· Okay.· The next

21· ·resource is the ferruginous hawk.

22· · · ·There are several non-exclusion mitigation

23· ·measures from the FEIS that were incorporated into

24· ·the SCA, including Wildlife-1, which implements a

25· ·mortality monitoring program and adaptive management



·1· ·strategy for all avian species, inclusive of the

·2· ·ferruginous hawk.· And that's a fairly lengthy

·3· ·measure, and it's available, again, in that handout.

·4· · · ·There is also Wildlife-8, which prohibits the

·5· ·siting of turbines within a quarter mile of all

·6· ·documented raptor nests, inclusive of the ferruginous

·7· ·hawk.· Currently this would exclude three of the 222

·8· ·Option 1 turbines, or about 1 percent, or one of the

·9· ·147 Option 2 turbines, just under 1 percent.

10· · · ·And the third measure is Wildlife-9, which

11· ·requires that vegetation clearing and grubbing during

12· ·the ferruginous hawk breeding -- during all avian

13· ·species' breeding periods, inclusive of ferruginous

14· ·hawk, be avoided where feasible and mitigated for if

15· ·necessary.

16· · · ·And the exclusion measure is -- there we go.

17· ·Okay.· I don't know why my bottom part is showing.

18· · · ·But the FEIS version of Species-5 prohibits the

19· ·siting of project components within two miles of a

20· ·documented ferruginous hawk where that nesting site

21· ·is still available and where foraging habitat is

22· ·viable.· For any components sited within two miles of

23· ·an unavailable or nonviable ferruginous hawk nest, a

24· ·ferruginous hawk mitigation and management plan would

25· ·be required, which includes habitat loss offsets,



·1· ·turbine curtailment, active nest disturbance

·2· ·avoidance, and pre- and post-construction monitoring,

·3· ·as well as others.· And, again, that is a fairly

·4· ·lengthy measure, and it's available in your handout.

·5· · · ·For all versions of Species-5, Wildlife-1,

·6· ·Wildlife-8, and Wildlife-9 from the previous slide

·7· ·would still apply.

·8· · · ·The FEIS version would eliminate -- would exclude

·9· ·anywhere between 0 and about 48 percent of the

10· ·project proposed turbines.· The exact number would be

11· ·determined after the process of identifying which

12· ·nests are available and viable.

13· · · ·The range for excluded solar siting area is 0 to

14· ·30 percent, and the range of excluded current

15· ·proposed solar footprint would be 0 to 12 percent.

16· ·It would also potentially exclude up to one of the

17· ·three proposed BESS sites, though it should be noted

18· ·that the SCA only allows for a maximum of two BESSes

19· ·within the project area.

20· · · ·The draft SCA version of Species-5 implements a

21· ·hard buffer on all documented ferruginous hawk nests

22· ·of two miles, not allowing any turbines to be sited

23· ·within that two-mile buffer.· It also applies a

24· ·half-mile buffer to all documented ferruginous hawk

25· ·nests for solar arrays and BESS.· It continues the



·1· ·requirement for a ferruginous hawk mitigation and

·2· ·management plan for any components sited within two

·3· ·miles of a documented nest.· This measure would

·4· ·exclude approximately 48 percent of the project

·5· ·turbines, just under 10 percent of the proposed solar

·6· ·siting area, and about 4 percent of the current

·7· ·proposed solar footprint.

·8· · · ·A third option which would be -- which is not

·9· ·from the FEIS or the SCA but has been developed by

10· ·staff as something that could potentially address the

11· ·Council's concerns about impacts to this resource

12· ·would be a version of the draft SCA mitigation but

13· ·replacing the two-mile buffer with a .6-mile buffer

14· ·or one-kilometer buffer.

15· · · ·This buffer was adapted after review of the 2004

16· ·WDFW seasonal disturbance guidelines for active

17· ·ferruginous hawk nests, so it -- it should be made

18· ·clear that this guidance is not a direct one-to-one

19· ·comparison with how we're using it here, but it is

20· ·something that WDFW has published on the record

21· ·regarding what active projects should -- the distance

22· ·to which active projects should avoid disturbing

23· ·active ferruginous hawk nests.

24· · · ·This measure would prohibit the siting of all

25· ·primary project components -- so turbine, solar, and



·1· ·BESS -- within .6 miles of a documented ferruginous

·2· ·hawk nest and still require that any components sited

·3· ·within two miles, again, require a ferruginous hawk

·4· ·mitigation management plan.

·5· · · ·This option, if implemented as written here,

·6· ·would exclude about 5 and a half percent of the

·7· ·proposed turbines, 12 percent of the prosed solar

·8· ·siting area, or about 6 percent of the current

·9· ·proposed solar footprint.

10· · · ·And, again, these are options given to the

11· ·Council for consideration.· These are not the only

12· ·options available to the Council if they wish to

13· ·develop their own.

14· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR DREW:· Mr. Young.

15· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. YOUNG:· Yeah, I have two

16· ·comments here, and the first is that I do not believe

17· ·that it is appropriate scientifically to extrapolate

18· ·a seasonal activity buffer -- in this case, one

19· ·kilometer -- to a habitat protection buffer.· Those

20· ·are two different concepts, if you will, that address

21· ·different aspects of the species life history, so

22· ·I -- I don't believe that the extrapolation of the

23· ·activity buffer to a habitat protection buffer is

24· ·appropriate.

25· · · ·And then, similarly, as with Habitat-1, I have



·1· ·great concern that restoring a hundred and seven

·2· ·turbines to the landscape would increase the project

·3· ·footprint and would have a big impact on Yakama

·4· ·Nation traditional cultural properties.

·5· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR DEW:· Thank you.

·6· · · ·Are there other questions or comments from

·7· ·Council members?

·8· · · ·So I will ask a question.

·9· · · ·So in addition to the one-kilometer buffer, there

10· ·would still be not just -- would it just be seasonal

11· ·curtailment?· Would it require, if there are active

12· ·nests before construction, to not have those turbines

13· ·constructed?

14· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. GREENE:· So any nest that would

15· ·be identified up to the start of construction would

16· ·be afforded the same buffer as any other documented

17· ·nest based on how this is written now.

18· · · ·As for seasonal curtailment, as the third option

19· ·is written, that would apply for any turbines

20· ·constructed within two miles of a documented nest.

21· ·Both of those -- those two as this is written now

22· ·could be altered by the Council, if you desire.

23· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR DREW:· If we look at the

24· ·FEIS, the FEIS has components prohibited within two

25· ·miles of documented ferruginous hawk nests where a



·1· ·nesting site is available and foraging habitat is

·2· ·viable.

·3· · · ·We don't have the information of that yet.· When

·4· ·would you expect that?· Would you expect that that

·5· ·information would be required before the construction

·6· ·plan is completed?

·7· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. GREENE:· Yes.· Prior to

·8· ·construction, EFSEC, the PTAG, and the applicant

·9· ·would go through the process of identifying which

10· ·nests are avail- -- which nesting sites are available

11· ·and which documented ferruginous hawk nests have

12· ·viable foraging habitat within that two-mile buffer.

13· · · ·For nests that meet both of those selection

14· ·criteria, they would be afforded that two-mile buffer

15· ·based on the FEIS version.· Nests that do not meet

16· ·one or both of the criteria would allow project

17· ·components within the buffer so long as they are

18· ·accompanied by a mitigation and management plan which

19· ·includes a number of things, most -- perhaps most

20· ·importantly a seasonal curtailment plan.· But that

21· ·would all be completed prior to the start of

22· ·construction.

23· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR DREW:· And that would be

24· ·based on available nests where foraging habitat is

25· ·viable, not necessarily actual nesting of a hawk.



·1· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. GREENE:· Yes.· So if there is

·2· ·an active nest, it would automatically be determined

·3· ·that the nesting site is available and the habitat is

·4· ·viable.· So any active nest would immediately be

·5· ·given that -- that buffer based on the FEIS version.

·6· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR DREW:· Questions or comments

·7· ·or thoughts from Council members?

·8· · · · · · · · · · ·MS. BREWSTER:· This is Stacey

·9· ·Brewster.· Initially my thought on the -- the new

10· ·option is that it's based on 20-year-old

11· ·recommendations and prior to the listing of the

12· ·ferruginous hawk as endangered.· So I would hope that

13· ·we could get some more current science and

14· ·recommendations from Fish and Wildlife on which to --

15· ·to base any consideration we might make.· I know that

16· ·might not be the case.

17· · · ·And I'm inclined to put the strictest protections

18· ·around ferruginous hawks at this point.· That is my

19· ·leaning at the moment.· I guess there's too many

20· ·questions as to identifying nests and their viability

21· ·and habitat from me at the moment.

22· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. GREENE:· And I would say that

23· ·the two-mile buffer outlined within the FEIS is based

24· ·on the most current recommendation from WDFW staff.

25· ·They have identified that as the home range of the



·1· ·ferruginous hawk.

·2· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR DREW:· Other comments?

·3· · · ·Go ahead.

·4· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. LEVITT:· This is Eli Levitt.  I

·5· ·think I just have one or two.

·6· · · ·One is that, you know, it's kind of an exercise

·7· ·in lumping and splitting, and I think the direction

·8· ·we have gotten from the governor's office is to try

·9· ·to look at the impacts individually and choose which

10· ·option fits best.· So just, I guess, maybe a

11· ·reminder that we need to -- we're trying to think

12· ·about each one individually and think about the

13· ·option that works best for each of us as individuals

14· ·and the Council.

15· · · ·You know, the other -- I guess the other thing

16· ·for me is thinking about the FEIS and what it says.

17· ·It seems like a lot of the numbers would really come

18· ·down to how the technical group and the Council would

19· ·define "available" and "viable."· And so it's a

20· ·little bit difficult to vote on a option that has

21· ·such a wide range of options.· So I guess that's just

22· ·an observation for me.

23· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR DREW:· I do think that for

24· ·the overall consideration -- and for me; I'm speaking

25· ·for myself -- that we have a real challenge in that



·1· ·we very much want to protect the home territory of

·2· ·the ferruginous hawk, but we also don't have the

·3· ·future knowledge of whether it will be there or not.

·4· ·And that is really a very, very difficult challenge

·5· ·for us to come to terms with.

·6· · · ·I think having a hard buffer less than the two

·7· ·miles makes sense for that reason.· I think the one

·8· ·kilometer is the other hard buffer that we have in

·9· ·the record.· So, again, you asked about information.

10· ·We -- this is -- this is the one that is in the

11· ·record.

12· · · ·And, again, I went back, and I listened to the

13· ·adjudication and to -- listened to particularly Don

14· ·McIvor -- there were a lot of experts, and we got a

15· ·lot of good information -- but talking about both the

16· ·risk and then the application of adaptive management,

17· ·which is why if -- the ferruginous hawk is one goal,

18· ·but it's not our only goal.· And so trying to balance

19· ·these two in a way that's protective, I think one way

20· ·of doing that could be to have a short,

21· ·less-than-two-mile buffer with the FEIS adaptive

22· ·management.

23· · · ·So that is the way I'm looking at it.· Not

24· ·assurance, but trying to balance the need for clean

25· ·energy and the potential impact for an endangered



·1· ·species.

·2· · · ·If it is available -- if the species does come

·3· ·from to the site, I think we have hard stops.· We

·4· ·also have the ability with -- and that could include,

·5· ·you know, if the turbines are constructed, then

·6· ·seasonal curtailment.· But with the FEIS, we also

·7· ·have the potential to look at the most viable

·8· ·habitat -- not ourselves, but our staff and

·9· ·associates; Fish and Wildlife; tribal members, if

10· ·they wish to; others -- to identify those viable,

11· ·most viable areas, and have additional protection.

12· · · ·So that's why, I guess, that's where I'm leaning

13· ·at this point in time.

14· · · ·Other questions from Council members?· Comments?

15· ·Discussion?

16· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. BROST:· Can I pose a question?

17· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR DREW:· Would you like to vote

18· ·on that now or as a -- part of a motion in the end?

19· ·If you're making the motion, we can look for a vote

20· ·right now.

21· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. BROST:· I didn't have a motion

22· ·to make.· I was going to ask a question about the --

23· ·the buffer zones.

24· · · ·Is it -- is it a norm that the buffers for wind

25· ·and solar are the same?· From the -- from the
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·1· ·nonscientific guy, it seems to me that the wind would

·2· ·have a larger buffer than the solar would, but it

·3· ·sounds like they're the same here.· Am I correct --

·4· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. GREENE:· Yes.

·5· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. BROST:· -- on that, or

·6· ·(videoconference audio distortion)?

·7· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. GREENE:· The FEIS version and

·8· ·the third option there do have the same buffer areas

·9· ·for wind and solar.· The draft SCA version had

10· ·different buffers for the two component types.

11· · · ·If the Council wants to identify preferred

12· ·buffers for the component types, we can work those

13· ·into final language.

14· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR DREW:· I -- I don't know what

15· ·the purpose of a one-kilometer buffer from solar and

16· ·BESS has.

17· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. GREENE:· So the primary impact

18· ·that solar and BESS construction would have on the

19· ·ferruginous hawk is the denial of available foraging

20· ·habitat.· If -- if those nests were ever occupied,

21· ·the home range is the area within two miles.· And

22· ·while those components may not be sited on ideal

23· ·foraging habitat, there may be some foraging activity

24· ·of that species within that area.

25· · · ·The primary impact that turbine construction



·1· ·would have is direct mortality via strike.· So all

·2· ·three types of components have an impact.· They're

·3· ·just of differing types and degree.

·4· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR DREW:· And would you say

·5· ·that, with Veg-10, is the project reduction listed in

·6· ·the draft SCA, the right column, overlap?· Maybe

·7· ·that's unfair to ask you.

·8· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. GREENE:· No, so it's fine.

·9· ·The -- the third option would only exclude areas of

10· ·the solar siting area within the east solar array.

11· ·That is the same area that is addressed by Veg-10.

12· ·So that 75-acre area of the solar footprint excluded

13· ·by Veg-10 would also be excluded by this measure.

14· ·The third option, or, honestly, any three of these

15· ·options.· The two western solar arrays are without --

16· ·are outside of the two-mile buffer of any identified

17· ·nest, so they would not be affected by this measure

18· ·in any format.

19· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR DREW:· Okay.· Any other

20· ·questions?

21· · · ·Let's move on to the traditional -- the next

22· ·slide, I'll just say.

23· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. GREENE:· Okay.

24· · · ·Okay.· The next resource area is cultural

25· ·resources.· There are two non-exclusion measures in



·1· ·the FEIS and SCA.· The first is Cultural Resources-1,

·2· ·which requires that the applicant maintain ongoing

·3· ·engagement with affected tribes and, where

·4· ·appropriate, implement relevant and effective

·5· ·mitigation measures that may be developed as part of

·6· ·that engage.

·7· · · ·The second is Cultural Resources-2, which

·8· ·outlines the specific DAHP -- Department of

·9· ·Archeological and Historic Preservation -- permitting

10· ·and/or avoidance buffers required for specifically

11· ·identified archeological and architectural resources

12· ·of a historic and/or cultural nature, which can

13· ·include TCPs.

14· · · ·All of these identified resources that could be

15· ·impacted by the project have been outlined within

16· ·that measure in the table as is attached to it in

17· ·your handout.

18· · · ·Originally the SCA version of Species-5 was

19· ·developed to identify compounding impacts, including

20· ·impacts to traditional cultural properties, in an

21· ·effort to split up the mitigation to specifically

22· ·address resource areas.· Staff have identified two

23· ·potential mitigation options that the Council can

24· ·consider for inclusion in the final version of the

25· ·SCA or the final draft of the SCA.· Both of these are
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·1· ·new to this point, but they do draw on the existing

·2· ·record.

·3· · · ·On March 2nd of 2021, the Yakama Nation

·4· ·identified Webber Canyon as an area of particular TCP

·5· ·concern for them.· These two measures on the left

·6· ·impose a 0.5-mile buffer for turbines around Webber

·7· ·Canyon.· On the right, it is a full one-mile buffer

·8· ·around the -- the maximum extent of Webber Canyon.

·9· ·The .5-mile buffer would eliminate four turbines from

10· ·either option, about 2 percent of the project

11· ·proposed turbines.· The one-mile buffer would exclude

12· ·17 Option 1 turbines, or 13 Option 2 turbines, for

13· ·approximately 8 percent of the total proposed

14· ·turbines.

15· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR DREW:· And, again, this is

16· ·one letter.· We're not saying this addresses the

17· ·large extent of the Yakama Nation's concerns with

18· ·this project.· But this is a specific one which is on

19· ·the -- in the actual project area that staff wanted

20· ·to draw attention to for the Council.

21· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. GREENE:· That is correct.· The

22· ·Yakama Nation has identified multiple TCPs within the

23· ·project lease boundary and adjacent to it that would

24· ·be impacted by project construction and have

25· ·indicated that all proposed project components would



·1· ·adversely impact TCPs.

·2· · · ·This one was -- was proposed for inclusion here

·3· ·because it is specifically outlined in the record as

·4· ·an area where the Yakama Nation has identified

·5· ·particular concerns.· Any reduction in the project

·6· ·footprint would have an associated reduction of

·7· ·impacts to TCPs.

·8· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR DREW:· Thank you.  I

·9· ·understand you might actually have a map of this one.

10· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. GREENE:· Yes.

11· · · ·So this is the Option 1 turbines, and I have an

12· ·associated map with Option 2 turbines, but they are

13· ·more or less the same.

14· · · ·The purple outline is the maximum geographic

15· ·extent of Webber Canyon.· The black dots are, in

16· ·this -- in the case of this map, Option 1 turbines as

17· ·currently proposed for siting.

18· · · ·The yellow highlighted area would -- would be a

19· ·.5-mile buffer, with the orange being a full one-mile

20· ·buffer.

21· · · ·And the -- the number of turbines visible on this

22· ·map are not exactly the same as what you saw on this

23· ·slide, because some of these turbines have already

24· ·been removed from the application proposal by

25· ·applicant commitment.· But the numbers in the -- the



·1· ·previous slide that you saw are -- are accurate.

·2· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR DREW:· Mr. Young.

·3· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. YOUNG:· Yeah, my concern here

·4· ·is I'm glad -- appreciate seeing the -- the concern

·5· ·for TCPs to the extent that there may be associated

·6· ·with Webber Canyon, but I don't know whether a

·7· ·.5-mile buffer or a one-mile buffer, I don't know to

·8· ·what extent that would provide necessary impact

·9· ·reduction in this area.

10· · · ·And then in and of itself, as evidenced by all

11· ·the input we've received from Yakama Nation in the

12· ·two years subsequent to March '21 -- three years

13· ·subsequent to March '21, this is a very, very limited

14· ·reduction of impacts to Yakama Nation TCPs, if in

15· ·fact it does provide impact reduction for -- for a

16· ·TCP at all.· So concerned with the very small amount,

17· ·the very limited scope of this, and not knowing

18· ·whether what's proposed would provide meaningful

19· ·protection or not.

20· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR DREW:· Thank you.

21· · · ·Other comments or questions?

22· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. LEVITT:· This is Eli Levitt.  I

23· ·guess I would offer that that was a challenge of a

24· ·lot of the public comments we received across the

25· ·board almost, is that specific individuals and groups



·1· ·did not tell us which mitigation measures would

·2· ·suffice for them or how specific changes may help,

·3· ·hinder, or -- or maintain their concerns.

·4· · · ·So, you know, in some ways, as a Council, with

·5· ·the exception of some of the more scientific

·6· ·mitigation measures, we're operating without a lot of

·7· ·detailed understanding for what would work for

·8· ·individuals or groups.

·9· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR DREW:· Mr. Young.

10· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. YOUNG:· Yeah, I would just add

11· ·that we have, again, multiple subsequent written

12· ·communications from Yakama Nation post March '21 that

13· ·do provide us some idea of the extent to which the

14· ·project would need to be modified to avert impacts to

15· ·Yakama Nation TCPs.· We do have communications from

16· ·Yakama Nation that do speak to that.

17· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR DREW:· Thank you.

18· · · ·That's true.· And we also do have communications

19· ·saying the SCA which was proposed to the governor was

20· ·insufficient, as everybody well knows.

21· · · ·Any other questions or comments here?

22· · · ·Okay.· Thank you.· Thanks for the work on this.

23· · · ·Next slide.

24· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. GREENE:· Yeah, so the final

25· ·resource that we're going to go through in this



·1· ·presentation is public health and safety,

·2· ·specifically in relation to aerial firefighting.

·3· ·There is one non-exclusion measure in the FEIS and

·4· ·SCA that deals with this resource.· That is public

·5· ·Health and Safety-1, which requires that turbines be

·6· ·shut down in the event of a major wildfire occurring

·7· ·in an area where fire suppression aircraft may need

·8· ·access near the project.

·9· · · ·Staff have identified two potential options for

10· ·the Council to consider regarding this resource.

11· ·Both are based on the perimeter of historic wildfires

12· ·in the area of the project since 2000.

13· · · ·The left would provide -- would eliminate any

14· ·turbines proposed within the perimeter of one or more

15· ·of those fires while the option on the right would

16· ·provide that perimeter with a 0.25-mile buffer.· That

17· ·is done -- that is proposed in consideration of DNR

18· ·guidance that they provide all of their aerial

19· ·firefighting craft with a quarter-mile standoff

20· ·buffer from turbines when in operation.· So no

21· ·turbines would be allowed to be sited within that

22· ·standoff buffer of the perimeter of any historic fire

23· ·since 2000.

24· · · ·The elimination of -- the exclusion of turbines

25· ·from the perimeters would eliminate about 1 -- 1



·1· ·percent of the proposed turbines while adding that

·2· ·quarter-mile buffer would exclude 3 to 5 percent of

·3· ·the proposed turbines.

·4· · · ·In the area that -- area of the project that

·5· ·these historic fires have taken place is generally

·6· ·the northwest ridge line of the lease boundary.

·7· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR DREW:· Do you also have a map

·8· ·of that?

·9· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. GREENE:· I do.

10· · · ·This is adapted from a map that was provided to

11· ·the Council during adjudication.· The various colors

12· ·are the perimeters of historic fires with the names

13· ·of the fires written as well.

14· · · ·All the block dots are Option 1 turbines as

15· ·currently proposed.· You can see that -- my cursor, I

16· ·guess -- these three are the three that would be

17· ·within the perimeter while the ones surrounding it

18· ·are within the quarter-mile buffer.· And, again, this

19· ·is not a direct one-to-one comparison to the numbers

20· ·that you saw on the slide, because some of these

21· ·turbines have voluntarily been removed from the

22· ·application by applicant commitment.

23· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR DREW:· Thank you.

24· · · ·Questions on this?

25· · · · · · · · · · ·MS. BREWSTER:· Just curious.



·1· ·Firefighting is new to me.· Is the use of historic

·2· ·fires a common practice for delineating fire danger?

·3· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR DREW:· Ms. Bumpus.

·4· · · · · · · · · · ·MS. BUMPUS:· My -- my team is

·5· ·leaving me hanging here.

·6· · · ·For the record, this is Sonia Bumpus.· I was just

·7· ·going to say that one thought that came to mind is

·8· ·that I think that this was -- that that rationale was

·9· ·some of the rationale that was used in the original

10· ·recommendation.

11· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. GREENE:· Yeah, I would say

12· ·it's -- it's a fairly common practice to review the

13· ·perimeters of historic fires to identify areas where

14· ·topography or vegetation may limit the spread of

15· ·fires in the future and also to identify areas

16· ·where -- that are particularly fire-prone.

17· · · ·The reason that there have been so many fires in

18· ·this area is the prevailing winds in the area do whip

19· ·up the fire as they approach the ridge line.· And you

20· ·can see this -- this bit here where it kind of goes

21· ·south is Webber Canyon.· And that is, again, a case

22· ·where topography aids the spread of fire through the

23· ·canyon area and limits its spread from the bottom of

24· ·the canyon to the ridge line above it.

25· · · · · · · · · · ·MS. BUMPUS:· And I would add one



·1· ·other thought to that, and that is that in thinking

·2· ·about the framework around SEPA, the State

·3· ·Environmental Policy Act, when you're identifying

·4· ·impacts, you also consider -- you're considering

·5· ·significant adverse impacts, but you also consider

·6· ·the probability.· And so I think that's also where

·7· ·you -- where you have some basis for considering

·8· ·historic fire activity at the site.

·9· · · · · · · · · · ·MS. BREWSTER:· Thanks.· Yeah.

10· ·Looking at the map, that makes sense.· I was just

11· ·curious if it was a -- a practice.

12· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR DREW:· And we did hear from

13· ·DNR, Department of Natural Resources, about the

14· ·specific distance that you have in Option 2, correct?

15· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. GREENE:· Yes.· That came from a

16· ·DNR source where they indicated that they provide a

17· ·quarter-mile buffer to all turbines for -- as a

18· ·standoff area for their aircraft.

19· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR DREW:· So my view on this one

20· ·specifically is that the Mitigation Option 2 is

21· ·appropriate, given what we heard about the concern

22· ·for fire and the testimony from DNR.

23· · · ·Oh.· Mr. Young.

24· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. YOUNG:· Yeah, just a couple of

25· ·comments here.



·1· · · ·Absolutely looking at historic fire patterns is

·2· ·valuable in determining or estimating future fire

·3· ·risk.· But to point out the obvious, there is no hard

·4· ·guarantee that future fires would occur exactly where

·5· ·fires have occurred in the past.

·6· · · ·And then just pointing out because I think I saw

·7· ·in a previous slide that there was a reference to

·8· ·having turbines stop operations if the blades come to

·9· ·a halt during fire -- when fire -- aerial

10· ·firefighting is ongoing.· And I would just point out

11· ·that the turbines, as tall vertical structures,

12· ·present a hazard to aircraft operations regardless of

13· ·whether the blade is turning or not.

14· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR DREW:· Oh, yes.· I hear your

15· ·point there.· I think that's what the buffer of

16· ·turbines -- the quarter mile from those -- those

17· ·fire-prone areas.· But, as you said, that's no

18· ·guarantee that's where the fire is going to be.· So,

19· ·understood.

20· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. LEVITT:· This is Eli Levitt.

21· · · ·Mr. Greene, do you know to what degree some of

22· ·these recommendations or mitigation measures the Venn

23· ·diagram overlap is between some of them?· For

24· ·example, does Vegetation-10 overlap with this one or

25· ·any of the other ones?



·1· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. GREENE:· Vegetation-10 doesn't

·2· ·overlap with this one, because that deals

·3· ·specifically with solar arrays placed on priority

·4· ·habitat.

·5· · · ·There is overlap between -- potentially overlap

·6· ·between this measure, Species-5, dealing with

·7· ·ferruginous hawk, and the measure that we discussed

·8· ·just prior to this dealing with TCPs.· Correct.· Yes.

·9· ·The -- the -- especially the northern half of Webber

10· ·Canyon, the turbines proposed there would be excluded

11· ·by any of those three measures.· The southern half of

12· ·Webber Canyon would be excluded by this measure and

13· ·TCPs.

14· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR DREW:· Are there other

15· ·questions, other issues that the Council would like

16· ·to discuss?

17· · · ·I have a draft proposal.· Why don't I -- would

18· ·you become the Chair of the meeting, and I'll make

19· ·the motion.

20· · · · · · · · · · ·MS. BREWSTER:· Okay.

21· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR DREW:· Rather than asking

22· ·anyone else to do so.

23· · · ·So I'm asking the Council to direct the staff --

24· ·the motion is to direct the staff to develop

25· ·amendments to the draft -- no -- amendments to the



·1· ·draft site certification agreement for consideration

·2· ·at August's meeting.

·3· · · ·I would like to have a map of the Venn diagram,

·4· ·as Eli put it, but a map that the Council can look at

·5· ·that lays out these -- all these measures together.

·6· · · ·And the -- so the motion is:· Maintaining Veg-10.

·7· ·That's not an amendment.· Eliminating the draft SCA

·8· ·prohibition of primary project components -- I guess

·9· ·this is Habitat-1 wildlife movement corridors -- and

10· ·returning that to the FEIS language.

11· · · ·For the ferruginous hawk, to have a one-kilometer

12· ·buffer for all identified ferruginous hawk nests.

13· · · ·Is that the correct language, Mr. Greene?

14· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. GREENE:· Documented --

15· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR DREW:· Documented.· Thank

16· ·you.

17· · · ·And to include all of the language that was in

18· ·the FEIS on Species-5.

19· · · ·To have a new mitigation option on traditional

20· ·cultural properties of -- of Mitigation Option 2 for

21· ·prohibit turbines within one mile of Webber Canyon.

22· · · ·And new mitigation option on Aerial Firefighting

23· ·Option 2.

24· · · ·Did I cover everything?

25· · · ·Okay.· Is there a second to my motion?



·1· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. LEVITT:· Eli Levitt.· Second.

·2· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR DREW:· Thank you.

·3· · · ·Is there discussion?

·4· · · ·Mr. Young.

·5· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. YOUNG:· I'll be voting against

·6· ·the motion.· And I'd like to explain why.

·7· · · ·I do support retaining Veg-10, and I do support

·8· ·the last two pieces, although I view those last two

·9· ·pieces of having fairly limited utility.· But I am

10· ·opposed to the changes to Habitat-1 and Species-5, so

11· ·I would be voting against the motion.

12· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR DREW:· Thank you.

13· · · ·Any other comments?· Oh, I just took over the

14· ·Chair.· Whoops.· Sorry.· Ms. Brewster, that was for

15· ·you to do.

16· · · · · · · · · · ·MS. BREWSTER:· Are there any

17· ·comments or discussion?

18· · · ·This is Stacey Brewster.· Just to seek a little

19· ·bit of clarification on the adjustments to Species-5.

20· ·You discussed the third option with the kilometer

21· ·buffer with the addition of the FEIS language that

22· ·would prohibit a two-mile -- two miles around

23· ·documented nests where nesting site is available and

24· ·habitat is viable.

25· · · ·So this is a combination of the two where



·1· ·documentation of -- of viable nests and habitat would

·2· ·lead to a two-mile buffer?

·3· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. GREENE:· That is my

·4· ·understanding of what Chair Drew proposed.

·5· · · · · · · · · · ·MS. BREWSTER:· Thanks.

·6· · · ·Are there any other comments?

·7· · · ·All those in favor, say "aye."

·8· · · · · · · · · · ·MULTIPLE SPEAKERS:· Aye.

·9· · · · · · · · · · ·MS. BREWSTER:· Opposed?

10· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. YOUNG:· Nay.

11· · · · · · · · · · ·MS. BREWSTER:· The ayes have it.

12· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR DREW:· Yes.· Thank you.

13· · · ·Would you like me to take the...?

14· · · · · · · · · · ·MS. BREWSTER:· Please take it.

15· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR DREW:· Thank you very much.

16· · · ·Okay.· Thank you, all.· That was a lot of

17· ·information to review and think about.· And, again,

18· ·we will come back again, having that drafted for

19· ·discussion and votes, in August.

20· · · ·Back to the agenda.· Okay.· Next, we have the

21· ·Goldeneye BESS, battery storage system, new

22· ·application.

23· · · ·Mr. Ahmed.

24· · · · · · · · · · ·MS. HAFKEMEYER:· Chair Drew,

25· ·Mr. Ahmed is out of the office today, so I will be



·1· ·introducing the project to the Council.

·2· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR DREW:· Ms. Hafkemeyer.

·3· · · · · · · · · · ·MS. HAFKEMEYER:· Thank you.

·4· · · ·As mentioned, for the record, my name is Ami

·5· ·Hafkemeyer.

·6· · · ·EFSEC received an application for a standalone

·7· ·BESS project, Goldeneye BESS, proposed by the

·8· ·developer, Tenaska, who I believe is on the line to

·9· ·introduce themselves.· This is a BESS project that is

10· ·located in Skagit County -- "Skagit" County; one day

11· ·I'll remember that -- and on 16 acres of privately

12· ·owned ag land.· And I will ask if the developer is on

13· ·the line to introduce themselves.

14· · · ·It sounds like they may not be with us today.

15· · · ·Staff are working on scheduling the informational

16· ·meeting for the project as well as the land-use

17· ·consistency hearing.· And once those information --

18· ·once those details are available, the Council and the

19· ·public will be notified.

20· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR DREW:· And we will have a

21· ·presentation from them at that meeting?

22· · · · · · · · · · ·MS. HAFKEMEYER:· Correct.

23· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR DREW:· Moving on to the cost

24· ·allocation.· Ms. Bumpus.

25· · · · · · · · · · ·MS. BUMPUS:· Good afternoon, Chair



·1· ·Drew and Council members.· For the record, this is

·2· ·Sonia Bumpus reporting on the non-direct cost

·3· ·allocation for Quarter 1, Fiscal Year 2025.· This

·4· ·covers July 1, 2024, through September 30, 2024.

·5· ·Quite a long list to get through here for the

·6· ·projects.

·7· · · ·Kittitas Valley Wind Power Project:· 4 percent.

·8· · · ·Wild Horse:· 4 percent.

·9· · · ·Columbia Generating Station:· 20 percent.

10· · · ·Columbia Solar:· 4 percent.

11· · · ·WNP-1, 2 percent.

12· · · ·Grays Harbor 1 & 2:· 6 percent.

13· · · ·Chehalis:· 6 percent.

14· · · ·Desert Claim Wind Power Project:· 4 percent.

15· · · ·Goose Prairie Solar Project:· 4 percent.

16· · · ·Horse Heaven Wind Farm Project:· 11 percent.

17· · · ·Badger Mountain:· Adjusted to 0 percent given the

18· ·pause.

19· · · ·For High Top:· 4 percent.

20· · · ·Ostrea:· 4 percent.

21· · · ·Wautoma Solar:· 7 percent.

22· · · ·Hop Hill:· 5 percent.

23· · · ·Carriger Solar:· 5 percent.

24· · · ·Wallula Gap:· 5 percent.

25· · · ·And Goldeneye, our recent addition:· 5 percent.



·1· · · ·And that concludes my update for the updated

·2· ·non-direct cost allocations.

·3· · · · · · · · · · ·CHAIR DREW:· And with that, we

·4· ·conclude our agenda, and this meeting is adjourned.

·5· ·Thank you, all.

·6· · · · · · · · · · · · · · (Meeting adjourned at

·7· · · · · · · · · · · · · · ·3:12 p.m.)
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 1                     BE IT REMEMBERED that on Wednesday,
 2   July 17, 2024, at 621 Woodland Square Loop Southeast,
 3   Lacey, Washington, at 1:37 p.m., the following
 4   Monthly Meeting of the Washington State Energy
 5   Facility Site Evaluation Council was held, to wit:
 6
 7                       <<<<<< >>>>>>
 8
 9                     CHAIR DREW:  Good afternoon.  This
10   is Kathleen Drew, Chair of the -- what am I Chair of?
11   No -- the Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council.
12       My apologies for the technical difficulties here.
13   We'll try and get everything into order.
14       And as we begin, Ms. Grantham, will you call the
15   roll.
16                     MS. GRANTHAM:  Certainly, Chair
17   Drew.
18       Department of Commerce.
19                     MS. OSBORNE:  Elizabeth Osborne,
20   present.
21                     MS. GRANTHAM:  Department of
22   Ecology.
23                     MR. LEVITT:  Eli Levitt, present.
24                     MS. GRANTHAM:  Department of Fish
25   and Wildlife.
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 1       Department of Natural Resources.
 2                     MR. YOUNG:  Lenny Young, present.
 3                     MS. GRANTHAM:  Utilities and
 4   Transportation Commission.
 5                     MS. BREWSTER:  Stacey Brewster,
 6   present.
 7                     MS. GRANTHAM:  Local government and
 8   optional State agencies:  For Horse Heaven, we have
 9   Benton County, Ed Brost.
10       I know I saw Mr. Brost online.  If you are
11   online, please press pound 6 or star 6.  You might
12   have gotten muted.  I will move on for now.
13       For Badger Mountain, for Douglas County, Jordyn
14   Guilio.
15                     MS. GUILIO:  Jordyn Guilio,
16   present.
17                     MS. GRANTHAM:  For the Wautoma
18   Solar project, for Benton County, Dave Sharp.
19                     MR. SHARP:  Dave Sharp, present.
20                     MS. GRANTHAM:  Washington State
21   Department of Transportation, Paul Gonseth.
22                     MR. GONSETH:  Paul Gonseth,
23   present.
24                     MS. GRANTHAM:  Hop Hill Solar, for
25   Benton County, Paul Krupin.
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 1                     MR. KRUPIN:  Paul Krupin, present.
 2                     MS. GRANTHAM:  For the Carriger
 3   Solar, for Klickitat County, Matt Chiles.
 4                     MR. CHILES:  Matt Chiles, present.
 5                     MS. GRANTHAM:  For Wallalu Gap, for
 6   Benton County, Adam Fyall.
 7       And I will circle back for Benton County, for
 8   Horse Heaven.  Mr. Brost, are you able to unmute
 9   yourself?
10                     MR. BROST:  I hope so.
11                     MS. GRANTHAM:  We can hear you.
12                     MR. BROST:  This is Ed.  Can you
13   hear me?
14                     MS. GRANTHAM:  Yes.
15                     MR. BROST:  Okay.  Super.
16                     MS. GRANTHAM:  Thank you.
17                     MR. BROST:  Thank you.
18                     MS. GRANTHAM:  Okay.  Moving down
19   to assistant attorney generals.  Jon Thompson.
20                     MR. THOMPSON:  Present.
21                     MS. GRANTHAM:  Jenna Slocum.
22                     MS. SLOCUM:  Present.
23                     MS. GRANTHAM:  Zack Packer.
24       Administrative law judges.  Adam Torem.
25                     ALJ TOREM:  Hi.  This is Judge
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 1   Torem.  Can you hear me?
 2                     MS. GRANTHAM:  Yes, we can.  Thank
 3   you.
 4       Laura Bradley.
 5                     ALJ BRADLEY:  Judge Bradley,
 6   present.
 7                     MS. GRANTHAM:  Dan Gerard.
 8       And Travis Dupree.
 9       Moving on to EFSEC staff.  I will be calling
10   those who may be anticipated to speak today.
11       Sonia Bumpus.
12                     MS. BUMPUS:  Sonia Bumpus, present.
13                     MS. GRANTHAM:  Ami Hafkemeyer.
14                     MS. HAFKEMEYER:  Present.
15                     MS. GRANTHAM:  Amy Moon.
16                     MS. MOON:  Amy Moon, present.
17                     MS. GRANTHAM:  Sara Randolph.
18                     MS. RANDOLPH:  Present.
19                     MS. GRANTHAM:  Sean Greene.
20                     MR. GREENE:  Present.
21                     MS. GRANTHAM:  Lance Caputo.
22                     MR. CAPUTO:  Present.
23                     MS. GRANTHAM:  John Barnes.
24                     MR. BARNES:  Present.
25                     MS. GRANTHAM:  Joanne Snarski.
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 1                     MS. SNARSKI:  Present.
 2                     MS. GRANTHAM:  And Zia Ahmed.
 3       Moving on to operational updates.  Excuse me.
 4   Kittitas Valley wind project.
 5                     MR. CASEDAY:  Jarred Caseday,
 6   present.
 7                     MS. GRANTHAM:  Wild Horse Wind
 8   Power Project.
 9       Grays Harbor Energy Center.
10                     MR. SHERIN:  Chris Sherin's
11   present.
12                     MS. GRANTHAM:  Chehalis Generation
13   Facility.
14                     MR. SMITH:  Jeremy Smith, present.
15                     MS. GRANTHAM:  Columbia Generating
16   Station.
17                     MS. HALL:  Katie Hall, present.
18                     MS. GRANTHAM:  Columbia Solar.
19                     MR. CUSHING:  Thomas Cushing,
20   present.
21                     MS. GRANTHAM:  And Goose Prairie
22   Solar.
23                     MR. McNELIS:  Patrick McNelis,
24   present.
25                     MS. GRANTHAM:  And then do we have
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 1   anyone present for the counsel for the environment?
 2                     MR. SHERMAN:  Yes.  This is Bill
 3   Sherman.  I'm pinch hitting today for Yuriy Korol and
 4   Sarah Reyneveld.
 5                     MS. GRANTHAM:  Thank you.
 6       Chair, we have a quorum for all of the councils.
 7   Thank you.
 8                     CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.
 9       Council, in front of us, we have the proposed
10   agenda.
11       Is there a motion to adopt the proposed agenda?
12                     MR. YOUNG:  Lenny Young.  So moved.
13                     CHAIR DREW:  Second?
14                     MS. BREWSTER:  Stacey Brewster.
15   Second.
16                     CHAIR DREW:  All those in favor,
17   say "aye."
18                     MULTIPLE SPEAKERS:  Aye.
19                     CHAIR DREW:  Opposed?
20       The minutes are -- excuse me.  The agenda is
21   approved.
22       Moving on to the meeting minutes.  You have in
23   front of you the June 20th, 2024, monthly council
24   meeting minutes.
25       Is there a motion to approve those minutes?
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 1                     MS. OSBORNE:  Elizabeth Osborne.
 2   So moved.
 3                     CHAIR DREW:  Thanks.
 4       Second?
 5                     MS. BREWSTER:  Stacey Brewster.
 6   Second.
 7                     CHAIR DREW:  Thanks.
 8       I have two edits/changes to the minutes.
 9       One is on Page 45, Line 24.  The word "habit"
10   should be "habitat."
11       And on Page 47, Line 25, the word "thee,"
12   t-h-e-e, should be "tree."
13       All those in favor of approving the minutes as
14   amended, please say "aye."
15                     MULTIPLE SPEAKERS:  Aye.
16                     CHAIR DREW:  Opposed?
17       The minutes are approved as amended.
18       Moving on to our operational updates.  Kittitas
19   Valley wind project.  Mr. Caseday.
20                     MR. CASEDAY:  Good afternoon, Chair
21   Drew, EFSEC Council, and staff.  This is Jarred
22   Caseday with EDP Renewables for Kittitas Valley wind
23   power project.
24       We had nothing nonroutine to report for the
25   period.
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 1                     CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.
 2                     MR. CASEDAY:  Thank you.
 3                     CHAIR DREW:  Wild Horse Wind Power
 4   Project.  Ms. Randolph.
 5                     MS. RANDOLPH:  Thank you.
 6       Good afternoon, Chair Drew and Council members.
 7   For the record, this is Sara Randolph, site
 8   specialist, for Wild Horse.
 9       The facility update is provided in your packet.
10   There were no nonroutine updates to report.
11                     CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.
12       Moving on to Chehalis Generation Facility.
13   Mr. Smith.
14                     MR. SMITH:  Good afternoon, Chair
15   Drew, Council members, and staff.  This is Jeremy
16   Smith, the operations manager, representing the
17   Chehalis Generation Facility.
18       I do not have anything nonroutine to note for the
19   month of June.
20                     CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.
21       Grays Harbor Energy Center.  Mr. Sherin.
22                     MR. SHERIN:  Good afternoon, Chair
23   Drew, Council members, and EFSEC staff.  This is
24   Chris Sherin, plant manager, with Grays Harbor Energy
25   Center.
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 1       For the month of June, the only nonroutine item
 2   we had -- had to report is that we did -- Grays
 3   Harbor Energy Center made EFSEC staff aware of three
 4   emission exceedances during start-ups following our
 5   hot gas path inspection or major gas turbine work and
 6   upgrades during our annual maintenance outage.
 7       I believe the issues other -- all but the third
 8   event have been resolved.  The third event was just
 9   CO on a star-up/shutdown limit of 500 pounds was
10   exceeded.  So Grays Harbor Energy Center is currently
11   working with the gas turbine equipment manufacturer
12   to determine the cause of these emissions events and
13   ensure a resolution.
14                     CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.
15       Are there any questions?
16                     MS. RANDOLPH:  Chair.
17                     CHAIR DREW:  Go ahead.
18                     MS. RANDOLPH:  We -- this is Sara
19   Randolph.  We had one other update.
20                     CHAIR DREW:  Yes.
21                     MS. RANDOLPH:  The EPA has reviewed
22   the air operating permit, or the AOP, and has no
23   objections.  The Council action to vote on the
24   issuance of the permit was open for public comment,
25   and none were received.  Staff recommend that the
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 1   Council vote to issuance [sic] the amended AOP.
 2       There are no other updates.
 3                     CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  So we go ahead
 4   and make a motion to approve the Title V AOP for the
 5   Grays Harbor project.
 6                     MR. LEVITT:  Can I just --
 7                     MR. YOUNG:  Lenny Young.
 8       Go ahead, Eli.
 9                     MR. LEVITT:  Yeah.  Just a quick
10   question to make sure.
11       So there were no public comments, but I also want
12   to make sure that no members of the community or
13   public asked for a public hearing; is that correct?
14                     UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  That is
15   correct.
16                     MR. LEVITT:  Okay.  Thank you.
17                     CHAIR DREW:  Mr. Young.
18                     MR. YOUNG:  Lenny Young.  So moved.
19                     CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.
20       Second?
21                     MS. BREWSTER:  Stacey Brewster.
22   Second.
23                     CHAIR DREW:  Are there any comments
24   or questions?
25       All those in favor, signify by saying "aye."
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 1                     MULTIPLE SPEAKERS:  Aye.
 2                     CHAIR DREW:  Opposed?
 3       Motion carries.  Thank you.  And thank you,
 4   staff, for all of your work on this as well.
 5       Moving on to Columbia Solar operational --
 6                     MR. CUSHING:  Good afternoon --
 7                     CHAIR DREW:  -- update.
 8                     MR. CUSHING:  -- Chair --
 9                     CHAIR DREW:  Mr. Cushing.
10                     MR. CUSHING:  Good afternoon, Chair
11   Drew, Council members, EFSEC staff.  This is Thomas
12   Cushing speaking on behalf of Columbia Solar.
13       There are no nonroutine updates to report.
14                     CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.
15       Columbia Generating Station.  Ms. Hall.  Is that
16   correct?
17                     MS. HALL:  Yes, that is correct.
18       Good afternoon, Chair Drew, Council members, and
19   EFSEC staff.  This is Katie Hall speaking on behalf
20   of Columbia Generating Station and Washington Nuclear
21   Project 1 and 4.
22       There are no nonroutine items to report for
23   either Columbia Generating Station or the Washington
24   Nuclear Project 1 and 4, which is also commonly known
25   as the Industrial Development Complex.  Thank you.
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 1                     CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.  Thank you.
 2       Goose Prairie Solar.  Patrick, I didn't catch
 3   your last name.
 4                     MR. McNELIS:  Patrick McNelis.  I'm
 5   filling in for Jacob Crist.
 6                     CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.
 7                     MR. McNELIS:  And good afternoon,
 8   EFSEC staff and Council.
 9       Project is on schedule.  Upcoming milestones are
10   a 90-day soak.  That's TBD when it's going to start.
11   Goose Prairie is considered mechanically complete.
12   On or around September 30th, we'll get sign-off from
13   Utility for COD.
14       All major scope items are complete.  Cleanup
15   items are current.  Punch list items are completed.
16   Hot commissioning and BPA testing remains.  O&M site
17   certificate deliverables in draft with Brookfield and
18   O&M from Tetra Tech.
19       For environmental compliance, no discharge on the
20   site reported in June.  Frequent monitoring is
21   occurring through WSP, with no findings reported for
22   June other than some filter socks that needed
23   replaced.
24       During upcoming projects, O&M office building
25   permit has been submitted to Yakima County with EFSEC
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 1   on copy.  And currently we're preparing for a
 2   transition to Brookfield operations, and a new
 3   contract list is in draft and will be provided as
 4   soon as possible.
 5                     CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.
 6                     MR. McNELIS:  And no further
 7   updates.  Thank you.
 8                     CHAIR DREW:  High Top and Ostrea.
 9   Ms. Randolph.
10                     MS. RANDOLPH:  Thank you, Chair
11   Drew, Council members.  For the record, this is Sara
12   Randolph, site specialist, for High Top and Ostrea.
13       EFSEC staff are continuing to work with the
14   certificate holder and our contractors to review and
15   refine pre-construction plans.  In particular, staff
16   are coordinating with the certificate holder on final
17   revisions to the initial site restoration plan, or
18   the ISRP, which will come to the Council for review
19   for the August Council meeting and approval once
20   fully refined.
21       There are no further updates at this time.
22                     CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.
23       And, again, that's for the Ostrea project?
24                     MS. RANDOLPH:  Correct.  Yes.
25                     CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  Badger Mountain
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 1   project update.  Ms. Snarski.
 2                     MS. SNARSKI:  Thank you, Chair
 3   Drew.  And good afternoon, Council members.  For the
 4   record, this is Joanne Snarski, the siting
 5   specialist, for Badger Mountain Solar.
 6       On June 27th, EFSEC received a formal request
 7   from Avangrid Renewables, the applicant, to place all
 8   project activities on hold for the next two to three
 9   months.  As you will see in your Council packet, they
10   stated that they intend to reevaluate public
11   comments, including from project landowners and
12   affected tribal nations.  This request has paused the
13   development of the draft environmental impact
14   statement, wetlands characterization, and the
15   cultural resources survey.
16       I can answer any questions.
17                     CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.
18       So we were in the midst of a cultural resources
19   survey, so we're stopping at midstream.
20       How much more work was left to be done on that?
21                     MS. SNARSKI:  I would say
22   approximately two-thirds to half.
23                     CHAIR DREW:  Was left?
24                     MS. SNARSKI:  Was remaining.
25   Correct.
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 1                     CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  Thank you.
 2       Any other questions from Council members?
 3       Thank you.
 4       Moving on to Wautoma Solar project update.
 5   Mr. Caputo.
 6                     MR. CAPUTO:  Am I coming through?
 7   Very good.
 8       Thank you, Chair Drew and Council members.  On
 9   June 9th, 2022, Innergex Renewable Development USA,
10   LLC, submitted its application for site certification
11   for the Wautoma Solar energy project to the Council
12   for our review and your recommendation to the
13   governor.  The Council convened its land-use
14   consistency hearing on August 8, 2022.  On November
15   15, 2022, the Council issued its final order, project
16   inconsistent with land-use regulations, and set the
17   matter for adjudication.
18       Since the Council found the project inconsistent
19   with the County's land-use provisions, an
20   adjudicative proceeding must be held to determine if
21   the Council should recommend to the governor
22   preemption of the County's land-use provisions and
23   site the facility.
24       Because the EFSEC SEPA responsible official
25   issued a mitigated determination of nonsignificance
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 1   for this project in May of this year, the
 2   adjudication can and has been limited to the issues
 3   surrounding land use pursuant to RCW 80.50.090,
 4   Section 4, Subsection b.  A prehearing conference was
 5   notified on July 2nd and is scheduled for next week
 6   on July 22nd.
 7       May I answer any questions?
 8                     CHAIR DREW:  Are there any
 9   questions for Mr. Caputo?
10       Thank you.
11       Hop Hill Solar Project.  Mr. Barnes.
12                     MR. BARNES:  Thank you, Chair Drew
13   and Council members.  For the record, this is John
14   Barnes, EFSEC staff, for the Hop Hill application.
15       Work is continuing with the applicant to complete
16   studies and reports needed to make a SEPA
17   determination.  We continue to coordinate and review
18   the application with our contractor, contracted
19   agencies, and tribal governments.
20       Are there any questions?
21                     CHAIR DREW:  Do I remember
22   correctly that it is Hop Hill Solar that was looking
23   at perhaps an addition to the application?
24                     MR. BARNES:  That is correct.
25                     CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  Just to remind
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 1   everyone.  Okay.  Thank you.
 2                     MS. HAFKEMEYER:  To clarify, Chair
 3   Drew, that has been informally communicated to staff,
 4   but we have not seen anything formally submitted yet.
 5                     CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  Thank you.
 6       Carriger Solar.  Ms. Snarski.
 7                     MS. SNARSKI:  Thank you, Chair
 8   Drew.  Again, this is Joanne Snarski, the siting
 9   specialist, for Carriger Solar.
10       We have -- EFSEC staff have been discussing the
11   proposed mitigation in the revised visual impacts
12   assessment provided to us by the applicant.  Staff
13   believe the applicant's mitigation proposal will
14   reduce significant impacts to visual aesthetics.  We
15   anticipate the final revised visual impact assessment
16   to be provided this week.  It will then be posted on
17   the Carriger website.
18       Additionally, EFSEC staff received final approval
19   of the cultural resource survey report from the
20   Department of Archaeology and Historic Preservation
21   and the Yakama Nation Cultural Resources Program.
22       The next step for us is to complete the final
23   SEPA determination -- or excuse me -- in -- the next
24   step in determining this final SEPA determination is
25   for us to -- to receive the traditional cultural
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 1   property study that we've contracted with directly
 2   with the Yakama Nation's Cultural Resources Program.
 3   We expect this work to be completed in December 2024.
 4                     CHAIR DREW:  So we will wait for
 5   the conclusion of that study before --
 6                     MS. SNARSKI:  The final SEPA
 7   determination.
 8                     CHAIR DREW:  -- the final SEPA
 9   determination.
10                     MS. HAFKEMEYER:  If I could jump in
11   again.  For the record, this is Ami Hafkemeyer.
12       If the Council will recall, when the applicant
13   submitted an extension request letter, they requested
14   an extension to allow for the completion of the study
15   and then some additional time for discussions with
16   the Yakama Nation depending on the findings of that
17   study to identify mitigation.
18                     CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.
19       Okay.  Moving on to Wallula Gap project update.
20   Mr. Barnes.
21                     MR. BARNES:  Thank you, Chair Drew
22   and Council members.  For the record, this is John
23   Barnes, EFSEC staff, for the Wallula Gap application.
24       Staff has developed and sent on July 2nd, 2024,
25   Data Request No. 1.  Staff are continuing to review
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 1   the application with our contractor, contracted
 2   agencies, and tribal governments.
 3       Are there any questions?
 4                     CHAIR DREW:  Any questions?  Thank
 5   you.
 6       Whistling Ridge.  Mr. Caputo.
 7                     MR. CAPUTO:  Thank you, Chair Drew
 8   and Council members.
 9       In September 2023, EFSEC received two petitions
10   from Twin Creek Timber, LLC, regarding the Whistling
11   Ridge energy project.  The first petition seeks
12   approval to transfer ownership of the site
13   certification agreement from SDS Lumber to Twin Creek
14   Timber.  The second petition seeks an approval to
15   extend the expiration date of the site certification
16   agreement until November of 2026.
17       Last month, the Council directed staff to prepare
18   a draft order for consideration at today's meeting.
19   It is included in your information packets.  The
20   public was notified of pending Council action on this
21   project.  One comment was received from the Friends
22   of the Columbia Gorge.
23       Based upon this comment, some edited -- some
24   edits are proposed for Council consideration.  Edits
25   included corrections of the spelling of names,
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 1   citations of applicable rules, and rewording of
 2   sentences to provide clarity.  There is a red-line
 3   copy of the order in your packets.  I will now
 4   quickly go through the proposed changes individually.
 5       On Page 1 of the order, some edits are proposed
 6   to add clarity to the ownership of the company and
 7   correct the spelling of Mr. Spadaro's name.
 8   Corrections to the spelling of his name are carried
 9   throughout the document.
10       On Page 2, it contains an additional grammatical
11   correction removing the possessive from "TCT."
12       Page 3, corrected a citation to refer to the
13   entirety of the section of the Washington
14   Administrative Code as well as a minor edit for
15   readability.
16       Page 5 contains in the footnote a correction of
17   the characterization of the position of Friends of
18   the Gorge.
19       Staff request the Council approve the order as
20   amended.
21       May I answer any questions?
22                     CHAIR DREW:  Any questions for
23   Mr. Caputo?
24       Council members, this is an issue which we
25   discussed at last meeting and had the -- held the
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 1   public hearings as well.
 2       Is there a motion to approve the order which
 3   denies the request for approval of transfer of
 4   control and for an extension of site certifications
 5   expiration date and declares the SCA expired and
 6   denies as moot the Friends of Columbia Gorge's
 7   petition for an adjudicative proceeding on TCT's
 8   transfer and extension request?
 9       Is there a motion to approve?
10                     MS. BREWSTER:  Stacey Brewster.  So
11   moved.
12                     MR. LEVITT:  Eli Levitt.  Second.
13                     CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.
14   Discussion?
15       I think we did talk about this quite a bit at the
16   last meeting.  And the Council unanimously was
17   thinking at that point in time that the company did
18   not meet the requirements for the approval of
19   transfer of control and, therefore, an extension of
20   the site certification.
21       This is all laid out in the -- in the Council
22   order.  So approving the order, I should change the
23   motion, if you-all agree, that we are approving an
24   order, No. 893.
25       All those in favor of Council Order 893, please
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 1   say "aye."
 2                     MULTIPLE SPEAKERS:  Aye.
 3                     CHAIR DREW:  All those opposed?
 4   The order is approved.  Thank you.
 5       We are now moving on to Horse Heaven Wind Farm
 6   project update.
 7       For those Council members who are not present, if
 8   you could turn on your cameras so that when we have
 9   questions or we have discussion, I can better see
10   when you are interested in making a comment.
11       Mr. Brost, I don't know if you're able to, but we
12   will keep track of you.  Okay?
13       Project update.  Ms. Moon.
14                     MS. MOON:  Good afternoon, Council
15   Chair Drew and EFSEC Council members.  For the
16   record, this is Amy Moon reporting on the Horse
17   Heaven wind project.
18       EFSEC staff continue to address feedback and
19   comments provided by the governor's office and the
20   EFSEC Council on the Horse Heaven recommendation
21   report.  Sean Greene, EFSEC staff, has prepared a
22   slide presentation in response to Council questions
23   and requests stemming from the June 20th Council
24   meeting.  And I'm just going to introduce Sean.
25       Sean, your turn.
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 1                     MR. GREENE:  Thank you.
 2       All right.  I'm going to share my screen.  Okay.
 3   That looks like it's displaying.
 4       So as Amy mentioned, at the previous Council
 5   meeting, the Council directed staff to identify
 6   mitigation alternatives in relation to mitigation
 7   options that were included within the draft site
 8   certification agreement that were identified by the
 9   governor's office as potentially reducing the
10   production potential (audio interference) -- are we
11   okay?
12       Okay.  So following that guidance, staff have
13   identified several mitigation alternatives to
14   replace, supplement, or pull back on the mitigation
15   measures that were identified as having that
16   potential of reducing production potential of the
17   project.
18       To begin with, we're going to -- well, we're
19   going to go through several resource areas that were
20   affected in a mitigative sense from the SCA regarding
21   project impacts, the first of which is priority
22   habitat.
23       As a brief on non-exclusion mitigation measures
24   that were included within the FEIS and subsequently
25   incorporated into the SCA, there were several,
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 1   including Vegetation-1, which required that tree
 2   removal be avoided where possible and mitigated where
 3   necessary;
 4       Vegetation-4, which requires an as-built report
 5   and revegetation monitoring to ensure success of
 6   revegetation and shrub-steppe restoration;
 7       Vegetation-7, which require the preparation and
 8   execution of a detailed site restoration plan and
 9   revegetation plan, which, again, encompassed priority
10   habitat;
11       and Habitat-5 and -8, which outlined the process
12   through which an assessment of indirect habitat loss
13   and alteration would take place and outlined how
14   compensatory mitigation would be developed.
15       All of these measures and any other measures
16   outlined in this presentation are included in their
17   full text within your -- your Council packet.
18       So for priority habitat, the draft SCA measure
19   that was identified as potentially reducing energy
20   production potential of the project was
21   Vegetation-10.  This was a measure that was crafted
22   by the Council following the publication of the final
23   environmental impact statement and, in essence,
24   prohibited the siting of solar arrays on rabbitbrush,
25   shrubland, or WDFW-designated priority habitat types,
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 1   of which the only one on-site would be shrub-steppe
 2   or this project.
 3       The result of this measure, if implemented, would
 4   reduce the proposed solar siting area.  And as a
 5   reminder, that is the total area in which all solar
 6   arrays could be sited, but the final footprint of the
 7   solar arrays would not encompass the entire solar
 8   siting area.
 9       Approximately 5200 acres of solar arrays are
10   proposed by the applicant to be sited, and of those,
11   75 percent -- or pardon me -- 75 acres, or about 1
12   and a half percent, would be excluded from site --
13   their current -- siting on their current footprint by
14   this measure.  Though it should be noted that there
15   is the option for the applicant to relocate
16   prohibited solar arrays to a different area of the
17   solar siting area where they would not impact these
18   habitat types.
19       In regards to the alternatives proposed by staff,
20   there -- what you see on the screen are essentially
21   the options:  Either eliminating Vegetation-10 and
22   allowing for siting on these areas with the other
23   measures that were included in the final
24   environmental impact statement and draft SCA, which
25   are inclusive of applicant commitments to implement
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 1   compensatory mitigation for any impacts to designated
 2   habitat types; or retaining the language from the
 3   draft SCA, which would continue to exclude
 4   approximately 10 percent of the solar siting area and
 5   1 and a half percent of the proposed solar footprint.
 6                     CHAIR DREW:  Mr. Brost.  Or I'm
 7   sorry.  Who has the hand raised?
 8                     MR. YOUNG:  Chair Drew, this is
 9   Lenny Young.
10                     CHAIR DREW:  Hi.
11                     MR. YOUNG:  Could you -- could you
12   clarify?  I think you characterized what we're
13   looking at as staff proposals.  Are these -- or
14   excuse me.  Staff recommendations.  Are these staff
15   recommendations, or are these just possibilities that
16   staff is sharing with the Council?
17                     CHAIR DREW:  So, Ms. Bumpus, would
18   you like to take that question?
19                     MS. BUMPUS:  Yes.  For the record,
20   this is Sonia Bumpus.
21       The PowerPoint presentation revisits what's --
22   what was in the FEIS and what was in the draft site
23   certification agreement sent to the governor.  And in
24   some cases, we have offered an alternative to those
25   for discussion by the Council.
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 1       Vegetation-10 does not have another option that
 2   we created for you to consider.  We really just
 3   wanted to show here the -- the difference between
 4   what the measures in the FEIS for priority habitat
 5   were versus those measures in addition to Veg-10,
 6   which was drafted by the Council.  This is --
 7                     MR. YOUNG:  Yeah.
 8                     MS. BUMPUS:  I'll just add that
 9   this isn't a measure that, in the staff's view, we
10   found to have a significant difference in the overall
11   output of the project.  As Mr. Greene mentioned,
12   there is the possibility of relocation even with
13   Veg-10 in place.  And so we really didn't --
14   ultimately didn't really see that this was one that
15   had a substantial impact on the build-out.  But
16   nonetheless, it does have some role in affecting the
17   potential build-out.
18                     MR. YOUNG:  Yeah, understood.
19                     MS. BUMPUS:  Is that -- mm-hmm.
20                     MR. YOUNG:  I think I heard
21   Mr. Greene, though, refer to this as a staff
22   recommendation.  And I just was looking for clarity
23   on whether what we're being presented this afternoon
24   is analysis without a recommendation or, in fact, is
25   a staff recommendation.
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 1                     MR. GREENE:  You are correct.
 2   These are not intended to be staff recommendations.
 3   If I used that terminology, that was incorrect.  We
 4   went back and reviewed resource areas where the
 5   Council had identified mitigation beyond those in
 6   the -- the FEIS, which essentially operates as a
 7   staff recommendation, and tried to identify
 8   alternatives for the Council's consideration at this
 9   meeting that are options for you to discuss.
10       The final versions of these mitigation, including
11   their -- retaining them as written in the SCA,
12   removing them, or adding onto them, is a
13   determination date that will be made by the Council
14   and can extend beyond the options presented on your
15   screen right now.
16                     MR. YOUNG:  Understood.  Thank you
17   for clarifying.
18                     CHAIR DREW:  Mr. Young, what I'm
19   looking for today is the views from Council on each
20   of these areas to perhaps have then, at the
21   conclusion of our discussion, something we would
22   direct the staff to draft for the August meeting.
23       So, for example, as I look at Veg-10, I think
24   that this does not affect the output.  I think it's a
25   common-sense approach.  I think it retains vegetation
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 1   in priority areas.  And for me, I guess I would ask
 2   if the Council is comfortable retaining that.
 3       Are there any views?
 4                     MS. BREWSTER:  This is Stacey
 5   Brewster.  I'll agree with you on that.  I think
 6   the -- the impact is small.  The benefits for
 7   retaining that habitat is high and worthy of keeping
 8   in place.
 9                     CHAIR DREW:  Anyone who would like
10   to object, please say so.  Otherwise, we'll move on
11   to the next slide.
12       Okay.  We can come back to it if people have
13   questions.  We just have a lot more material to get
14   through, so -- and we can have a motion if one -- if
15   the Council desires to do so at the end, and we can
16   discuss everything in that.
17       Okay.  Thank you.
18                     MR. GREENE:  Okay.  The next
19   resource area that was related to potential
20   mitigation measures that would reduce the production
21   energy potential of the project was wildlife movement
22   corridors.
23       There were several mitigation measures in the
24   FEIS that were incorporated into the SCA that did not
25   deal with exclusion of project components.  That's
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 1   still mitigated for the resource, including
 2   Wildlife-6, which required maintenance of a road
 3   mortality database and enforced adaptive management
 4   based on the results of that database data
 5   collection;
 6       Habitat-2, which required minimization of
 7   transmission lines cross -- crossing canyons and
 8   draws to reduce potential wildlife movement barriers;
 9       and Habitat-7, which required that all project
10   roadways be removed during decommissioning to restore
11   pre-project levels of wildlife movement.
12       The exclusion mitigation measure that mitigated
13   for impact to this resource was Habitat-1.  The FEIS
14   version of this measure required that all project
15   components located within medium-or-above wildlife
16   linkage corridors be avoided to the extent feasible.
17   And if they were cited within those medium-or-above
18   linkage corridors, they must be accompanied by a
19   corridor mitigation plan, which includes a number of
20   measures, including adjacent habitat improvements;
21   features to accommodate passage, such as culverts;
22   post-construction monitoring; and restoration.
23       The draft SCA version of the measure prohibited
24   the siting of primary project components --
25   specifically, turbines, solar, and BESS -- within
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 1   medium-or-above linkage corridors and prohibited the
 2   siting of secondary project components, such as roads
 3   and transmission lines, in high-or-above linkage
 4   corridors unless colocated within existing
 5   infrastructure.  And maintained -- the SCA version
 6   maintained the FEIS corridor mitigation plan for all
 7   medium -- or all secondary components cited within
 8   medium-or-above linkage corridors.
 9       The result of implementation of the draft SCA
10   version of this mitigation would see approximately a
11   13 and a half percent reduction in the number of
12   turbines based on where they're currently proposed
13   within the project area as well as a 6 percent
14   reduction in the proposed solar siting area, though
15   none of the currently proposed solar footprint would
16   be affected.
17       There is also the matter of a 230-kilovolt
18   intertie transmission line that is propo- -- that the
19   applicant has requested the option of construction to
20   connect their eastern substation and western
21   substation at three points along its route.  This
22   line would cross areas of high-or-above linkage
23   corridors and be precluded from being sited there, so
24   additional engineering redesign would be necessary
25   for about three and a half miles of that 19
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 1   -plus-mile intertie line.
 2                     CHAIR DREW:  Mr. Greene, couple
 3   questions for you.
 4       First of all, when you look back at the FEIS
 5   language -- and I know it's just summarized here.
 6   And for the Council members, there is something that
 7   is in the packet which you can't see there.  But can
 8   we maybe put it on the screen?  The Habitat-1?  Is
 9   that the one?
10                     MR. GREENE:  Yes, I can.
11                     CHAIR DREW:  I think that would be
12   very good.
13       So in other projects that have come recently to
14   EFSEC, we've had a great deal of cooperation from
15   applicants to identify a wildlife corridor through
16   the project if that was raised as a concern.
17       When I read this that is in the FEIS and when you
18   read it, do you read it saying there must be a
19   wildlife movement corridor through the project?
20                     MR. GREENE:  So the FEIS version is
21   specific to modeled wildlife movement corridors by
22   the -- the Washington Wildlife Habitat Connectivity
23   Working Group.  It is less a requirement that a
24   wildlife movement corridor be installed in the
25   project area and more a requirement that project
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 1   components seek to avoid being placed in already-
 2   identified wildlife movement corridors, if that makes
 3   sense.
 4                     CHAIR DREW:  And, but to the extent
 5   feasible.
 6                     MR. GREENE:  Correct.
 7                     CHAIR DREW:  So how do we ensure in
 8   the FEIS measure that there is wildlife -- there will
 9   be future wildlife movement through the project?
10                     MR. GREENE:  That is done through
11   the development of the corridor mitigation plan.  And
12   you can see on your screen, there are a number of
13   different avenues that the applicant could work with
14   EFSEC and WDFW to identify which -- which and in what
15   level would be most effective at retaining available
16   wildlife movement areas following the potential for
17   project components to negatively impact, adversely
18   impact the modeled wildlife movement corridors.
19       Those can include things like improvement of
20   habitat adjacent to those modeled corridors or
21   installing movement infrastructure within the
22   project, such as open-bottom culverts that allow for
23   easier wildlife movement, in concert with the
24   installation of project components.
25                     CHAIR DREW:  Are there any other
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 1   questions or comments from Council members?
 2                     MR. BROST:  I have one, if you can
 3   hear me.
 4                     CHAIR DREW:  Mr. Brost.
 5                     MR. BROST:  Question on what's
 6   feasible versus not.  Who defines what that is?  Is
 7   there a definition of what is feasible?
 8                     MR. GREENE:  There is not a
 9   definition of what is feasible.  That would be a
10   process that EFSEC would go through with the
11   applicant to determine which project components
12   were -- were necessary for an effective build-out of
13   the project and which could potentially be eliminated
14   if they were -- if they were not critical.
15                     CHAIR DREW:  But in addition to
16   EFSEC, when you say EFSEC, we do have the PTAG, and
17   we have Fish and Wildlife, Department of Fish and
18   Wildlife, who will also be part of this process, and
19   perhaps the tribe, the Yakama Tribe as well.
20                     MR. GREENE:  Yes, this is a measure
21   that would encompass the PTAG and subsequently the
22   TAC as part of the development of the mitigation plan
23   and the development of the performance standards and
24   adaptive mitigation throughout the life of the
25   project.  So it would incorporate guidance from a
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 1   number of State agencies and potentially affected
 2   tribe, should they wish to be members of the PTAG and
 3   the TAC.
 4                     MR. BROST:  One more question.
 5   Does the community or the County have some input into
 6   that if they have some?
 7                     MR. GREENE:  We have had TACs on
 8   previous projects that have included County
 9   representatives.  The exact membership of the PTAG
10   and TAC for this project have not been defined as of
11   yet.
12                     CHAIR DREW:  Certainly I would
13   think that if they were interested, they would be
14   able to participate.
15       Mr. Young.
16                     MR. YOUNG:  I have a concern that,
17   in and of itself, removing this provision of the
18   original SCA would allow the restoration of up to 30
19   turbines and 3.4 miles of 230 kV transmission line to
20   the project and that this would increase the
21   project's already significant impacts on Yakama
22   Nation traditional cultural properties.
23                     CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.
24       Are there other comments as to the Council's view
25   of retaining this as it is in the draft SCA,
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 1   returning perhaps to the FEIS language?
 2       To me, it does -- and I hear Mr. Young.  I do
 3   think that if there are ways, as we're talking just
 4   about -- I mean, we can also talk about tribal
 5   cultural properties.
 6       I'm really walking through this to perhaps
 7   identify what mitigation goes with which impact.  And
 8   as a wildlife corridor impact, personally I would be
 9   comfortable with the FEIS language.  I do think the
10   fact that it's in the middle of the project and
11   there's potential for impact to a optional intertie
12   transmission line, that the outcome I would be
13   looking for in this would be that there is able to be
14   wildlife movement throughout the project after the
15   project is completed.
16       Any other comments?
17                     MS. BREWSTER:  This is Stacey
18   Brewster.
19       With the components that we're discussing, which
20   tend to be porous and allow for some movement, I see
21   where you're coming from, and I get your points.
22       I think initially identified and what we're
23   trying to move away from is the compounding impacts,
24   and I think initially we looked at that corridor
25   because it had multi- -- those turbines had multiple
0042
 1   impacts.
 2       So in terms of movement, it seems to me the FEIS
 3   conditions are probably adequate.  You know, not
 4   ideal, as I think we would like to avoid those
 5   impacts entirely.  But if we're talking about
 6   movement, it seems to me the FEIS mitigation is
 7   probably sufficient.
 8       I would be interested in hearing the thoughts on
 9   our Fish and Wildlife Council member, unfortunately
10   who is not with us today.
11                     CHAIR DREW:  Yes, he's not able to
12   be here.
13       But what we're talking about, I think, is asking
14   the staff to draft something.  And we're not voting
15   on it, so we have time to consider it and look at
16   comments and then perhaps come back in August just to
17   have something in front of us to discuss.
18       Any other comments?
19       Okay.  Let's move on to the next issue.
20                     MR. GREENE:  Okay.  The next
21   resource is the ferruginous hawk.
22       There are several non-exclusion mitigation
23   measures from the FEIS that were incorporated into
24   the SCA, including Wildlife-1, which implements a
25   mortality monitoring program and adaptive management
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 1   strategy for all avian species, inclusive of the
 2   ferruginous hawk.  And that's a fairly lengthy
 3   measure, and it's available, again, in that handout.
 4       There is also Wildlife-8, which prohibits the
 5   siting of turbines within a quarter mile of all
 6   documented raptor nests, inclusive of the ferruginous
 7   hawk.  Currently this would exclude three of the 222
 8   Option 1 turbines, or about 1 percent, or one of the
 9   147 Option 2 turbines, just under 1 percent.
10       And the third measure is Wildlife-9, which
11   requires that vegetation clearing and grubbing during
12   the ferruginous hawk breeding -- during all avian
13   species' breeding periods, inclusive of ferruginous
14   hawk, be avoided where feasible and mitigated for if
15   necessary.
16       And the exclusion measure is -- there we go.
17   Okay.  I don't know why my bottom part is showing.
18       But the FEIS version of Species-5 prohibits the
19   siting of project components within two miles of a
20   documented ferruginous hawk where that nesting site
21   is still available and where foraging habitat is
22   viable.  For any components sited within two miles of
23   an unavailable or nonviable ferruginous hawk nest, a
24   ferruginous hawk mitigation and management plan would
25   be required, which includes habitat loss offsets,
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 1   turbine curtailment, active nest disturbance
 2   avoidance, and pre- and post-construction monitoring,
 3   as well as others.  And, again, that is a fairly
 4   lengthy measure, and it's available in your handout.
 5       For all versions of Species-5, Wildlife-1,
 6   Wildlife-8, and Wildlife-9 from the previous slide
 7   would still apply.
 8       The FEIS version would eliminate -- would exclude
 9   anywhere between 0 and about 48 percent of the
10   project proposed turbines.  The exact number would be
11   determined after the process of identifying which
12   nests are available and viable.
13       The range for excluded solar siting area is 0 to
14   30 percent, and the range of excluded current
15   proposed solar footprint would be 0 to 12 percent.
16   It would also potentially exclude up to one of the
17   three proposed BESS sites, though it should be noted
18   that the SCA only allows for a maximum of two BESSes
19   within the project area.
20       The draft SCA version of Species-5 implements a
21   hard buffer on all documented ferruginous hawk nests
22   of two miles, not allowing any turbines to be sited
23   within that two-mile buffer.  It also applies a
24   half-mile buffer to all documented ferruginous hawk
25   nests for solar arrays and BESS.  It continues the
0045
 1   requirement for a ferruginous hawk mitigation and
 2   management plan for any components sited within two
 3   miles of a documented nest.  This measure would
 4   exclude approximately 48 percent of the project
 5   turbines, just under 10 percent of the proposed solar
 6   siting area, and about 4 percent of the current
 7   proposed solar footprint.
 8       A third option which would be -- which is not
 9   from the FEIS or the SCA but has been developed by
10   staff as something that could potentially address the
11   Council's concerns about impacts to this resource
12   would be a version of the draft SCA mitigation but
13   replacing the two-mile buffer with a .6-mile buffer
14   or one-kilometer buffer.
15       This buffer was adapted after review of the 2004
16   WDFW seasonal disturbance guidelines for active
17   ferruginous hawk nests, so it -- it should be made
18   clear that this guidance is not a direct one-to-one
19   comparison with how we're using it here, but it is
20   something that WDFW has published on the record
21   regarding what active projects should -- the distance
22   to which active projects should avoid disturbing
23   active ferruginous hawk nests.
24       This measure would prohibit the siting of all
25   primary project components -- so turbine, solar, and
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 1   BESS -- within .6 miles of a documented ferruginous
 2   hawk nest and still require that any components sited
 3   within two miles, again, require a ferruginous hawk
 4   mitigation management plan.
 5       This option, if implemented as written here,
 6   would exclude about 5 and a half percent of the
 7   proposed turbines, 12 percent of the prosed solar
 8   siting area, or about 6 percent of the current
 9   proposed solar footprint.
10       And, again, these are options given to the
11   Council for consideration.  These are not the only
12   options available to the Council if they wish to
13   develop their own.
14                     CHAIR DREW:  Mr. Young.
15                     MR. YOUNG:  Yeah, I have two
16   comments here, and the first is that I do not believe
17   that it is appropriate scientifically to extrapolate
18   a seasonal activity buffer -- in this case, one
19   kilometer -- to a habitat protection buffer.  Those
20   are two different concepts, if you will, that address
21   different aspects of the species life history, so
22   I -- I don't believe that the extrapolation of the
23   activity buffer to a habitat protection buffer is
24   appropriate.
25       And then, similarly, as with Habitat-1, I have
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 1   great concern that restoring a hundred and seven
 2   turbines to the landscape would increase the project
 3   footprint and would have a big impact on Yakama
 4   Nation traditional cultural properties.
 5                     CHAIR DEW:  Thank you.
 6       Are there other questions or comments from
 7   Council members?
 8       So I will ask a question.
 9       So in addition to the one-kilometer buffer, there
10   would still be not just -- would it just be seasonal
11   curtailment?  Would it require, if there are active
12   nests before construction, to not have those turbines
13   constructed?
14                     MR. GREENE:  So any nest that would
15   be identified up to the start of construction would
16   be afforded the same buffer as any other documented
17   nest based on how this is written now.
18       As for seasonal curtailment, as the third option
19   is written, that would apply for any turbines
20   constructed within two miles of a documented nest.
21   Both of those -- those two as this is written now
22   could be altered by the Council, if you desire.
23                     CHAIR DREW:  If we look at the
24   FEIS, the FEIS has components prohibited within two
25   miles of documented ferruginous hawk nests where a
0048
 1   nesting site is available and foraging habitat is
 2   viable.
 3       We don't have the information of that yet.  When
 4   would you expect that?  Would you expect that that
 5   information would be required before the construction
 6   plan is completed?
 7                     MR. GREENE:  Yes.  Prior to
 8   construction, EFSEC, the PTAG, and the applicant
 9   would go through the process of identifying which
10   nests are avail- -- which nesting sites are available
11   and which documented ferruginous hawk nests have
12   viable foraging habitat within that two-mile buffer.
13       For nests that meet both of those selection
14   criteria, they would be afforded that two-mile buffer
15   based on the FEIS version.  Nests that do not meet
16   one or both of the criteria would allow project
17   components within the buffer so long as they are
18   accompanied by a mitigation and management plan which
19   includes a number of things, most -- perhaps most
20   importantly a seasonal curtailment plan.  But that
21   would all be completed prior to the start of
22   construction.
23                     CHAIR DREW:  And that would be
24   based on available nests where foraging habitat is
25   viable, not necessarily actual nesting of a hawk.
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 1                     MR. GREENE:  Yes.  So if there is
 2   an active nest, it would automatically be determined
 3   that the nesting site is available and the habitat is
 4   viable.  So any active nest would immediately be
 5   given that -- that buffer based on the FEIS version.
 6                     CHAIR DREW:  Questions or comments
 7   or thoughts from Council members?
 8                     MS. BREWSTER:  This is Stacey
 9   Brewster.  Initially my thought on the -- the new
10   option is that it's based on 20-year-old
11   recommendations and prior to the listing of the
12   ferruginous hawk as endangered.  So I would hope that
13   we could get some more current science and
14   recommendations from Fish and Wildlife on which to --
15   to base any consideration we might make.  I know that
16   might not be the case.
17       And I'm inclined to put the strictest protections
18   around ferruginous hawks at this point.  That is my
19   leaning at the moment.  I guess there's too many
20   questions as to identifying nests and their viability
21   and habitat from me at the moment.
22                     MR. GREENE:  And I would say that
23   the two-mile buffer outlined within the FEIS is based
24   on the most current recommendation from WDFW staff.
25   They have identified that as the home range of the
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 1   ferruginous hawk.
 2                     CHAIR DREW:  Other comments?
 3       Go ahead.
 4                     MR. LEVITT:  This is Eli Levitt.  I
 5   think I just have one or two.
 6       One is that, you know, it's kind of an exercise
 7   in lumping and splitting, and I think the direction
 8   we have gotten from the governor's office is to try
 9   to look at the impacts individually and choose which
10   option fits best.  So just, I guess, maybe a
11   reminder that we need to -- we're trying to think
12   about each one individually and think about the
13   option that works best for each of us as individuals
14   and the Council.
15       You know, the other -- I guess the other thing
16   for me is thinking about the FEIS and what it says.
17   It seems like a lot of the numbers would really come
18   down to how the technical group and the Council would
19   define "available" and "viable."  And so it's a
20   little bit difficult to vote on a option that has
21   such a wide range of options.  So I guess that's just
22   an observation for me.
23                     CHAIR DREW:  I do think that for
24   the overall consideration -- and for me; I'm speaking
25   for myself -- that we have a real challenge in that
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 1   we very much want to protect the home territory of
 2   the ferruginous hawk, but we also don't have the
 3   future knowledge of whether it will be there or not.
 4   And that is really a very, very difficult challenge
 5   for us to come to terms with.
 6       I think having a hard buffer less than the two
 7   miles makes sense for that reason.  I think the one
 8   kilometer is the other hard buffer that we have in
 9   the record.  So, again, you asked about information.
10   We -- this is -- this is the one that is in the
11   record.
12       And, again, I went back, and I listened to the
13   adjudication and to -- listened to particularly Don
14   McIvor -- there were a lot of experts, and we got a
15   lot of good information -- but talking about both the
16   risk and then the application of adaptive management,
17   which is why if -- the ferruginous hawk is one goal,
18   but it's not our only goal.  And so trying to balance
19   these two in a way that's protective, I think one way
20   of doing that could be to have a short,
21   less-than-two-mile buffer with the FEIS adaptive
22   management.
23       So that is the way I'm looking at it.  Not
24   assurance, but trying to balance the need for clean
25   energy and the potential impact for an endangered
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 1   species.
 2       If it is available -- if the species does come
 3   from to the site, I think we have hard stops.  We
 4   also have the ability with -- and that could include,
 5   you know, if the turbines are constructed, then
 6   seasonal curtailment.  But with the FEIS, we also
 7   have the potential to look at the most viable
 8   habitat -- not ourselves, but our staff and
 9   associates; Fish and Wildlife; tribal members, if
10   they wish to; others -- to identify those viable,
11   most viable areas, and have additional protection.
12       So that's why, I guess, that's where I'm leaning
13   at this point in time.
14       Other questions from Council members?  Comments?
15   Discussion?
16                     MR. BROST:  Can I pose a question?
17                     CHAIR DREW:  Would you like to vote
18   on that now or as a -- part of a motion in the end?
19   If you're making the motion, we can look for a vote
20   right now.
21                     MR. BROST:  I didn't have a motion
22   to make.  I was going to ask a question about the --
23   the buffer zones.
24       Is it -- is it a norm that the buffers for wind
25   and solar are the same?  From the -- from the
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 1   nonscientific guy, it seems to me that the wind would
 2   have a larger buffer than the solar would, but it
 3   sounds like they're the same here.  Am I correct --
 4                     MR. GREENE:  Yes.
 5                     MR. BROST:  -- on that, or
 6   (videoconference audio distortion)?
 7                     MR. GREENE:  The FEIS version and
 8   the third option there do have the same buffer areas
 9   for wind and solar.  The draft SCA version had
10   different buffers for the two component types.
11       If the Council wants to identify preferred
12   buffers for the component types, we can work those
13   into final language.
14                     CHAIR DREW:  I -- I don't know what
15   the purpose of a one-kilometer buffer from solar and
16   BESS has.
17                     MR. GREENE:  So the primary impact
18   that solar and BESS construction would have on the
19   ferruginous hawk is the denial of available foraging
20   habitat.  If -- if those nests were ever occupied,
21   the home range is the area within two miles.  And
22   while those components may not be sited on ideal
23   foraging habitat, there may be some foraging activity
24   of that species within that area.
25       The primary impact that turbine construction
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 1   would have is direct mortality via strike.  So all
 2   three types of components have an impact.  They're
 3   just of differing types and degree.
 4                     CHAIR DREW:  And would you say
 5   that, with Veg-10, is the project reduction listed in
 6   the draft SCA, the right column, overlap?  Maybe
 7   that's unfair to ask you.
 8                     MR. GREENE:  No, so it's fine.
 9   The -- the third option would only exclude areas of
10   the solar siting area within the east solar array.
11   That is the same area that is addressed by Veg-10.
12   So that 75-acre area of the solar footprint excluded
13   by Veg-10 would also be excluded by this measure.
14   The third option, or, honestly, any three of these
15   options.  The two western solar arrays are without --
16   are outside of the two-mile buffer of any identified
17   nest, so they would not be affected by this measure
18   in any format.
19                     CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  Any other
20   questions?
21       Let's move on to the traditional -- the next
22   slide, I'll just say.
23                     MR. GREENE:  Okay.
24       Okay.  The next resource area is cultural
25   resources.  There are two non-exclusion measures in
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 1   the FEIS and SCA.  The first is Cultural Resources-1,
 2   which requires that the applicant maintain ongoing
 3   engagement with affected tribes and, where
 4   appropriate, implement relevant and effective
 5   mitigation measures that may be developed as part of
 6   that engage.
 7       The second is Cultural Resources-2, which
 8   outlines the specific DAHP -- Department of
 9   Archeological and Historic Preservation -- permitting
10   and/or avoidance buffers required for specifically
11   identified archeological and architectural resources
12   of a historic and/or cultural nature, which can
13   include TCPs.
14       All of these identified resources that could be
15   impacted by the project have been outlined within
16   that measure in the table as is attached to it in
17   your handout.
18       Originally the SCA version of Species-5 was
19   developed to identify compounding impacts, including
20   impacts to traditional cultural properties, in an
21   effort to split up the mitigation to specifically
22   address resource areas.  Staff have identified two
23   potential mitigation options that the Council can
24   consider for inclusion in the final version of the
25   SCA or the final draft of the SCA.  Both of these are
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 1   new to this point, but they do draw on the existing
 2   record.
 3       On March 2nd of 2021, the Yakama Nation
 4   identified Webber Canyon as an area of particular TCP
 5   concern for them.  These two measures on the left
 6   impose a 0.5-mile buffer for turbines around Webber
 7   Canyon.  On the right, it is a full one-mile buffer
 8   around the -- the maximum extent of Webber Canyon.
 9   The .5-mile buffer would eliminate four turbines from
10   either option, about 2 percent of the project
11   proposed turbines.  The one-mile buffer would exclude
12   17 Option 1 turbines, or 13 Option 2 turbines, for
13   approximately 8 percent of the total proposed
14   turbines.
15                     CHAIR DREW:  And, again, this is
16   one letter.  We're not saying this addresses the
17   large extent of the Yakama Nation's concerns with
18   this project.  But this is a specific one which is on
19   the -- in the actual project area that staff wanted
20   to draw attention to for the Council.
21                     MR. GREENE:  That is correct.  The
22   Yakama Nation has identified multiple TCPs within the
23   project lease boundary and adjacent to it that would
24   be impacted by project construction and have
25   indicated that all proposed project components would
0057
 1   adversely impact TCPs.
 2       This one was -- was proposed for inclusion here
 3   because it is specifically outlined in the record as
 4   an area where the Yakama Nation has identified
 5   particular concerns.  Any reduction in the project
 6   footprint would have an associated reduction of
 7   impacts to TCPs.
 8                     CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.  I
 9   understand you might actually have a map of this one.
10                     MR. GREENE:  Yes.
11       So this is the Option 1 turbines, and I have an
12   associated map with Option 2 turbines, but they are
13   more or less the same.
14       The purple outline is the maximum geographic
15   extent of Webber Canyon.  The black dots are, in
16   this -- in the case of this map, Option 1 turbines as
17   currently proposed for siting.
18       The yellow highlighted area would -- would be a
19   .5-mile buffer, with the orange being a full one-mile
20   buffer.
21       And the -- the number of turbines visible on this
22   map are not exactly the same as what you saw on this
23   slide, because some of these turbines have already
24   been removed from the application proposal by
25   applicant commitment.  But the numbers in the -- the
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 1   previous slide that you saw are -- are accurate.
 2                     CHAIR DREW:  Mr. Young.
 3                     MR. YOUNG:  Yeah, my concern here
 4   is I'm glad -- appreciate seeing the -- the concern
 5   for TCPs to the extent that there may be associated
 6   with Webber Canyon, but I don't know whether a
 7   .5-mile buffer or a one-mile buffer, I don't know to
 8   what extent that would provide necessary impact
 9   reduction in this area.
10       And then in and of itself, as evidenced by all
11   the input we've received from Yakama Nation in the
12   two years subsequent to March '21 -- three years
13   subsequent to March '21, this is a very, very limited
14   reduction of impacts to Yakama Nation TCPs, if in
15   fact it does provide impact reduction for -- for a
16   TCP at all.  So concerned with the very small amount,
17   the very limited scope of this, and not knowing
18   whether what's proposed would provide meaningful
19   protection or not.
20                     CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.
21       Other comments or questions?
22                     MR. LEVITT:  This is Eli Levitt.  I
23   guess I would offer that that was a challenge of a
24   lot of the public comments we received across the
25   board almost, is that specific individuals and groups
0059
 1   did not tell us which mitigation measures would
 2   suffice for them or how specific changes may help,
 3   hinder, or -- or maintain their concerns.
 4       So, you know, in some ways, as a Council, with
 5   the exception of some of the more scientific
 6   mitigation measures, we're operating without a lot of
 7   detailed understanding for what would work for
 8   individuals or groups.
 9                     CHAIR DREW:  Mr. Young.
10                     MR. YOUNG:  Yeah, I would just add
11   that we have, again, multiple subsequent written
12   communications from Yakama Nation post March '21 that
13   do provide us some idea of the extent to which the
14   project would need to be modified to avert impacts to
15   Yakama Nation TCPs.  We do have communications from
16   Yakama Nation that do speak to that.
17                     CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.
18       That's true.  And we also do have communications
19   saying the SCA which was proposed to the governor was
20   insufficient, as everybody well knows.
21       Any other questions or comments here?
22       Okay.  Thank you.  Thanks for the work on this.
23       Next slide.
24                     MR. GREENE:  Yeah, so the final
25   resource that we're going to go through in this
0060
 1   presentation is public health and safety,
 2   specifically in relation to aerial firefighting.
 3   There is one non-exclusion measure in the FEIS and
 4   SCA that deals with this resource.  That is public
 5   Health and Safety-1, which requires that turbines be
 6   shut down in the event of a major wildfire occurring
 7   in an area where fire suppression aircraft may need
 8   access near the project.
 9       Staff have identified two potential options for
10   the Council to consider regarding this resource.
11   Both are based on the perimeter of historic wildfires
12   in the area of the project since 2000.
13       The left would provide -- would eliminate any
14   turbines proposed within the perimeter of one or more
15   of those fires while the option on the right would
16   provide that perimeter with a 0.25-mile buffer.  That
17   is done -- that is proposed in consideration of DNR
18   guidance that they provide all of their aerial
19   firefighting craft with a quarter-mile standoff
20   buffer from turbines when in operation.  So no
21   turbines would be allowed to be sited within that
22   standoff buffer of the perimeter of any historic fire
23   since 2000.
24       The elimination of -- the exclusion of turbines
25   from the perimeters would eliminate about 1 -- 1
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 1   percent of the proposed turbines while adding that
 2   quarter-mile buffer would exclude 3 to 5 percent of
 3   the proposed turbines.
 4       In the area that -- area of the project that
 5   these historic fires have taken place is generally
 6   the northwest ridge line of the lease boundary.
 7                     CHAIR DREW:  Do you also have a map
 8   of that?
 9                     MR. GREENE:  I do.
10       This is adapted from a map that was provided to
11   the Council during adjudication.  The various colors
12   are the perimeters of historic fires with the names
13   of the fires written as well.
14       All the block dots are Option 1 turbines as
15   currently proposed.  You can see that -- my cursor, I
16   guess -- these three are the three that would be
17   within the perimeter while the ones surrounding it
18   are within the quarter-mile buffer.  And, again, this
19   is not a direct one-to-one comparison to the numbers
20   that you saw on the slide, because some of these
21   turbines have voluntarily been removed from the
22   application by applicant commitment.
23                     CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.
24       Questions on this?
25                     MS. BREWSTER:  Just curious.
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 1   Firefighting is new to me.  Is the use of historic
 2   fires a common practice for delineating fire danger?
 3                     CHAIR DREW:  Ms. Bumpus.
 4                     MS. BUMPUS:  My -- my team is
 5   leaving me hanging here.
 6       For the record, this is Sonia Bumpus.  I was just
 7   going to say that one thought that came to mind is
 8   that I think that this was -- that that rationale was
 9   some of the rationale that was used in the original
10   recommendation.
11                     MR. GREENE:  Yeah, I would say
12   it's -- it's a fairly common practice to review the
13   perimeters of historic fires to identify areas where
14   topography or vegetation may limit the spread of
15   fires in the future and also to identify areas
16   where -- that are particularly fire-prone.
17       The reason that there have been so many fires in
18   this area is the prevailing winds in the area do whip
19   up the fire as they approach the ridge line.  And you
20   can see this -- this bit here where it kind of goes
21   south is Webber Canyon.  And that is, again, a case
22   where topography aids the spread of fire through the
23   canyon area and limits its spread from the bottom of
24   the canyon to the ridge line above it.
25                     MS. BUMPUS:  And I would add one
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 1   other thought to that, and that is that in thinking
 2   about the framework around SEPA, the State
 3   Environmental Policy Act, when you're identifying
 4   impacts, you also consider -- you're considering
 5   significant adverse impacts, but you also consider
 6   the probability.  And so I think that's also where
 7   you -- where you have some basis for considering
 8   historic fire activity at the site.
 9                     MS. BREWSTER:  Thanks.  Yeah.
10   Looking at the map, that makes sense.  I was just
11   curious if it was a -- a practice.
12                     CHAIR DREW:  And we did hear from
13   DNR, Department of Natural Resources, about the
14   specific distance that you have in Option 2, correct?
15                     MR. GREENE:  Yes.  That came from a
16   DNR source where they indicated that they provide a
17   quarter-mile buffer to all turbines for -- as a
18   standoff area for their aircraft.
19                     CHAIR DREW:  So my view on this one
20   specifically is that the Mitigation Option 2 is
21   appropriate, given what we heard about the concern
22   for fire and the testimony from DNR.
23       Oh.  Mr. Young.
24                     MR. YOUNG:  Yeah, just a couple of
25   comments here.
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 1       Absolutely looking at historic fire patterns is
 2   valuable in determining or estimating future fire
 3   risk.  But to point out the obvious, there is no hard
 4   guarantee that future fires would occur exactly where
 5   fires have occurred in the past.
 6       And then just pointing out because I think I saw
 7   in a previous slide that there was a reference to
 8   having turbines stop operations if the blades come to
 9   a halt during fire -- when fire -- aerial
10   firefighting is ongoing.  And I would just point out
11   that the turbines, as tall vertical structures,
12   present a hazard to aircraft operations regardless of
13   whether the blade is turning or not.
14                     CHAIR DREW:  Oh, yes.  I hear your
15   point there.  I think that's what the buffer of
16   turbines -- the quarter mile from those -- those
17   fire-prone areas.  But, as you said, that's no
18   guarantee that's where the fire is going to be.  So,
19   understood.
20                     MR. LEVITT:  This is Eli Levitt.
21       Mr. Greene, do you know to what degree some of
22   these recommendations or mitigation measures the Venn
23   diagram overlap is between some of them?  For
24   example, does Vegetation-10 overlap with this one or
25   any of the other ones?
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 1                     MR. GREENE:  Vegetation-10 doesn't
 2   overlap with this one, because that deals
 3   specifically with solar arrays placed on priority
 4   habitat.
 5       There is overlap between -- potentially overlap
 6   between this measure, Species-5, dealing with
 7   ferruginous hawk, and the measure that we discussed
 8   just prior to this dealing with TCPs.  Correct.  Yes.
 9   The -- the -- especially the northern half of Webber
10   Canyon, the turbines proposed there would be excluded
11   by any of those three measures.  The southern half of
12   Webber Canyon would be excluded by this measure and
13   TCPs.
14                     CHAIR DREW:  Are there other
15   questions, other issues that the Council would like
16   to discuss?
17       I have a draft proposal.  Why don't I -- would
18   you become the Chair of the meeting, and I'll make
19   the motion.
20                     MS. BREWSTER:  Okay.
21                     CHAIR DREW:  Rather than asking
22   anyone else to do so.
23       So I'm asking the Council to direct the staff --
24   the motion is to direct the staff to develop
25   amendments to the draft -- no -- amendments to the
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 1   draft site certification agreement for consideration
 2   at August's meeting.
 3       I would like to have a map of the Venn diagram,
 4   as Eli put it, but a map that the Council can look at
 5   that lays out these -- all these measures together.
 6       And the -- so the motion is:  Maintaining Veg-10.
 7   That's not an amendment.  Eliminating the draft SCA
 8   prohibition of primary project components -- I guess
 9   this is Habitat-1 wildlife movement corridors -- and
10   returning that to the FEIS language.
11       For the ferruginous hawk, to have a one-kilometer
12   buffer for all identified ferruginous hawk nests.
13       Is that the correct language, Mr. Greene?
14                     MR. GREENE:  Documented --
15                     CHAIR DREW:  Documented.  Thank
16   you.
17       And to include all of the language that was in
18   the FEIS on Species-5.
19       To have a new mitigation option on traditional
20   cultural properties of -- of Mitigation Option 2 for
21   prohibit turbines within one mile of Webber Canyon.
22       And new mitigation option on Aerial Firefighting
23   Option 2.
24       Did I cover everything?
25       Okay.  Is there a second to my motion?
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 1                     MR. LEVITT:  Eli Levitt.  Second.
 2                     CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.
 3       Is there discussion?
 4       Mr. Young.
 5                     MR. YOUNG:  I'll be voting against
 6   the motion.  And I'd like to explain why.
 7       I do support retaining Veg-10, and I do support
 8   the last two pieces, although I view those last two
 9   pieces of having fairly limited utility.  But I am
10   opposed to the changes to Habitat-1 and Species-5, so
11   I would be voting against the motion.
12                     CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.
13       Any other comments?  Oh, I just took over the
14   Chair.  Whoops.  Sorry.  Ms. Brewster, that was for
15   you to do.
16                     MS. BREWSTER:  Are there any
17   comments or discussion?
18       This is Stacey Brewster.  Just to seek a little
19   bit of clarification on the adjustments to Species-5.
20   You discussed the third option with the kilometer
21   buffer with the addition of the FEIS language that
22   would prohibit a two-mile -- two miles around
23   documented nests where nesting site is available and
24   habitat is viable.
25       So this is a combination of the two where
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 1   documentation of -- of viable nests and habitat would
 2   lead to a two-mile buffer?
 3                     MR. GREENE:  That is my
 4   understanding of what Chair Drew proposed.
 5                     MS. BREWSTER:  Thanks.
 6       Are there any other comments?
 7       All those in favor, say "aye."
 8                     MULTIPLE SPEAKERS:  Aye.
 9                     MS. BREWSTER:  Opposed?
10                     MR. YOUNG:  Nay.
11                     MS. BREWSTER:  The ayes have it.
12                     CHAIR DREW:  Yes.  Thank you.
13       Would you like me to take the...?
14                     MS. BREWSTER:  Please take it.
15                     CHAIR DREW:  Thank you very much.
16       Okay.  Thank you, all.  That was a lot of
17   information to review and think about.  And, again,
18   we will come back again, having that drafted for
19   discussion and votes, in August.
20       Back to the agenda.  Okay.  Next, we have the
21   Goldeneye BESS, battery storage system, new
22   application.
23       Mr. Ahmed.
24                     MS. HAFKEMEYER:  Chair Drew,
25   Mr. Ahmed is out of the office today, so I will be
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 1   introducing the project to the Council.
 2                     CHAIR DREW:  Ms. Hafkemeyer.
 3                     MS. HAFKEMEYER:  Thank you.
 4       As mentioned, for the record, my name is Ami
 5   Hafkemeyer.
 6       EFSEC received an application for a standalone
 7   BESS project, Goldeneye BESS, proposed by the
 8   developer, Tenaska, who I believe is on the line to
 9   introduce themselves.  This is a BESS project that is
10   located in Skagit County -- "Skagit" County; one day
11   I'll remember that -- and on 16 acres of privately
12   owned ag land.  And I will ask if the developer is on
13   the line to introduce themselves.
14       It sounds like they may not be with us today.
15       Staff are working on scheduling the informational
16   meeting for the project as well as the land-use
17   consistency hearing.  And once those information --
18   once those details are available, the Council and the
19   public will be notified.
20                     CHAIR DREW:  And we will have a
21   presentation from them at that meeting?
22                     MS. HAFKEMEYER:  Correct.
23                     CHAIR DREW:  Moving on to the cost
24   allocation.  Ms. Bumpus.
25                     MS. BUMPUS:  Good afternoon, Chair
0070
 1   Drew and Council members.  For the record, this is
 2   Sonia Bumpus reporting on the non-direct cost
 3   allocation for Quarter 1, Fiscal Year 2025.  This
 4   covers July 1, 2024, through September 30, 2024.
 5   Quite a long list to get through here for the
 6   projects.
 7       Kittitas Valley Wind Power Project:  4 percent.
 8       Wild Horse:  4 percent.
 9       Columbia Generating Station:  20 percent.
10       Columbia Solar:  4 percent.
11       WNP-1, 2 percent.
12       Grays Harbor 1 & 2:  6 percent.
13       Chehalis:  6 percent.
14       Desert Claim Wind Power Project:  4 percent.
15       Goose Prairie Solar Project:  4 percent.
16       Horse Heaven Wind Farm Project:  11 percent.
17       Badger Mountain:  Adjusted to 0 percent given the
18   pause.
19       For High Top:  4 percent.
20       Ostrea:  4 percent.
21       Wautoma Solar:  7 percent.
22       Hop Hill:  5 percent.
23       Carriger Solar:  5 percent.
24       Wallula Gap:  5 percent.
25       And Goldeneye, our recent addition:  5 percent.
0071
 1       And that concludes my update for the updated
 2   non-direct cost allocations.
 3                     CHAIR DREW:  And with that, we
 4   conclude our agenda, and this meeting is adjourned.
 5   Thank you, all.
 6                            (Meeting adjourned at
 7                             3:12 p.m.)
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		60						LN		3		8		false		           8				false

		61						LN		3		8		false		                       Adam Torem (*)				false

		62						LN		3		9		false		           9				false

		63						LN		3		9		false		                       Laura Bradley (*)				false

		64						LN		3		10		false		          10				false

		65						LN		3		11		false		          11				false

		66						LN		3		11		false		                  COUNCIL STAFF:				false

		67						LN		3		12		false		          12				false

		68						LN		3		12		false		                       Sonia Bumpus               John Barnes				false

		69						LN		3		13		false		          13				false

		70						LN		3		13		false		                       Ami Hafkemeyer             Joanne Snarski				false

		71						LN		3		14		false		          14				false

		72						LN		3		14		false		                       Amy Moon (*)               Alex Shiley (*)				false

		73						LN		3		15		false		          15				false

		74						LN		3		15		false		                       Stew Henderson             Karl Holappa				false

		75						LN		3		16		false		          16				false

		76						LN		3		16		false		                       Joan Owens                 Maria Belkina				false

		77						LN		3		17		false		          17				false

		78						LN		3		17		false		                       Andrea Grantham            Lisa McLean (*)				false

		79						LN		3		18		false		          18				false

		80						LN		3		18		false		                       Sara Randolph (*)          Adrienne Barker (*)				false

		81						LN		3		19		false		          19				false

		82						LN		3		19		false		                       Sean Greene                Martin McMurray				false

		83						LN		3		20		false		          20				false

		84						LN		3		20		false		                       Lance Caputo               Trevin Taylor				false

		85						LN		3		21		false		          21				false

		86						LN		3		22		false		          22				false

		87						LN		3		22		false		                  OPERATIONAL UPDATES:				false

		88						LN		3		23		false		          23				false

		89						LN		3		23		false		                       Jarred Caseday (*)				false

		90						LN		3		24		false		          24           Kittitas Valley Wind, EDP Renewables				false

		91						LN		3		25		false		          25				false

		92						PG		4		0		false		page 4				false

		93						LN		4		1		false		           1                     APPEARANCES (Continuing)				false

		94						LN		4		2		false		           2				false

		95						LN		4		2		false		                  OPERATIONAL UPDATES (Continuing):				false

		96						LN		4		3		false		           3				false

		97						LN		4		3		false		                       Sara Randolph				false

		98						LN		4		4		false		           4           Wild Horse Wind Power Project, Puget Sound Energy				false

		99						LN		4		5		false		           5           Chris Sherin (*)				false

		100						LN		4		5		false		                       Grays Harbor Energy Center, Grays Harbor Energy				false

		101						LN		4		6		false		           6				false

		102						LN		4		6		false		                       Jeremy Smith (*)				false

		103						LN		4		7		false		           7           Chehalis Generation Facility, PacifiCorp				false

		104						LN		4		8		false		           8           Katie Hall				false

		105						LN		4		8		false		                       Columbia Generating Station & WNP-1/4, Energy				false

		106						LN		4		9		false		           9           Northwest				false

		107						LN		4		10		false		          10           Thomas Cushing (*)				false

		108						LN		4		10		false		                       Columbia Solar, Tuusso Energy				false

		109						LN		4		11		false		          11				false

		110						LN		4		11		false		                       Patrick McNelis				false

		111						LN		4		12		false		          12           Goose Prairie Solar, Brookfield Renewable				false

		112						LN		4		13		false		          13				false

		113						LN		4		14		false		          14      COUNSEL FOR THE ENVIRONMENT:				false

		114						LN		4		15		false		          15           Bill Sherman (*)				false

		115						LN		4		16		false		          16				false

		116						LN		4		17		false		          17				false

		117						LN		4		18		false		          18				false

		118						LN		4		19		false		          19				false

		119						LN		4		20		false		          20				false

		120						LN		4		21		false		          21				false

		121						LN		4		22		false		          22				false

		122						LN		4		22		false		                  (*) indicates remote attendee				false

		123						LN		4		23		false		          23				false

		124						LN		4		24		false		          24      Note:    All attendees listed above have been				false

		125						LN		4		24		false		                           verified as being present despite some				false

		126						LN		4		25		false		          25               having been omitted from the oral roll call.				false

		127						PG		5		0		false		page 5				false

		128						LN		5		1		false		           1                          MEETING INDEX				false

		129						LN		5		2		false		           2      EVENT:                                       PAGE NO.				false

		130						LN		5		3		false		           3    Call to order                                       6				false

		131						LN		5		4		false		           4    Roll call                                           6				false

		132						LN		5		5		false		           5    Proposed agenda                                    11				false

		133						LN		5		6		false		           6    Minutes				false

		134						LN		5		6		false		                   June 20th, 2024, monthly Council meeting        11				false

		135						LN		5		7		false		           7				false

		136						LN		5		7		false		                Projects				false

		137						LN		5		8		false		           8       Kittitas Valley Wind Project                    12				false

		138						LN		5		9		false		           9       Wild Horse Wind Power Project                   13				false

		139						LN		5		10		false		          10       Chehalis Generation Facility                    13				false

		140						LN		5		11		false		          11       Grays Harbor Energy Center                      13				false

		141						LN		5		12		false		          12       Columbia Solar                                  16				false

		142						LN		5		13		false		          13       Columbia Generating Station                     16				false

		143						LN		5		14		false		          14       Goose Prairie Solar                             17				false

		144						LN		5		15		false		          15       High Top and Ostrea                             18				false

		145						LN		5		16		false		          16       Badger Mountain                                 18				false

		146						LN		5		17		false		          17       Wautoma Solar                                   20				false

		147						LN		5		18		false		          18       Hop Hill Solar                                  21				false

		148						LN		5		19		false		          19       Carriger Solar                                  22				false

		149						LN		5		20		false		          20       Wallula Gap                                     23				false

		150						LN		5		21		false		          21       Whistling Ridge                                 24				false

		151						LN		5		22		false		          22       Horse Heaven Wind Farm                          27				false

		152						LN		5		23		false		          23       Goldeneye BESS                                  68				false

		153						LN		5		24		false		          24    Cost allocation                                    69				false

		154						LN		5		25		false		          25    Adjournment                                        71				false

		155						PG		6		0		false		page 6				false

		156						LN		6		1		false		           1                        BE IT REMEMBERED that on Wednesday,				false

		157						LN		6		2		false		           2      July 17, 2024, at 621 Woodland Square Loop Southeast,				false

		158						LN		6		3		false		           3      Lacey, Washington, at 1:37 p.m., the following				false

		159						LN		6		4		false		           4      Monthly Meeting of the Washington State Energy				false

		160						LN		6		5		false		           5      Facility Site Evaluation Council was held, to wit:				false

		161						LN		6		6		false		           6				false

		162						LN		6		7		false		           7                          <<<<<< >>>>>>				false

		163						LN		6		8		false		           8				false

		164						LN		6		9		false		           9                        CHAIR DREW:  Good afternoon.  This				false

		165						LN		6		10		false		          10      is Kathleen Drew, Chair of the -- what am I Chair of?				false

		166						LN		6		11		false		          11      No -- the Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council.				false

		167						LN		6		12		false		          12          My apologies for the technical difficulties here.				false

		168						LN		6		13		false		          13      We'll try and get everything into order.				false

		169						LN		6		14		false		          14          And as we begin, Ms. Grantham, will you call the				false

		170						LN		6		15		false		          15      roll.				false

		171						LN		6		16		false		          16                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Certainly, Chair				false

		172						LN		6		17		false		          17      Drew.				false

		173						LN		6		18		false		          18          Department of Commerce.				false

		174						LN		6		19		false		          19                        MS. OSBORNE:  Elizabeth Osborne,				false

		175						LN		6		20		false		          20      present.				false

		176						LN		6		21		false		          21                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Department of				false

		177						LN		6		22		false		          22      Ecology.				false

		178						LN		6		23		false		          23                        MR. LEVITT:  Eli Levitt, present.				false

		179						LN		6		24		false		          24                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Department of Fish				false

		180						LN		6		25		false		          25      and Wildlife.				false

		181						PG		7		0		false		page 7				false

		182						LN		7		1		false		           1          Department of Natural Resources.				false

		183						LN		7		2		false		           2                        MR. YOUNG:  Lenny Young, present.				false

		184						LN		7		3		false		           3                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Utilities and				false

		185						LN		7		4		false		           4      Transportation Commission.				false

		186						LN		7		5		false		           5                        MS. BREWSTER:  Stacey Brewster,				false

		187						LN		7		6		false		           6      present.				false

		188						LN		7		7		false		           7                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Local government and				false

		189						LN		7		8		false		           8      optional State agencies:  For Horse Heaven, we have				false

		190						LN		7		9		false		           9      Benton County, Ed Brost.				false

		191						LN		7		10		false		          10          I know I saw Mr. Brost online.  If you are				false

		192						LN		7		11		false		          11      online, please press pound 6 or star 6.  You might				false

		193						LN		7		12		false		          12      have gotten muted.  I will move on for now.				false

		194						LN		7		13		false		          13          For Badger Mountain, for Douglas County, Jordyn				false

		195						LN		7		14		false		          14      Guilio.				false

		196						LN		7		15		false		          15                        MS. GUILIO:  Jordyn Guilio,				false

		197						LN		7		16		false		          16      present.				false

		198						LN		7		17		false		          17                        MS. GRANTHAM:  For the Wautoma				false

		199						LN		7		18		false		          18      Solar project, for Benton County, Dave Sharp.				false

		200						LN		7		19		false		          19                        MR. SHARP:  Dave Sharp, present.				false

		201						LN		7		20		false		          20                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Washington State				false

		202						LN		7		21		false		          21      Department of Transportation, Paul Gonseth.				false

		203						LN		7		22		false		          22                        MR. GONSETH:  Paul Gonseth,				false

		204						LN		7		23		false		          23      present.				false

		205						LN		7		24		false		          24                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Hop Hill Solar, for				false

		206						LN		7		25		false		          25      Benton County, Paul Krupin.				false

		207						PG		8		0		false		page 8				false

		208						LN		8		1		false		           1                        MR. KRUPIN:  Paul Krupin, present.				false

		209						LN		8		2		false		           2                        MS. GRANTHAM:  For the Carriger				false

		210						LN		8		3		false		           3      Solar, for Klickitat County, Matt Chiles.				false

		211						LN		8		4		false		           4                        MR. CHILES:  Matt Chiles, present.				false

		212						LN		8		5		false		           5                        MS. GRANTHAM:  For Wallalu Gap, for				false

		213						LN		8		6		false		           6      Benton County, Adam Fyall.				false

		214						LN		8		7		false		           7          And I will circle back for Benton County, for				false

		215						LN		8		8		false		           8      Horse Heaven.  Mr. Brost, are you able to unmute				false

		216						LN		8		9		false		           9      yourself?				false

		217						LN		8		10		false		          10                        MR. BROST:  I hope so.				false

		218						LN		8		11		false		          11                        MS. GRANTHAM:  We can hear you.				false

		219						LN		8		12		false		          12                        MR. BROST:  This is Ed.  Can you				false

		220						LN		8		13		false		          13      hear me?				false

		221						LN		8		14		false		          14                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Yes.				false

		222						LN		8		15		false		          15                        MR. BROST:  Okay.  Super.				false

		223						LN		8		16		false		          16                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Thank you.				false

		224						LN		8		17		false		          17                        MR. BROST:  Thank you.				false

		225						LN		8		18		false		          18                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Okay.  Moving down				false

		226						LN		8		19		false		          19      to assistant attorney generals.  Jon Thompson.				false

		227						LN		8		20		false		          20                        MR. THOMPSON:  Present.				false

		228						LN		8		21		false		          21                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Jenna Slocum.				false

		229						LN		8		22		false		          22                        MS. SLOCUM:  Present.				false

		230						LN		8		23		false		          23                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Zack Packer.				false

		231						LN		8		24		false		          24          Administrative law judges.  Adam Torem.				false

		232						LN		8		25		false		          25                        ALJ TOREM:  Hi.  This is Judge				false

		233						PG		9		0		false		page 9				false

		234						LN		9		1		false		           1      Torem.  Can you hear me?				false

		235						LN		9		2		false		           2                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Yes, we can.  Thank				false

		236						LN		9		3		false		           3      you.				false

		237						LN		9		4		false		           4          Laura Bradley.				false

		238						LN		9		5		false		           5                        ALJ BRADLEY:  Judge Bradley,				false

		239						LN		9		6		false		           6      present.				false

		240						LN		9		7		false		           7                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Dan Gerard.				false

		241						LN		9		8		false		           8          And Travis Dupree.				false

		242						LN		9		9		false		           9          Moving on to EFSEC staff.  I will be calling				false

		243						LN		9		10		false		          10      those who may be anticipated to speak today.				false

		244						LN		9		11		false		          11          Sonia Bumpus.				false

		245						LN		9		12		false		          12                        MS. BUMPUS:  Sonia Bumpus, present.				false

		246						LN		9		13		false		          13                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Ami Hafkemeyer.				false

		247						LN		9		14		false		          14                        MS. HAFKEMEYER:  Present.				false

		248						LN		9		15		false		          15                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Amy Moon.				false

		249						LN		9		16		false		          16                        MS. MOON:  Amy Moon, present.				false

		250						LN		9		17		false		          17                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Sara Randolph.				false

		251						LN		9		18		false		          18                        MS. RANDOLPH:  Present.				false

		252						LN		9		19		false		          19                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Sean Greene.				false

		253						LN		9		20		false		          20                        MR. GREENE:  Present.				false

		254						LN		9		21		false		          21                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Lance Caputo.				false

		255						LN		9		22		false		          22                        MR. CAPUTO:  Present.				false

		256						LN		9		23		false		          23                        MS. GRANTHAM:  John Barnes.				false

		257						LN		9		24		false		          24                        MR. BARNES:  Present.				false

		258						LN		9		25		false		          25                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Joanne Snarski.				false

		259						PG		10		0		false		page 10				false

		260						LN		10		1		false		           1                        MS. SNARSKI:  Present.				false

		261						LN		10		2		false		           2                        MS. GRANTHAM:  And Zia Ahmed.				false

		262						LN		10		3		false		           3          Moving on to operational updates.  Excuse me.				false

		263						LN		10		4		false		           4      Kittitas Valley wind project.				false

		264						LN		10		5		false		           5                        MR. CASEDAY:  Jarred Caseday,				false

		265						LN		10		6		false		           6      present.				false

		266						LN		10		7		false		           7                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Wild Horse Wind				false

		267						LN		10		8		false		           8      Power Project.				false

		268						LN		10		9		false		           9          Grays Harbor Energy Center.				false

		269						LN		10		10		false		          10                        MR. SHERIN:  Chris Sherin's				false

		270						LN		10		11		false		          11      present.				false

		271						LN		10		12		false		          12                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Chehalis Generation				false

		272						LN		10		13		false		          13      Facility.				false

		273						LN		10		14		false		          14                        MR. SMITH:  Jeremy Smith, present.				false

		274						LN		10		15		false		          15                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Columbia Generating				false

		275						LN		10		16		false		          16      Station.				false

		276						LN		10		17		false		          17                        MS. HALL:  Katie Hall, present.				false

		277						LN		10		18		false		          18                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Columbia Solar.				false

		278						LN		10		19		false		          19                        MR. CUSHING:  Thomas Cushing,				false

		279						LN		10		20		false		          20      present.				false

		280						LN		10		21		false		          21                        MS. GRANTHAM:  And Goose Prairie				false

		281						LN		10		22		false		          22      Solar.				false

		282						LN		10		23		false		          23                        MR. McNELIS:  Patrick McNelis,				false

		283						LN		10		24		false		          24      present.				false

		284						LN		10		25		false		          25                        MS. GRANTHAM:  And then do we have				false

		285						PG		11		0		false		page 11				false

		286						LN		11		1		false		           1      anyone present for the counsel for the environment?				false

		287						LN		11		2		false		           2                        MR. SHERMAN:  Yes.  This is Bill				false

		288						LN		11		3		false		           3      Sherman.  I'm pinch hitting today for Yuriy Korol and				false

		289						LN		11		4		false		           4      Sarah Reyneveld.				false

		290						LN		11		5		false		           5                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Thank you.				false

		291						LN		11		6		false		           6          Chair, we have a quorum for all of the councils.				false

		292						LN		11		7		false		           7      Thank you.				false

		293						LN		11		8		false		           8                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.				false

		294						LN		11		9		false		           9          Council, in front of us, we have the proposed				false

		295						LN		11		10		false		          10      agenda.				false

		296						LN		11		11		false		          11          Is there a motion to adopt the proposed agenda?				false

		297						LN		11		12		false		          12                        MR. YOUNG:  Lenny Young.  So moved.				false

		298						LN		11		13		false		          13                        CHAIR DREW:  Second?				false

		299						LN		11		14		false		          14                        MS. BREWSTER:  Stacey Brewster.				false

		300						LN		11		15		false		          15      Second.				false

		301						LN		11		16		false		          16                        CHAIR DREW:  All those in favor,				false

		302						LN		11		17		false		          17      say "aye."				false

		303						LN		11		18		false		          18                        MULTIPLE SPEAKERS:  Aye.				false

		304						LN		11		19		false		          19                        CHAIR DREW:  Opposed?				false

		305						LN		11		20		false		          20          The minutes are -- excuse me.  The agenda is				false

		306						LN		11		21		false		          21      approved.				false

		307						LN		11		22		false		          22          Moving on to the meeting minutes.  You have in				false

		308						LN		11		23		false		          23      front of you the June 20th, 2024, monthly council				false

		309						LN		11		24		false		          24      meeting minutes.				false

		310						LN		11		25		false		          25          Is there a motion to approve those minutes?				false

		311						PG		12		0		false		page 12				false

		312						LN		12		1		false		           1                        MS. OSBORNE:  Elizabeth Osborne.				false

		313						LN		12		2		false		           2      So moved.				false

		314						LN		12		3		false		           3                        CHAIR DREW:  Thanks.				false

		315						LN		12		4		false		           4          Second?				false

		316						LN		12		5		false		           5                        MS. BREWSTER:  Stacey Brewster.				false

		317						LN		12		6		false		           6      Second.				false

		318						LN		12		7		false		           7                        CHAIR DREW:  Thanks.				false

		319						LN		12		8		false		           8          I have two edits/changes to the minutes.				false

		320						LN		12		9		false		           9          One is on Page 45, Line 24.  The word "habit"				false

		321						LN		12		10		false		          10      should be "habitat."				false

		322						LN		12		11		false		          11          And on Page 47, Line 25, the word "thee,"				false

		323						LN		12		12		false		          12      t-h-e-e, should be "tree."				false

		324						LN		12		13		false		          13          All those in favor of approving the minutes as				false

		325						LN		12		14		false		          14      amended, please say "aye."				false

		326						LN		12		15		false		          15                        MULTIPLE SPEAKERS:  Aye.				false

		327						LN		12		16		false		          16                        CHAIR DREW:  Opposed?				false

		328						LN		12		17		false		          17          The minutes are approved as amended.				false

		329						LN		12		18		false		          18          Moving on to our operational updates.  Kittitas				false

		330						LN		12		19		false		          19      Valley wind project.  Mr. Caseday.				false

		331						LN		12		20		false		          20                        MR. CASEDAY:  Good afternoon, Chair				false

		332						LN		12		21		false		          21      Drew, EFSEC Council, and staff.  This is Jarred				false

		333						LN		12		22		false		          22      Caseday with EDP Renewables for Kittitas Valley wind				false

		334						LN		12		23		false		          23      power project.				false

		335						LN		12		24		false		          24          We had nothing nonroutine to report for the				false

		336						LN		12		25		false		          25      period.				false

		337						PG		13		0		false		page 13				false

		338						LN		13		1		false		           1                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.				false

		339						LN		13		2		false		           2                        MR. CASEDAY:  Thank you.				false

		340						LN		13		3		false		           3                        CHAIR DREW:  Wild Horse Wind Power				false

		341						LN		13		4		false		           4      Project.  Ms. Randolph.				false

		342						LN		13		5		false		           5                        MS. RANDOLPH:  Thank you.				false

		343						LN		13		6		false		           6          Good afternoon, Chair Drew and Council members.				false

		344						LN		13		7		false		           7      For the record, this is Sara Randolph, site				false

		345						LN		13		8		false		           8      specialist, for Wild Horse.				false

		346						LN		13		9		false		           9          The facility update is provided in your packet.				false

		347						LN		13		10		false		          10      There were no nonroutine updates to report.				false

		348						LN		13		11		false		          11                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.				false

		349						LN		13		12		false		          12          Moving on to Chehalis Generation Facility.				false

		350						LN		13		13		false		          13      Mr. Smith.				false

		351						LN		13		14		false		          14                        MR. SMITH:  Good afternoon, Chair				false

		352						LN		13		15		false		          15      Drew, Council members, and staff.  This is Jeremy				false

		353						LN		13		16		false		          16      Smith, the operations manager, representing the				false

		354						LN		13		17		false		          17      Chehalis Generation Facility.				false

		355						LN		13		18		false		          18          I do not have anything nonroutine to note for the				false

		356						LN		13		19		false		          19      month of June.				false

		357						LN		13		20		false		          20                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.				false

		358						LN		13		21		false		          21          Grays Harbor Energy Center.  Mr. Sherin.				false

		359						LN		13		22		false		          22                        MR. SHERIN:  Good afternoon, Chair				false

		360						LN		13		23		false		          23      Drew, Council members, and EFSEC staff.  This is				false

		361						LN		13		24		false		          24      Chris Sherin, plant manager, with Grays Harbor Energy				false

		362						LN		13		25		false		          25      Center.				false

		363						PG		14		0		false		page 14				false

		364						LN		14		1		false		           1          For the month of June, the only nonroutine item				false

		365						LN		14		2		false		           2      we had -- had to report is that we did -- Grays				false

		366						LN		14		3		false		           3      Harbor Energy Center made EFSEC staff aware of three				false

		367						LN		14		4		false		           4      emission exceedances during start-ups following our				false

		368						LN		14		5		false		           5      hot gas path inspection or major gas turbine work and				false

		369						LN		14		6		false		           6      upgrades during our annual maintenance outage.				false

		370						LN		14		7		false		           7          I believe the issues other -- all but the third				false

		371						LN		14		8		false		           8      event have been resolved.  The third event was just				false

		372						LN		14		9		false		           9      CO on a star-up/shutdown limit of 500 pounds was				false

		373						LN		14		10		false		          10      exceeded.  So Grays Harbor Energy Center is currently				false

		374						LN		14		11		false		          11      working with the gas turbine equipment manufacturer				false

		375						LN		14		12		false		          12      to determine the cause of these emissions events and				false

		376						LN		14		13		false		          13      ensure a resolution.				false

		377						LN		14		14		false		          14                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.				false

		378						LN		14		15		false		          15          Are there any questions?				false

		379						LN		14		16		false		          16                        MS. RANDOLPH:  Chair.				false

		380						LN		14		17		false		          17                        CHAIR DREW:  Go ahead.				false

		381						LN		14		18		false		          18                        MS. RANDOLPH:  We -- this is Sara				false

		382						LN		14		19		false		          19      Randolph.  We had one other update.				false

		383						LN		14		20		false		          20                        CHAIR DREW:  Yes.				false

		384						LN		14		21		false		          21                        MS. RANDOLPH:  The EPA has reviewed				false

		385						LN		14		22		false		          22      the air operating permit, or the AOP, and has no				false

		386						LN		14		23		false		          23      objections.  The Council action to vote on the				false

		387						LN		14		24		false		          24      issuance of the permit was open for public comment,				false

		388						LN		14		25		false		          25      and none were received.  Staff recommend that the				false

		389						PG		15		0		false		page 15				false

		390						LN		15		1		false		           1      Council vote to issuance [sic] the amended AOP.				false

		391						LN		15		2		false		           2          There are no other updates.				false

		392						LN		15		3		false		           3                        CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  So we go ahead				false

		393						LN		15		4		false		           4      and make a motion to approve the Title V AOP for the				false

		394						LN		15		5		false		           5      Grays Harbor project.				false

		395						LN		15		6		false		           6                        MR. LEVITT:  Can I just --				false

		396						LN		15		7		false		           7                        MR. YOUNG:  Lenny Young.				false

		397						LN		15		8		false		           8          Go ahead, Eli.				false

		398						LN		15		9		false		           9                        MR. LEVITT:  Yeah.  Just a quick				false

		399						LN		15		10		false		          10      question to make sure.				false

		400						LN		15		11		false		          11          So there were no public comments, but I also want				false

		401						LN		15		12		false		          12      to make sure that no members of the community or				false

		402						LN		15		13		false		          13      public asked for a public hearing; is that correct?				false

		403						LN		15		14		false		          14                        UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  That is				false

		404						LN		15		15		false		          15      correct.				false

		405						LN		15		16		false		          16                        MR. LEVITT:  Okay.  Thank you.				false

		406						LN		15		17		false		          17                        CHAIR DREW:  Mr. Young.				false

		407						LN		15		18		false		          18                        MR. YOUNG:  Lenny Young.  So moved.				false

		408						LN		15		19		false		          19                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.				false

		409						LN		15		20		false		          20          Second?				false

		410						LN		15		21		false		          21                        MS. BREWSTER:  Stacey Brewster.				false

		411						LN		15		22		false		          22      Second.				false

		412						LN		15		23		false		          23                        CHAIR DREW:  Are there any comments				false

		413						LN		15		24		false		          24      or questions?				false

		414						LN		15		25		false		          25          All those in favor, signify by saying "aye."				false

		415						PG		16		0		false		page 16				false

		416						LN		16		1		false		           1                        MULTIPLE SPEAKERS:  Aye.				false

		417						LN		16		2		false		           2                        CHAIR DREW:  Opposed?				false

		418						LN		16		3		false		           3          Motion carries.  Thank you.  And thank you,				false

		419						LN		16		4		false		           4      staff, for all of your work on this as well.				false

		420						LN		16		5		false		           5          Moving on to Columbia Solar operational --				false

		421						LN		16		6		false		           6                        MR. CUSHING:  Good afternoon --				false

		422						LN		16		7		false		           7                        CHAIR DREW:  -- update.				false

		423						LN		16		8		false		           8                        MR. CUSHING:  -- Chair --				false

		424						LN		16		9		false		           9                        CHAIR DREW:  Mr. Cushing.				false

		425						LN		16		10		false		          10                        MR. CUSHING:  Good afternoon, Chair				false

		426						LN		16		11		false		          11      Drew, Council members, EFSEC staff.  This is Thomas				false

		427						LN		16		12		false		          12      Cushing speaking on behalf of Columbia Solar.				false

		428						LN		16		13		false		          13          There are no nonroutine updates to report.				false

		429						LN		16		14		false		          14                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.				false

		430						LN		16		15		false		          15          Columbia Generating Station.  Ms. Hall.  Is that				false

		431						LN		16		16		false		          16      correct?				false

		432						LN		16		17		false		          17                        MS. HALL:  Yes, that is correct.				false

		433						LN		16		18		false		          18          Good afternoon, Chair Drew, Council members, and				false

		434						LN		16		19		false		          19      EFSEC staff.  This is Katie Hall speaking on behalf				false

		435						LN		16		20		false		          20      of Columbia Generating Station and Washington Nuclear				false

		436						LN		16		21		false		          21      Project 1 and 4.				false

		437						LN		16		22		false		          22          There are no nonroutine items to report for				false

		438						LN		16		23		false		          23      either Columbia Generating Station or the Washington				false

		439						LN		16		24		false		          24      Nuclear Project 1 and 4, which is also commonly known				false

		440						LN		16		25		false		          25      as the Industrial Development Complex.  Thank you.				false

		441						PG		17		0		false		page 17				false

		442						LN		17		1		false		           1                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.  Thank you.				false

		443						LN		17		2		false		           2          Goose Prairie Solar.  Patrick, I didn't catch				false

		444						LN		17		3		false		           3      your last name.				false

		445						LN		17		4		false		           4                        MR. McNELIS:  Patrick McNelis.  I'm				false

		446						LN		17		5		false		           5      filling in for Jacob Crist.				false

		447						LN		17		6		false		           6                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.				false

		448						LN		17		7		false		           7                        MR. McNELIS:  And good afternoon,				false

		449						LN		17		8		false		           8      EFSEC staff and Council.				false

		450						LN		17		9		false		           9          Project is on schedule.  Upcoming milestones are				false

		451						LN		17		10		false		          10      a 90-day soak.  That's TBD when it's going to start.				false

		452						LN		17		11		false		          11      Goose Prairie is considered mechanically complete.				false

		453						LN		17		12		false		          12      On or around September 30th, we'll get sign-off from				false

		454						LN		17		13		false		          13      Utility for COD.				false

		455						LN		17		14		false		          14          All major scope items are complete.  Cleanup				false

		456						LN		17		15		false		          15      items are current.  Punch list items are completed.				false

		457						LN		17		16		false		          16      Hot commissioning and BPA testing remains.  O&M site				false

		458						LN		17		17		false		          17      certificate deliverables in draft with Brookfield and				false

		459						LN		17		18		false		          18      O&M from Tetra Tech.				false

		460						LN		17		19		false		          19          For environmental compliance, no discharge on the				false

		461						LN		17		20		false		          20      site reported in June.  Frequent monitoring is				false

		462						LN		17		21		false		          21      occurring through WSP, with no findings reported for				false

		463						LN		17		22		false		          22      June other than some filter socks that needed				false

		464						LN		17		23		false		          23      replaced.				false

		465						LN		17		24		false		          24          During upcoming projects, O&M office building				false

		466						LN		17		25		false		          25      permit has been submitted to Yakima County with EFSEC				false

		467						PG		18		0		false		page 18				false

		468						LN		18		1		false		           1      on copy.  And currently we're preparing for a				false

		469						LN		18		2		false		           2      transition to Brookfield operations, and a new				false

		470						LN		18		3		false		           3      contract list is in draft and will be provided as				false

		471						LN		18		4		false		           4      soon as possible.				false

		472						LN		18		5		false		           5                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.				false

		473						LN		18		6		false		           6                        MR. McNELIS:  And no further				false

		474						LN		18		7		false		           7      updates.  Thank you.				false

		475						LN		18		8		false		           8                        CHAIR DREW:  High Top and Ostrea.				false

		476						LN		18		9		false		           9      Ms. Randolph.				false

		477						LN		18		10		false		          10                        MS. RANDOLPH:  Thank you, Chair				false

		478						LN		18		11		false		          11      Drew, Council members.  For the record, this is Sara				false

		479						LN		18		12		false		          12      Randolph, site specialist, for High Top and Ostrea.				false

		480						LN		18		13		false		          13          EFSEC staff are continuing to work with the				false

		481						LN		18		14		false		          14      certificate holder and our contractors to review and				false

		482						LN		18		15		false		          15      refine pre-construction plans.  In particular, staff				false

		483						LN		18		16		false		          16      are coordinating with the certificate holder on final				false

		484						LN		18		17		false		          17      revisions to the initial site restoration plan, or				false

		485						LN		18		18		false		          18      the ISRP, which will come to the Council for review				false

		486						LN		18		19		false		          19      for the August Council meeting and approval once				false

		487						LN		18		20		false		          20      fully refined.				false

		488						LN		18		21		false		          21          There are no further updates at this time.				false

		489						LN		18		22		false		          22                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.				false

		490						LN		18		23		false		          23          And, again, that's for the Ostrea project?				false

		491						LN		18		24		false		          24                        MS. RANDOLPH:  Correct.  Yes.				false

		492						LN		18		25		false		          25                        CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  Badger Mountain				false

		493						PG		19		0		false		page 19				false

		494						LN		19		1		false		           1      project update.  Ms. Snarski.				false

		495						LN		19		2		false		           2                        MS. SNARSKI:  Thank you, Chair				false

		496						LN		19		3		false		           3      Drew.  And good afternoon, Council members.  For the				false

		497						LN		19		4		false		           4      record, this is Joanne Snarski, the siting				false

		498						LN		19		5		false		           5      specialist, for Badger Mountain Solar.				false

		499						LN		19		6		false		           6          On June 27th, EFSEC received a formal request				false

		500						LN		19		7		false		           7      from Avangrid Renewables, the applicant, to place all				false

		501						LN		19		8		false		           8      project activities on hold for the next two to three				false

		502						LN		19		9		false		           9      months.  As you will see in your Council packet, they				false

		503						LN		19		10		false		          10      stated that they intend to reevaluate public				false

		504						LN		19		11		false		          11      comments, including from project landowners and				false

		505						LN		19		12		false		          12      affected tribal nations.  This request has paused the				false

		506						LN		19		13		false		          13      development of the draft environmental impact				false

		507						LN		19		14		false		          14      statement, wetlands characterization, and the				false

		508						LN		19		15		false		          15      cultural resources survey.				false

		509						LN		19		16		false		          16          I can answer any questions.				false

		510						LN		19		17		false		          17                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.				false

		511						LN		19		18		false		          18          So we were in the midst of a cultural resources				false

		512						LN		19		19		false		          19      survey, so we're stopping at midstream.				false

		513						LN		19		20		false		          20          How much more work was left to be done on that?				false

		514						LN		19		21		false		          21                        MS. SNARSKI:  I would say				false

		515						LN		19		22		false		          22      approximately two-thirds to half.				false

		516						LN		19		23		false		          23                        CHAIR DREW:  Was left?				false

		517						LN		19		24		false		          24                        MS. SNARSKI:  Was remaining.				false

		518						LN		19		25		false		          25      Correct.				false

		519						PG		20		0		false		page 20				false

		520						LN		20		1		false		           1                        CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  Thank you.				false

		521						LN		20		2		false		           2          Any other questions from Council members?				false

		522						LN		20		3		false		           3          Thank you.				false

		523						LN		20		4		false		           4          Moving on to Wautoma Solar project update.				false

		524						LN		20		5		false		           5      Mr. Caputo.				false

		525						LN		20		6		false		           6                        MR. CAPUTO:  Am I coming through?				false

		526						LN		20		7		false		           7      Very good.				false

		527						LN		20		8		false		           8          Thank you, Chair Drew and Council members.  On				false

		528						LN		20		9		false		           9      June 9th, 2022, Innergex Renewable Development USA,				false

		529						LN		20		10		false		          10      LLC, submitted its application for site certification				false

		530						LN		20		11		false		          11      for the Wautoma Solar energy project to the Council				false

		531						LN		20		12		false		          12      for our review and your recommendation to the				false

		532						LN		20		13		false		          13      governor.  The Council convened its land-use				false

		533						LN		20		14		false		          14      consistency hearing on August 8, 2022.  On November				false

		534						LN		20		15		false		          15      15, 2022, the Council issued its final order, project				false

		535						LN		20		16		false		          16      inconsistent with land-use regulations, and set the				false

		536						LN		20		17		false		          17      matter for adjudication.				false

		537						LN		20		18		false		          18          Since the Council found the project inconsistent				false

		538						LN		20		19		false		          19      with the County's land-use provisions, an				false

		539						LN		20		20		false		          20      adjudicative proceeding must be held to determine if				false

		540						LN		20		21		false		          21      the Council should recommend to the governor				false

		541						LN		20		22		false		          22      preemption of the County's land-use provisions and				false

		542						LN		20		23		false		          23      site the facility.				false

		543						LN		20		24		false		          24          Because the EFSEC SEPA responsible official				false

		544						LN		20		25		false		          25      issued a mitigated determination of nonsignificance				false

		545						PG		21		0		false		page 21				false

		546						LN		21		1		false		           1      for this project in May of this year, the				false

		547						LN		21		2		false		           2      adjudication can and has been limited to the issues				false

		548						LN		21		3		false		           3      surrounding land use pursuant to RCW 80.50.090,				false

		549						LN		21		4		false		           4      Section 4, Subsection b.  A prehearing conference was				false

		550						LN		21		5		false		           5      notified on July 2nd and is scheduled for next week				false

		551						LN		21		6		false		           6      on July 22nd.				false

		552						LN		21		7		false		           7          May I answer any questions?				false

		553						LN		21		8		false		           8                        CHAIR DREW:  Are there any				false

		554						LN		21		9		false		           9      questions for Mr. Caputo?				false

		555						LN		21		10		false		          10          Thank you.				false

		556						LN		21		11		false		          11          Hop Hill Solar Project.  Mr. Barnes.				false

		557						LN		21		12		false		          12                        MR. BARNES:  Thank you, Chair Drew				false

		558						LN		21		13		false		          13      and Council members.  For the record, this is John				false

		559						LN		21		14		false		          14      Barnes, EFSEC staff, for the Hop Hill application.				false

		560						LN		21		15		false		          15          Work is continuing with the applicant to complete				false

		561						LN		21		16		false		          16      studies and reports needed to make a SEPA				false

		562						LN		21		17		false		          17      determination.  We continue to coordinate and review				false

		563						LN		21		18		false		          18      the application with our contractor, contracted				false

		564						LN		21		19		false		          19      agencies, and tribal governments.				false

		565						LN		21		20		false		          20          Are there any questions?				false

		566						LN		21		21		false		          21                        CHAIR DREW:  Do I remember				false

		567						LN		21		22		false		          22      correctly that it is Hop Hill Solar that was looking				false

		568						LN		21		23		false		          23      at perhaps an addition to the application?				false

		569						LN		21		24		false		          24                        MR. BARNES:  That is correct.				false

		570						LN		21		25		false		          25                        CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  Just to remind				false

		571						PG		22		0		false		page 22				false

		572						LN		22		1		false		           1      everyone.  Okay.  Thank you.				false

		573						LN		22		2		false		           2                        MS. HAFKEMEYER:  To clarify, Chair				false

		574						LN		22		3		false		           3      Drew, that has been informally communicated to staff,				false

		575						LN		22		4		false		           4      but we have not seen anything formally submitted yet.				false

		576						LN		22		5		false		           5                        CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  Thank you.				false

		577						LN		22		6		false		           6          Carriger Solar.  Ms. Snarski.				false

		578						LN		22		7		false		           7                        MS. SNARSKI:  Thank you, Chair				false

		579						LN		22		8		false		           8      Drew.  Again, this is Joanne Snarski, the siting				false

		580						LN		22		9		false		           9      specialist, for Carriger Solar.				false

		581						LN		22		10		false		          10          We have -- EFSEC staff have been discussing the				false

		582						LN		22		11		false		          11      proposed mitigation in the revised visual impacts				false

		583						LN		22		12		false		          12      assessment provided to us by the applicant.  Staff				false

		584						LN		22		13		false		          13      believe the applicant's mitigation proposal will				false

		585						LN		22		14		false		          14      reduce significant impacts to visual aesthetics.  We				false

		586						LN		22		15		false		          15      anticipate the final revised visual impact assessment				false

		587						LN		22		16		false		          16      to be provided this week.  It will then be posted on				false

		588						LN		22		17		false		          17      the Carriger website.				false

		589						LN		22		18		false		          18          Additionally, EFSEC staff received final approval				false

		590						LN		22		19		false		          19      of the cultural resource survey report from the				false

		591						LN		22		20		false		          20      Department of Archaeology and Historic Preservation				false

		592						LN		22		21		false		          21      and the Yakama Nation Cultural Resources Program.				false

		593						LN		22		22		false		          22          The next step for us is to complete the final				false

		594						LN		22		23		false		          23      SEPA determination -- or excuse me -- in -- the next				false

		595						LN		22		24		false		          24      step in determining this final SEPA determination is				false

		596						LN		22		25		false		          25      for us to -- to receive the traditional cultural				false

		597						PG		23		0		false		page 23				false

		598						LN		23		1		false		           1      property study that we've contracted with directly				false

		599						LN		23		2		false		           2      with the Yakama Nation's Cultural Resources Program.				false

		600						LN		23		3		false		           3      We expect this work to be completed in December 2024.				false

		601						LN		23		4		false		           4                        CHAIR DREW:  So we will wait for				false

		602						LN		23		5		false		           5      the conclusion of that study before --				false

		603						LN		23		6		false		           6                        MS. SNARSKI:  The final SEPA				false

		604						LN		23		7		false		           7      determination.				false

		605						LN		23		8		false		           8                        CHAIR DREW:  -- the final SEPA				false

		606						LN		23		9		false		           9      determination.				false

		607						LN		23		10		false		          10                        MS. HAFKEMEYER:  If I could jump in				false

		608						LN		23		11		false		          11      again.  For the record, this is Ami Hafkemeyer.				false

		609						LN		23		12		false		          12          If the Council will recall, when the applicant				false

		610						LN		23		13		false		          13      submitted an extension request letter, they requested				false

		611						LN		23		14		false		          14      an extension to allow for the completion of the study				false

		612						LN		23		15		false		          15      and then some additional time for discussions with				false

		613						LN		23		16		false		          16      the Yakama Nation depending on the findings of that				false

		614						LN		23		17		false		          17      study to identify mitigation.				false

		615						LN		23		18		false		          18                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.				false

		616						LN		23		19		false		          19          Okay.  Moving on to Wallula Gap project update.				false

		617						LN		23		20		false		          20      Mr. Barnes.				false

		618						LN		23		21		false		          21                        MR. BARNES:  Thank you, Chair Drew				false

		619						LN		23		22		false		          22      and Council members.  For the record, this is John				false

		620						LN		23		23		false		          23      Barnes, EFSEC staff, for the Wallula Gap application.				false

		621						LN		23		24		false		          24          Staff has developed and sent on July 2nd, 2024,				false

		622						LN		23		25		false		          25      Data Request No. 1.  Staff are continuing to review				false

		623						PG		24		0		false		page 24				false

		624						LN		24		1		false		           1      the application with our contractor, contracted				false

		625						LN		24		2		false		           2      agencies, and tribal governments.				false

		626						LN		24		3		false		           3          Are there any questions?				false

		627						LN		24		4		false		           4                        CHAIR DREW:  Any questions?  Thank				false

		628						LN		24		5		false		           5      you.				false

		629						LN		24		6		false		           6          Whistling Ridge.  Mr. Caputo.				false

		630						LN		24		7		false		           7                        MR. CAPUTO:  Thank you, Chair Drew				false

		631						LN		24		8		false		           8      and Council members.				false

		632						LN		24		9		false		           9          In September 2023, EFSEC received two petitions				false

		633						LN		24		10		false		          10      from Twin Creek Timber, LLC, regarding the Whistling				false

		634						LN		24		11		false		          11      Ridge energy project.  The first petition seeks				false

		635						LN		24		12		false		          12      approval to transfer ownership of the site				false

		636						LN		24		13		false		          13      certification agreement from SDS Lumber to Twin Creek				false

		637						LN		24		14		false		          14      Timber.  The second petition seeks an approval to				false

		638						LN		24		15		false		          15      extend the expiration date of the site certification				false

		639						LN		24		16		false		          16      agreement until November of 2026.				false

		640						LN		24		17		false		          17          Last month, the Council directed staff to prepare				false

		641						LN		24		18		false		          18      a draft order for consideration at today's meeting.				false

		642						LN		24		19		false		          19      It is included in your information packets.  The				false

		643						LN		24		20		false		          20      public was notified of pending Council action on this				false

		644						LN		24		21		false		          21      project.  One comment was received from the Friends				false

		645						LN		24		22		false		          22      of the Columbia Gorge.				false

		646						LN		24		23		false		          23          Based upon this comment, some edited -- some				false

		647						LN		24		24		false		          24      edits are proposed for Council consideration.  Edits				false

		648						LN		24		25		false		          25      included corrections of the spelling of names,				false

		649						PG		25		0		false		page 25				false

		650						LN		25		1		false		           1      citations of applicable rules, and rewording of				false

		651						LN		25		2		false		           2      sentences to provide clarity.  There is a red-line				false

		652						LN		25		3		false		           3      copy of the order in your packets.  I will now				false

		653						LN		25		4		false		           4      quickly go through the proposed changes individually.				false

		654						LN		25		5		false		           5          On Page 1 of the order, some edits are proposed				false

		655						LN		25		6		false		           6      to add clarity to the ownership of the company and				false

		656						LN		25		7		false		           7      correct the spelling of Mr. Spadaro's name.				false

		657						LN		25		8		false		           8      Corrections to the spelling of his name are carried				false

		658						LN		25		9		false		           9      throughout the document.				false

		659						LN		25		10		false		          10          On Page 2, it contains an additional grammatical				false

		660						LN		25		11		false		          11      correction removing the possessive from "TCT."				false

		661						LN		25		12		false		          12          Page 3, corrected a citation to refer to the				false

		662						LN		25		13		false		          13      entirety of the section of the Washington				false

		663						LN		25		14		false		          14      Administrative Code as well as a minor edit for				false

		664						LN		25		15		false		          15      readability.				false

		665						LN		25		16		false		          16          Page 5 contains in the footnote a correction of				false

		666						LN		25		17		false		          17      the characterization of the position of Friends of				false

		667						LN		25		18		false		          18      the Gorge.				false

		668						LN		25		19		false		          19          Staff request the Council approve the order as				false

		669						LN		25		20		false		          20      amended.				false

		670						LN		25		21		false		          21          May I answer any questions?				false

		671						LN		25		22		false		          22                        CHAIR DREW:  Any questions for				false

		672						LN		25		23		false		          23      Mr. Caputo?				false

		673						LN		25		24		false		          24          Council members, this is an issue which we				false

		674						LN		25		25		false		          25      discussed at last meeting and had the -- held the				false

		675						PG		26		0		false		page 26				false

		676						LN		26		1		false		           1      public hearings as well.				false

		677						LN		26		2		false		           2          Is there a motion to approve the order which				false

		678						LN		26		3		false		           3      denies the request for approval of transfer of				false

		679						LN		26		4		false		           4      control and for an extension of site certifications				false

		680						LN		26		5		false		           5      expiration date and declares the SCA expired and				false

		681						LN		26		6		false		           6      denies as moot the Friends of Columbia Gorge's				false

		682						LN		26		7		false		           7      petition for an adjudicative proceeding on TCT's				false

		683						LN		26		8		false		           8      transfer and extension request?				false

		684						LN		26		9		false		           9          Is there a motion to approve?				false

		685						LN		26		10		false		          10                        MS. BREWSTER:  Stacey Brewster.  So				false

		686						LN		26		11		false		          11      moved.				false

		687						LN		26		12		false		          12                        MR. LEVITT:  Eli Levitt.  Second.				false

		688						LN		26		13		false		          13                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.				false

		689						LN		26		14		false		          14      Discussion?				false

		690						LN		26		15		false		          15          I think we did talk about this quite a bit at the				false

		691						LN		26		16		false		          16      last meeting.  And the Council unanimously was				false

		692						LN		26		17		false		          17      thinking at that point in time that the company did				false

		693						LN		26		18		false		          18      not meet the requirements for the approval of				false

		694						LN		26		19		false		          19      transfer of control and, therefore, an extension of				false

		695						LN		26		20		false		          20      the site certification.				false

		696						LN		26		21		false		          21          This is all laid out in the -- in the Council				false

		697						LN		26		22		false		          22      order.  So approving the order, I should change the				false

		698						LN		26		23		false		          23      motion, if you-all agree, that we are approving an				false

		699						LN		26		24		false		          24      order, No. 893.				false

		700						LN		26		25		false		          25          All those in favor of Council Order 893, please				false

		701						PG		27		0		false		page 27				false

		702						LN		27		1		false		           1      say "aye."				false

		703						LN		27		2		false		           2                        MULTIPLE SPEAKERS:  Aye.				false

		704						LN		27		3		false		           3                        CHAIR DREW:  All those opposed?				false

		705						LN		27		4		false		           4      The order is approved.  Thank you.				false

		706						LN		27		5		false		           5          We are now moving on to Horse Heaven Wind Farm				false

		707						LN		27		6		false		           6      project update.				false

		708						LN		27		7		false		           7          For those Council members who are not present, if				false

		709						LN		27		8		false		           8      you could turn on your cameras so that when we have				false

		710						LN		27		9		false		           9      questions or we have discussion, I can better see				false

		711						LN		27		10		false		          10      when you are interested in making a comment.				false

		712						LN		27		11		false		          11          Mr. Brost, I don't know if you're able to, but we				false

		713						LN		27		12		false		          12      will keep track of you.  Okay?				false

		714						LN		27		13		false		          13          Project update.  Ms. Moon.				false

		715						LN		27		14		false		          14                        MS. MOON:  Good afternoon, Council				false

		716						LN		27		15		false		          15      Chair Drew and EFSEC Council members.  For the				false

		717						LN		27		16		false		          16      record, this is Amy Moon reporting on the Horse				false

		718						LN		27		17		false		          17      Heaven wind project.				false

		719						LN		27		18		false		          18          EFSEC staff continue to address feedback and				false

		720						LN		27		19		false		          19      comments provided by the governor's office and the				false

		721						LN		27		20		false		          20      EFSEC Council on the Horse Heaven recommendation				false

		722						LN		27		21		false		          21      report.  Sean Greene, EFSEC staff, has prepared a				false

		723						LN		27		22		false		          22      slide presentation in response to Council questions				false

		724						LN		27		23		false		          23      and requests stemming from the June 20th Council				false

		725						LN		27		24		false		          24      meeting.  And I'm just going to introduce Sean.				false

		726						LN		27		25		false		          25          Sean, your turn.				false

		727						PG		28		0		false		page 28				false

		728						LN		28		1		false		           1                        MR. GREENE:  Thank you.				false

		729						LN		28		2		false		           2          All right.  I'm going to share my screen.  Okay.				false

		730						LN		28		3		false		           3      That looks like it's displaying.				false

		731						LN		28		4		false		           4          So as Amy mentioned, at the previous Council				false

		732						LN		28		5		false		           5      meeting, the Council directed staff to identify				false

		733						LN		28		6		false		           6      mitigation alternatives in relation to mitigation				false

		734						LN		28		7		false		           7      options that were included within the draft site				false

		735						LN		28		8		false		           8      certification agreement that were identified by the				false

		736						LN		28		9		false		           9      governor's office as potentially reducing the				false

		737						LN		28		10		false		          10      production potential (audio interference) -- are we				false

		738						LN		28		11		false		          11      okay?				false

		739						LN		28		12		false		          12          Okay.  So following that guidance, staff have				false

		740						LN		28		13		false		          13      identified several mitigation alternatives to				false

		741						LN		28		14		false		          14      replace, supplement, or pull back on the mitigation				false

		742						LN		28		15		false		          15      measures that were identified as having that				false

		743						LN		28		16		false		          16      potential of reducing production potential of the				false

		744						LN		28		17		false		          17      project.				false

		745						LN		28		18		false		          18          To begin with, we're going to -- well, we're				false

		746						LN		28		19		false		          19      going to go through several resource areas that were				false

		747						LN		28		20		false		          20      affected in a mitigative sense from the SCA regarding				false

		748						LN		28		21		false		          21      project impacts, the first of which is priority				false

		749						LN		28		22		false		          22      habitat.				false

		750						LN		28		23		false		          23          As a brief on non-exclusion mitigation measures				false

		751						LN		28		24		false		          24      that were included within the FEIS and subsequently				false

		752						LN		28		25		false		          25      incorporated into the SCA, there were several,				false

		753						PG		29		0		false		page 29				false

		754						LN		29		1		false		           1      including Vegetation-1, which required that tree				false

		755						LN		29		2		false		           2      removal be avoided where possible and mitigated where				false

		756						LN		29		3		false		           3      necessary;				false

		757						LN		29		4		false		           4          Vegetation-4, which requires an as-built report				false

		758						LN		29		5		false		           5      and revegetation monitoring to ensure success of				false

		759						LN		29		6		false		           6      revegetation and shrub-steppe restoration;				false

		760						LN		29		7		false		           7          Vegetation-7, which require the preparation and				false

		761						LN		29		8		false		           8      execution of a detailed site restoration plan and				false

		762						LN		29		9		false		           9      revegetation plan, which, again, encompassed priority				false

		763						LN		29		10		false		          10      habitat;				false

		764						LN		29		11		false		          11          and Habitat-5 and -8, which outlined the process				false

		765						LN		29		12		false		          12      through which an assessment of indirect habitat loss				false

		766						LN		29		13		false		          13      and alteration would take place and outlined how				false

		767						LN		29		14		false		          14      compensatory mitigation would be developed.				false

		768						LN		29		15		false		          15          All of these measures and any other measures				false

		769						LN		29		16		false		          16      outlined in this presentation are included in their				false

		770						LN		29		17		false		          17      full text within your -- your Council packet.				false

		771						LN		29		18		false		          18          So for priority habitat, the draft SCA measure				false

		772						LN		29		19		false		          19      that was identified as potentially reducing energy				false

		773						LN		29		20		false		          20      production potential of the project was				false

		774						LN		29		21		false		          21      Vegetation-10.  This was a measure that was crafted				false

		775						LN		29		22		false		          22      by the Council following the publication of the final				false

		776						LN		29		23		false		          23      environmental impact statement and, in essence,				false

		777						LN		29		24		false		          24      prohibited the siting of solar arrays on rabbitbrush,				false

		778						LN		29		25		false		          25      shrubland, or WDFW-designated priority habitat types,				false

		779						PG		30		0		false		page 30				false

		780						LN		30		1		false		           1      of which the only one on-site would be shrub-steppe				false

		781						LN		30		2		false		           2      or this project.				false

		782						LN		30		3		false		           3          The result of this measure, if implemented, would				false

		783						LN		30		4		false		           4      reduce the proposed solar siting area.  And as a				false

		784						LN		30		5		false		           5      reminder, that is the total area in which all solar				false

		785						LN		30		6		false		           6      arrays could be sited, but the final footprint of the				false

		786						LN		30		7		false		           7      solar arrays would not encompass the entire solar				false

		787						LN		30		8		false		           8      siting area.				false

		788						LN		30		9		false		           9          Approximately 5200 acres of solar arrays are				false

		789						LN		30		10		false		          10      proposed by the applicant to be sited, and of those,				false

		790						LN		30		11		false		          11      75 percent -- or pardon me -- 75 acres, or about 1				false

		791						LN		30		12		false		          12      and a half percent, would be excluded from site --				false

		792						LN		30		13		false		          13      their current -- siting on their current footprint by				false

		793						LN		30		14		false		          14      this measure.  Though it should be noted that there				false

		794						LN		30		15		false		          15      is the option for the applicant to relocate				false

		795						LN		30		16		false		          16      prohibited solar arrays to a different area of the				false

		796						LN		30		17		false		          17      solar siting area where they would not impact these				false

		797						LN		30		18		false		          18      habitat types.				false

		798						LN		30		19		false		          19          In regards to the alternatives proposed by staff,				false

		799						LN		30		20		false		          20      there -- what you see on the screen are essentially				false

		800						LN		30		21		false		          21      the options:  Either eliminating Vegetation-10 and				false

		801						LN		30		22		false		          22      allowing for siting on these areas with the other				false

		802						LN		30		23		false		          23      measures that were included in the final				false

		803						LN		30		24		false		          24      environmental impact statement and draft SCA, which				false

		804						LN		30		25		false		          25      are inclusive of applicant commitments to implement				false

		805						PG		31		0		false		page 31				false

		806						LN		31		1		false		           1      compensatory mitigation for any impacts to designated				false

		807						LN		31		2		false		           2      habitat types; or retaining the language from the				false

		808						LN		31		3		false		           3      draft SCA, which would continue to exclude				false

		809						LN		31		4		false		           4      approximately 10 percent of the solar siting area and				false

		810						LN		31		5		false		           5      1 and a half percent of the proposed solar footprint.				false

		811						LN		31		6		false		           6                        CHAIR DREW:  Mr. Brost.  Or I'm				false

		812						LN		31		7		false		           7      sorry.  Who has the hand raised?				false

		813						LN		31		8		false		           8                        MR. YOUNG:  Chair Drew, this is				false

		814						LN		31		9		false		           9      Lenny Young.				false

		815						LN		31		10		false		          10                        CHAIR DREW:  Hi.				false

		816						LN		31		11		false		          11                        MR. YOUNG:  Could you -- could you				false

		817						LN		31		12		false		          12      clarify?  I think you characterized what we're				false

		818						LN		31		13		false		          13      looking at as staff proposals.  Are these -- or				false

		819						LN		31		14		false		          14      excuse me.  Staff recommendations.  Are these staff				false

		820						LN		31		15		false		          15      recommendations, or are these just possibilities that				false

		821						LN		31		16		false		          16      staff is sharing with the Council?				false

		822						LN		31		17		false		          17                        CHAIR DREW:  So, Ms. Bumpus, would				false

		823						LN		31		18		false		          18      you like to take that question?				false

		824						LN		31		19		false		          19                        MS. BUMPUS:  Yes.  For the record,				false

		825						LN		31		20		false		          20      this is Sonia Bumpus.				false

		826						LN		31		21		false		          21          The PowerPoint presentation revisits what's --				false

		827						LN		31		22		false		          22      what was in the FEIS and what was in the draft site				false

		828						LN		31		23		false		          23      certification agreement sent to the governor.  And in				false

		829						LN		31		24		false		          24      some cases, we have offered an alternative to those				false

		830						LN		31		25		false		          25      for discussion by the Council.				false

		831						PG		32		0		false		page 32				false

		832						LN		32		1		false		           1          Vegetation-10 does not have another option that				false

		833						LN		32		2		false		           2      we created for you to consider.  We really just				false

		834						LN		32		3		false		           3      wanted to show here the -- the difference between				false

		835						LN		32		4		false		           4      what the measures in the FEIS for priority habitat				false

		836						LN		32		5		false		           5      were versus those measures in addition to Veg-10,				false

		837						LN		32		6		false		           6      which was drafted by the Council.  This is --				false

		838						LN		32		7		false		           7                        MR. YOUNG:  Yeah.				false

		839						LN		32		8		false		           8                        MS. BUMPUS:  I'll just add that				false

		840						LN		32		9		false		           9      this isn't a measure that, in the staff's view, we				false

		841						LN		32		10		false		          10      found to have a significant difference in the overall				false

		842						LN		32		11		false		          11      output of the project.  As Mr. Greene mentioned,				false

		843						LN		32		12		false		          12      there is the possibility of relocation even with				false

		844						LN		32		13		false		          13      Veg-10 in place.  And so we really didn't --				false

		845						LN		32		14		false		          14      ultimately didn't really see that this was one that				false

		846						LN		32		15		false		          15      had a substantial impact on the build-out.  But				false

		847						LN		32		16		false		          16      nonetheless, it does have some role in affecting the				false

		848						LN		32		17		false		          17      potential build-out.				false

		849						LN		32		18		false		          18                        MR. YOUNG:  Yeah, understood.				false

		850						LN		32		19		false		          19                        MS. BUMPUS:  Is that -- mm-hmm.				false

		851						LN		32		20		false		          20                        MR. YOUNG:  I think I heard				false

		852						LN		32		21		false		          21      Mr. Greene, though, refer to this as a staff				false

		853						LN		32		22		false		          22      recommendation.  And I just was looking for clarity				false

		854						LN		32		23		false		          23      on whether what we're being presented this afternoon				false

		855						LN		32		24		false		          24      is analysis without a recommendation or, in fact, is				false

		856						LN		32		25		false		          25      a staff recommendation.				false
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		858						LN		33		1		false		           1                        MR. GREENE:  You are correct.				false

		859						LN		33		2		false		           2      These are not intended to be staff recommendations.				false

		860						LN		33		3		false		           3      If I used that terminology, that was incorrect.  We				false

		861						LN		33		4		false		           4      went back and reviewed resource areas where the				false

		862						LN		33		5		false		           5      Council had identified mitigation beyond those in				false

		863						LN		33		6		false		           6      the -- the FEIS, which essentially operates as a				false

		864						LN		33		7		false		           7      staff recommendation, and tried to identify				false

		865						LN		33		8		false		           8      alternatives for the Council's consideration at this				false

		866						LN		33		9		false		           9      meeting that are options for you to discuss.				false

		867						LN		33		10		false		          10          The final versions of these mitigation, including				false

		868						LN		33		11		false		          11      their -- retaining them as written in the SCA,				false

		869						LN		33		12		false		          12      removing them, or adding onto them, is a				false

		870						LN		33		13		false		          13      determination date that will be made by the Council				false

		871						LN		33		14		false		          14      and can extend beyond the options presented on your				false

		872						LN		33		15		false		          15      screen right now.				false

		873						LN		33		16		false		          16                        MR. YOUNG:  Understood.  Thank you				false

		874						LN		33		17		false		          17      for clarifying.				false

		875						LN		33		18		false		          18                        CHAIR DREW:  Mr. Young, what I'm				false

		876						LN		33		19		false		          19      looking for today is the views from Council on each				false

		877						LN		33		20		false		          20      of these areas to perhaps have then, at the				false

		878						LN		33		21		false		          21      conclusion of our discussion, something we would				false

		879						LN		33		22		false		          22      direct the staff to draft for the August meeting.				false

		880						LN		33		23		false		          23          So, for example, as I look at Veg-10, I think				false

		881						LN		33		24		false		          24      that this does not affect the output.  I think it's a				false

		882						LN		33		25		false		          25      common-sense approach.  I think it retains vegetation				false

		883						PG		34		0		false		page 34				false

		884						LN		34		1		false		           1      in priority areas.  And for me, I guess I would ask				false

		885						LN		34		2		false		           2      if the Council is comfortable retaining that.				false

		886						LN		34		3		false		           3          Are there any views?				false

		887						LN		34		4		false		           4                        MS. BREWSTER:  This is Stacey				false

		888						LN		34		5		false		           5      Brewster.  I'll agree with you on that.  I think				false

		889						LN		34		6		false		           6      the -- the impact is small.  The benefits for				false

		890						LN		34		7		false		           7      retaining that habitat is high and worthy of keeping				false

		891						LN		34		8		false		           8      in place.				false

		892						LN		34		9		false		           9                        CHAIR DREW:  Anyone who would like				false

		893						LN		34		10		false		          10      to object, please say so.  Otherwise, we'll move on				false

		894						LN		34		11		false		          11      to the next slide.				false

		895						LN		34		12		false		          12          Okay.  We can come back to it if people have				false

		896						LN		34		13		false		          13      questions.  We just have a lot more material to get				false

		897						LN		34		14		false		          14      through, so -- and we can have a motion if one -- if				false

		898						LN		34		15		false		          15      the Council desires to do so at the end, and we can				false

		899						LN		34		16		false		          16      discuss everything in that.				false

		900						LN		34		17		false		          17          Okay.  Thank you.				false

		901						LN		34		18		false		          18                        MR. GREENE:  Okay.  The next				false

		902						LN		34		19		false		          19      resource area that was related to potential				false

		903						LN		34		20		false		          20      mitigation measures that would reduce the production				false

		904						LN		34		21		false		          21      energy potential of the project was wildlife movement				false

		905						LN		34		22		false		          22      corridors.				false

		906						LN		34		23		false		          23          There were several mitigation measures in the				false

		907						LN		34		24		false		          24      FEIS that were incorporated into the SCA that did not				false

		908						LN		34		25		false		          25      deal with exclusion of project components.  That's				false
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		910						LN		35		1		false		           1      still mitigated for the resource, including				false

		911						LN		35		2		false		           2      Wildlife-6, which required maintenance of a road				false

		912						LN		35		3		false		           3      mortality database and enforced adaptive management				false

		913						LN		35		4		false		           4      based on the results of that database data				false

		914						LN		35		5		false		           5      collection;				false

		915						LN		35		6		false		           6          Habitat-2, which required minimization of				false

		916						LN		35		7		false		           7      transmission lines cross -- crossing canyons and				false

		917						LN		35		8		false		           8      draws to reduce potential wildlife movement barriers;				false

		918						LN		35		9		false		           9          and Habitat-7, which required that all project				false

		919						LN		35		10		false		          10      roadways be removed during decommissioning to restore				false

		920						LN		35		11		false		          11      pre-project levels of wildlife movement.				false

		921						LN		35		12		false		          12          The exclusion mitigation measure that mitigated				false

		922						LN		35		13		false		          13      for impact to this resource was Habitat-1.  The FEIS				false

		923						LN		35		14		false		          14      version of this measure required that all project				false

		924						LN		35		15		false		          15      components located within medium-or-above wildlife				false

		925						LN		35		16		false		          16      linkage corridors be avoided to the extent feasible.				false

		926						LN		35		17		false		          17      And if they were cited within those medium-or-above				false

		927						LN		35		18		false		          18      linkage corridors, they must be accompanied by a				false

		928						LN		35		19		false		          19      corridor mitigation plan, which includes a number of				false

		929						LN		35		20		false		          20      measures, including adjacent habitat improvements;				false

		930						LN		35		21		false		          21      features to accommodate passage, such as culverts;				false

		931						LN		35		22		false		          22      post-construction monitoring; and restoration.				false

		932						LN		35		23		false		          23          The draft SCA version of the measure prohibited				false

		933						LN		35		24		false		          24      the siting of primary project components --				false

		934						LN		35		25		false		          25      specifically, turbines, solar, and BESS -- within				false
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		936						LN		36		1		false		           1      medium-or-above linkage corridors and prohibited the				false

		937						LN		36		2		false		           2      siting of secondary project components, such as roads				false

		938						LN		36		3		false		           3      and transmission lines, in high-or-above linkage				false

		939						LN		36		4		false		           4      corridors unless colocated within existing				false

		940						LN		36		5		false		           5      infrastructure.  And maintained -- the SCA version				false

		941						LN		36		6		false		           6      maintained the FEIS corridor mitigation plan for all				false

		942						LN		36		7		false		           7      medium -- or all secondary components cited within				false

		943						LN		36		8		false		           8      medium-or-above linkage corridors.				false

		944						LN		36		9		false		           9          The result of implementation of the draft SCA				false

		945						LN		36		10		false		          10      version of this mitigation would see approximately a				false

		946						LN		36		11		false		          11      13 and a half percent reduction in the number of				false

		947						LN		36		12		false		          12      turbines based on where they're currently proposed				false

		948						LN		36		13		false		          13      within the project area as well as a 6 percent				false

		949						LN		36		14		false		          14      reduction in the proposed solar siting area, though				false

		950						LN		36		15		false		          15      none of the currently proposed solar footprint would				false

		951						LN		36		16		false		          16      be affected.				false

		952						LN		36		17		false		          17          There is also the matter of a 230-kilovolt				false

		953						LN		36		18		false		          18      intertie transmission line that is propo- -- that the				false

		954						LN		36		19		false		          19      applicant has requested the option of construction to				false

		955						LN		36		20		false		          20      connect their eastern substation and western				false

		956						LN		36		21		false		          21      substation at three points along its route.  This				false

		957						LN		36		22		false		          22      line would cross areas of high-or-above linkage				false

		958						LN		36		23		false		          23      corridors and be precluded from being sited there, so				false

		959						LN		36		24		false		          24      additional engineering redesign would be necessary				false

		960						LN		36		25		false		          25      for about three and a half miles of that 19				false
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		962						LN		37		1		false		           1      -plus-mile intertie line.				false

		963						LN		37		2		false		           2                        CHAIR DREW:  Mr. Greene, couple				false

		964						LN		37		3		false		           3      questions for you.				false

		965						LN		37		4		false		           4          First of all, when you look back at the FEIS				false

		966						LN		37		5		false		           5      language -- and I know it's just summarized here.				false

		967						LN		37		6		false		           6      And for the Council members, there is something that				false

		968						LN		37		7		false		           7      is in the packet which you can't see there.  But can				false

		969						LN		37		8		false		           8      we maybe put it on the screen?  The Habitat-1?  Is				false

		970						LN		37		9		false		           9      that the one?				false

		971						LN		37		10		false		          10                        MR. GREENE:  Yes, I can.				false

		972						LN		37		11		false		          11                        CHAIR DREW:  I think that would be				false

		973						LN		37		12		false		          12      very good.				false

		974						LN		37		13		false		          13          So in other projects that have come recently to				false

		975						LN		37		14		false		          14      EFSEC, we've had a great deal of cooperation from				false

		976						LN		37		15		false		          15      applicants to identify a wildlife corridor through				false

		977						LN		37		16		false		          16      the project if that was raised as a concern.				false

		978						LN		37		17		false		          17          When I read this that is in the FEIS and when you				false

		979						LN		37		18		false		          18      read it, do you read it saying there must be a				false

		980						LN		37		19		false		          19      wildlife movement corridor through the project?				false

		981						LN		37		20		false		          20                        MR. GREENE:  So the FEIS version is				false

		982						LN		37		21		false		          21      specific to modeled wildlife movement corridors by				false

		983						LN		37		22		false		          22      the -- the Washington Wildlife Habitat Connectivity				false

		984						LN		37		23		false		          23      Working Group.  It is less a requirement that a				false

		985						LN		37		24		false		          24      wildlife movement corridor be installed in the				false

		986						LN		37		25		false		          25      project area and more a requirement that project				false
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		988						LN		38		1		false		           1      components seek to avoid being placed in already-				false

		989						LN		38		2		false		           2      identified wildlife movement corridors, if that makes				false

		990						LN		38		3		false		           3      sense.				false

		991						LN		38		4		false		           4                        CHAIR DREW:  And, but to the extent				false

		992						LN		38		5		false		           5      feasible.				false

		993						LN		38		6		false		           6                        MR. GREENE:  Correct.				false

		994						LN		38		7		false		           7                        CHAIR DREW:  So how do we ensure in				false

		995						LN		38		8		false		           8      the FEIS measure that there is wildlife -- there will				false

		996						LN		38		9		false		           9      be future wildlife movement through the project?				false

		997						LN		38		10		false		          10                        MR. GREENE:  That is done through				false

		998						LN		38		11		false		          11      the development of the corridor mitigation plan.  And				false

		999						LN		38		12		false		          12      you can see on your screen, there are a number of				false

		1000						LN		38		13		false		          13      different avenues that the applicant could work with				false

		1001						LN		38		14		false		          14      EFSEC and WDFW to identify which -- which and in what				false

		1002						LN		38		15		false		          15      level would be most effective at retaining available				false

		1003						LN		38		16		false		          16      wildlife movement areas following the potential for				false

		1004						LN		38		17		false		          17      project components to negatively impact, adversely				false

		1005						LN		38		18		false		          18      impact the modeled wildlife movement corridors.				false

		1006						LN		38		19		false		          19          Those can include things like improvement of				false

		1007						LN		38		20		false		          20      habitat adjacent to those modeled corridors or				false

		1008						LN		38		21		false		          21      installing movement infrastructure within the				false

		1009						LN		38		22		false		          22      project, such as open-bottom culverts that allow for				false

		1010						LN		38		23		false		          23      easier wildlife movement, in concert with the				false

		1011						LN		38		24		false		          24      installation of project components.				false

		1012						LN		38		25		false		          25                        CHAIR DREW:  Are there any other				false
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		1014						LN		39		1		false		           1      questions or comments from Council members?				false

		1015						LN		39		2		false		           2                        MR. BROST:  I have one, if you can				false

		1016						LN		39		3		false		           3      hear me.				false

		1017						LN		39		4		false		           4                        CHAIR DREW:  Mr. Brost.				false

		1018						LN		39		5		false		           5                        MR. BROST:  Question on what's				false

		1019						LN		39		6		false		           6      feasible versus not.  Who defines what that is?  Is				false

		1020						LN		39		7		false		           7      there a definition of what is feasible?				false

		1021						LN		39		8		false		           8                        MR. GREENE:  There is not a				false

		1022						LN		39		9		false		           9      definition of what is feasible.  That would be a				false

		1023						LN		39		10		false		          10      process that EFSEC would go through with the				false

		1024						LN		39		11		false		          11      applicant to determine which project components				false

		1025						LN		39		12		false		          12      were -- were necessary for an effective build-out of				false

		1026						LN		39		13		false		          13      the project and which could potentially be eliminated				false

		1027						LN		39		14		false		          14      if they were -- if they were not critical.				false

		1028						LN		39		15		false		          15                        CHAIR DREW:  But in addition to				false

		1029						LN		39		16		false		          16      EFSEC, when you say EFSEC, we do have the PTAG, and				false

		1030						LN		39		17		false		          17      we have Fish and Wildlife, Department of Fish and				false

		1031						LN		39		18		false		          18      Wildlife, who will also be part of this process, and				false

		1032						LN		39		19		false		          19      perhaps the tribe, the Yakama Tribe as well.				false

		1033						LN		39		20		false		          20                        MR. GREENE:  Yes, this is a measure				false

		1034						LN		39		21		false		          21      that would encompass the PTAG and subsequently the				false

		1035						LN		39		22		false		          22      TAC as part of the development of the mitigation plan				false

		1036						LN		39		23		false		          23      and the development of the performance standards and				false

		1037						LN		39		24		false		          24      adaptive mitigation throughout the life of the				false

		1038						LN		39		25		false		          25      project.  So it would incorporate guidance from a				false
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		1040						LN		40		1		false		           1      number of State agencies and potentially affected				false

		1041						LN		40		2		false		           2      tribe, should they wish to be members of the PTAG and				false

		1042						LN		40		3		false		           3      the TAC.				false

		1043						LN		40		4		false		           4                        MR. BROST:  One more question.				false

		1044						LN		40		5		false		           5      Does the community or the County have some input into				false

		1045						LN		40		6		false		           6      that if they have some?				false

		1046						LN		40		7		false		           7                        MR. GREENE:  We have had TACs on				false

		1047						LN		40		8		false		           8      previous projects that have included County				false

		1048						LN		40		9		false		           9      representatives.  The exact membership of the PTAG				false

		1049						LN		40		10		false		          10      and TAC for this project have not been defined as of				false

		1050						LN		40		11		false		          11      yet.				false

		1051						LN		40		12		false		          12                        CHAIR DREW:  Certainly I would				false

		1052						LN		40		13		false		          13      think that if they were interested, they would be				false

		1053						LN		40		14		false		          14      able to participate.				false

		1054						LN		40		15		false		          15          Mr. Young.				false

		1055						LN		40		16		false		          16                        MR. YOUNG:  I have a concern that,				false

		1056						LN		40		17		false		          17      in and of itself, removing this provision of the				false

		1057						LN		40		18		false		          18      original SCA would allow the restoration of up to 30				false

		1058						LN		40		19		false		          19      turbines and 3.4 miles of 230 kV transmission line to				false

		1059						LN		40		20		false		          20      the project and that this would increase the				false

		1060						LN		40		21		false		          21      project's already significant impacts on Yakama				false

		1061						LN		40		22		false		          22      Nation traditional cultural properties.				false

		1062						LN		40		23		false		          23                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.				false

		1063						LN		40		24		false		          24          Are there other comments as to the Council's view				false

		1064						LN		40		25		false		          25      of retaining this as it is in the draft SCA,				false
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		1067						LN		41		2		false		           2          To me, it does -- and I hear Mr. Young.  I do				false

		1068						LN		41		3		false		           3      think that if there are ways, as we're talking just				false

		1069						LN		41		4		false		           4      about -- I mean, we can also talk about tribal				false

		1070						LN		41		5		false		           5      cultural properties.				false

		1071						LN		41		6		false		           6          I'm really walking through this to perhaps				false

		1072						LN		41		7		false		           7      identify what mitigation goes with which impact.  And				false

		1073						LN		41		8		false		           8      as a wildlife corridor impact, personally I would be				false

		1074						LN		41		9		false		           9      comfortable with the FEIS language.  I do think the				false

		1075						LN		41		10		false		          10      fact that it's in the middle of the project and				false

		1076						LN		41		11		false		          11      there's potential for impact to a optional intertie				false

		1077						LN		41		12		false		          12      transmission line, that the outcome I would be				false

		1078						LN		41		13		false		          13      looking for in this would be that there is able to be				false

		1079						LN		41		14		false		          14      wildlife movement throughout the project after the				false

		1080						LN		41		15		false		          15      project is completed.				false

		1081						LN		41		16		false		          16          Any other comments?				false

		1082						LN		41		17		false		          17                        MS. BREWSTER:  This is Stacey				false

		1083						LN		41		18		false		          18      Brewster.				false

		1084						LN		41		19		false		          19          With the components that we're discussing, which				false

		1085						LN		41		20		false		          20      tend to be porous and allow for some movement, I see				false

		1086						LN		41		21		false		          21      where you're coming from, and I get your points.				false

		1087						LN		41		22		false		          22          I think initially identified and what we're				false

		1088						LN		41		23		false		          23      trying to move away from is the compounding impacts,				false

		1089						LN		41		24		false		          24      and I think initially we looked at that corridor				false

		1090						LN		41		25		false		          25      because it had multi- -- those turbines had multiple				false

		1091						PG		42		0		false		page 42				false

		1092						LN		42		1		false		           1      impacts.				false

		1093						LN		42		2		false		           2          So in terms of movement, it seems to me the FEIS				false

		1094						LN		42		3		false		           3      conditions are probably adequate.  You know, not				false

		1095						LN		42		4		false		           4      ideal, as I think we would like to avoid those				false

		1096						LN		42		5		false		           5      impacts entirely.  But if we're talking about				false

		1097						LN		42		6		false		           6      movement, it seems to me the FEIS mitigation is				false

		1098						LN		42		7		false		           7      probably sufficient.				false

		1099						LN		42		8		false		           8          I would be interested in hearing the thoughts on				false

		1100						LN		42		9		false		           9      our Fish and Wildlife Council member, unfortunately				false

		1101						LN		42		10		false		          10      who is not with us today.				false

		1102						LN		42		11		false		          11                        CHAIR DREW:  Yes, he's not able to				false

		1103						LN		42		12		false		          12      be here.				false

		1104						LN		42		13		false		          13          But what we're talking about, I think, is asking				false

		1105						LN		42		14		false		          14      the staff to draft something.  And we're not voting				false

		1106						LN		42		15		false		          15      on it, so we have time to consider it and look at				false

		1107						LN		42		16		false		          16      comments and then perhaps come back in August just to				false

		1108						LN		42		17		false		          17      have something in front of us to discuss.				false

		1109						LN		42		18		false		          18          Any other comments?				false

		1110						LN		42		19		false		          19          Okay.  Let's move on to the next issue.				false

		1111						LN		42		20		false		          20                        MR. GREENE:  Okay.  The next				false

		1112						LN		42		21		false		          21      resource is the ferruginous hawk.				false

		1113						LN		42		22		false		          22          There are several non-exclusion mitigation				false

		1114						LN		42		23		false		          23      measures from the FEIS that were incorporated into				false

		1115						LN		42		24		false		          24      the SCA, including Wildlife-1, which implements a				false

		1116						LN		42		25		false		          25      mortality monitoring program and adaptive management				false

		1117						PG		43		0		false		page 43				false

		1118						LN		43		1		false		           1      strategy for all avian species, inclusive of the				false

		1119						LN		43		2		false		           2      ferruginous hawk.  And that's a fairly lengthy				false

		1120						LN		43		3		false		           3      measure, and it's available, again, in that handout.				false

		1121						LN		43		4		false		           4          There is also Wildlife-8, which prohibits the				false

		1122						LN		43		5		false		           5      siting of turbines within a quarter mile of all				false

		1123						LN		43		6		false		           6      documented raptor nests, inclusive of the ferruginous				false

		1124						LN		43		7		false		           7      hawk.  Currently this would exclude three of the 222				false

		1125						LN		43		8		false		           8      Option 1 turbines, or about 1 percent, or one of the				false

		1126						LN		43		9		false		           9      147 Option 2 turbines, just under 1 percent.				false

		1127						LN		43		10		false		          10          And the third measure is Wildlife-9, which				false

		1128						LN		43		11		false		          11      requires that vegetation clearing and grubbing during				false

		1129						LN		43		12		false		          12      the ferruginous hawk breeding -- during all avian				false

		1130						LN		43		13		false		          13      species' breeding periods, inclusive of ferruginous				false

		1131						LN		43		14		false		          14      hawk, be avoided where feasible and mitigated for if				false

		1132						LN		43		15		false		          15      necessary.				false

		1133						LN		43		16		false		          16          And the exclusion measure is -- there we go.				false

		1134						LN		43		17		false		          17      Okay.  I don't know why my bottom part is showing.				false

		1135						LN		43		18		false		          18          But the FEIS version of Species-5 prohibits the				false

		1136						LN		43		19		false		          19      siting of project components within two miles of a				false

		1137						LN		43		20		false		          20      documented ferruginous hawk where that nesting site				false

		1138						LN		43		21		false		          21      is still available and where foraging habitat is				false

		1139						LN		43		22		false		          22      viable.  For any components sited within two miles of				false

		1140						LN		43		23		false		          23      an unavailable or nonviable ferruginous hawk nest, a				false

		1141						LN		43		24		false		          24      ferruginous hawk mitigation and management plan would				false

		1142						LN		43		25		false		          25      be required, which includes habitat loss offsets,				false

		1143						PG		44		0		false		page 44				false

		1144						LN		44		1		false		           1      turbine curtailment, active nest disturbance				false

		1145						LN		44		2		false		           2      avoidance, and pre- and post-construction monitoring,				false

		1146						LN		44		3		false		           3      as well as others.  And, again, that is a fairly				false

		1147						LN		44		4		false		           4      lengthy measure, and it's available in your handout.				false

		1148						LN		44		5		false		           5          For all versions of Species-5, Wildlife-1,				false

		1149						LN		44		6		false		           6      Wildlife-8, and Wildlife-9 from the previous slide				false

		1150						LN		44		7		false		           7      would still apply.				false

		1151						LN		44		8		false		           8          The FEIS version would eliminate -- would exclude				false

		1152						LN		44		9		false		           9      anywhere between 0 and about 48 percent of the				false

		1153						LN		44		10		false		          10      project proposed turbines.  The exact number would be				false

		1154						LN		44		11		false		          11      determined after the process of identifying which				false

		1155						LN		44		12		false		          12      nests are available and viable.				false

		1156						LN		44		13		false		          13          The range for excluded solar siting area is 0 to				false

		1157						LN		44		14		false		          14      30 percent, and the range of excluded current				false

		1158						LN		44		15		false		          15      proposed solar footprint would be 0 to 12 percent.				false

		1159						LN		44		16		false		          16      It would also potentially exclude up to one of the				false

		1160						LN		44		17		false		          17      three proposed BESS sites, though it should be noted				false

		1161						LN		44		18		false		          18      that the SCA only allows for a maximum of two BESSes				false

		1162						LN		44		19		false		          19      within the project area.				false

		1163						LN		44		20		false		          20          The draft SCA version of Species-5 implements a				false

		1164						LN		44		21		false		          21      hard buffer on all documented ferruginous hawk nests				false

		1165						LN		44		22		false		          22      of two miles, not allowing any turbines to be sited				false

		1166						LN		44		23		false		          23      within that two-mile buffer.  It also applies a				false

		1167						LN		44		24		false		          24      half-mile buffer to all documented ferruginous hawk				false

		1168						LN		44		25		false		          25      nests for solar arrays and BESS.  It continues the				false

		1169						PG		45		0		false		page 45				false

		1170						LN		45		1		false		           1      requirement for a ferruginous hawk mitigation and				false

		1171						LN		45		2		false		           2      management plan for any components sited within two				false

		1172						LN		45		3		false		           3      miles of a documented nest.  This measure would				false

		1173						LN		45		4		false		           4      exclude approximately 48 percent of the project				false

		1174						LN		45		5		false		           5      turbines, just under 10 percent of the proposed solar				false

		1175						LN		45		6		false		           6      siting area, and about 4 percent of the current				false

		1176						LN		45		7		false		           7      proposed solar footprint.				false

		1177						LN		45		8		false		           8          A third option which would be -- which is not				false

		1178						LN		45		9		false		           9      from the FEIS or the SCA but has been developed by				false

		1179						LN		45		10		false		          10      staff as something that could potentially address the				false

		1180						LN		45		11		false		          11      Council's concerns about impacts to this resource				false

		1181						LN		45		12		false		          12      would be a version of the draft SCA mitigation but				false

		1182						LN		45		13		false		          13      replacing the two-mile buffer with a .6-mile buffer				false

		1183						LN		45		14		false		          14      or one-kilometer buffer.				false

		1184						LN		45		15		false		          15          This buffer was adapted after review of the 2004				false

		1185						LN		45		16		false		          16      WDFW seasonal disturbance guidelines for active				false

		1186						LN		45		17		false		          17      ferruginous hawk nests, so it -- it should be made				false

		1187						LN		45		18		false		          18      clear that this guidance is not a direct one-to-one				false

		1188						LN		45		19		false		          19      comparison with how we're using it here, but it is				false

		1189						LN		45		20		false		          20      something that WDFW has published on the record				false

		1190						LN		45		21		false		          21      regarding what active projects should -- the distance				false

		1191						LN		45		22		false		          22      to which active projects should avoid disturbing				false

		1192						LN		45		23		false		          23      active ferruginous hawk nests.				false

		1193						LN		45		24		false		          24          This measure would prohibit the siting of all				false

		1194						LN		45		25		false		          25      primary project components -- so turbine, solar, and				false

		1195						PG		46		0		false		page 46				false

		1196						LN		46		1		false		           1      BESS -- within .6 miles of a documented ferruginous				false

		1197						LN		46		2		false		           2      hawk nest and still require that any components sited				false

		1198						LN		46		3		false		           3      within two miles, again, require a ferruginous hawk				false

		1199						LN		46		4		false		           4      mitigation management plan.				false

		1200						LN		46		5		false		           5          This option, if implemented as written here,				false

		1201						LN		46		6		false		           6      would exclude about 5 and a half percent of the				false

		1202						LN		46		7		false		           7      proposed turbines, 12 percent of the prosed solar				false

		1203						LN		46		8		false		           8      siting area, or about 6 percent of the current				false

		1204						LN		46		9		false		           9      proposed solar footprint.				false

		1205						LN		46		10		false		          10          And, again, these are options given to the				false

		1206						LN		46		11		false		          11      Council for consideration.  These are not the only				false

		1207						LN		46		12		false		          12      options available to the Council if they wish to				false

		1208						LN		46		13		false		          13      develop their own.				false

		1209						LN		46		14		false		          14                        CHAIR DREW:  Mr. Young.				false

		1210						LN		46		15		false		          15                        MR. YOUNG:  Yeah, I have two				false

		1211						LN		46		16		false		          16      comments here, and the first is that I do not believe				false

		1212						LN		46		17		false		          17      that it is appropriate scientifically to extrapolate				false

		1213						LN		46		18		false		          18      a seasonal activity buffer -- in this case, one				false

		1214						LN		46		19		false		          19      kilometer -- to a habitat protection buffer.  Those				false

		1215						LN		46		20		false		          20      are two different concepts, if you will, that address				false

		1216						LN		46		21		false		          21      different aspects of the species life history, so				false

		1217						LN		46		22		false		          22      I -- I don't believe that the extrapolation of the				false

		1218						LN		46		23		false		          23      activity buffer to a habitat protection buffer is				false

		1219						LN		46		24		false		          24      appropriate.				false

		1220						LN		46		25		false		          25          And then, similarly, as with Habitat-1, I have				false

		1221						PG		47		0		false		page 47				false

		1222						LN		47		1		false		           1      great concern that restoring a hundred and seven				false

		1223						LN		47		2		false		           2      turbines to the landscape would increase the project				false

		1224						LN		47		3		false		           3      footprint and would have a big impact on Yakama				false

		1225						LN		47		4		false		           4      Nation traditional cultural properties.				false

		1226						LN		47		5		false		           5                        CHAIR DEW:  Thank you.				false

		1227						LN		47		6		false		           6          Are there other questions or comments from				false

		1228						LN		47		7		false		           7      Council members?				false

		1229						LN		47		8		false		           8          So I will ask a question.				false

		1230						LN		47		9		false		           9          So in addition to the one-kilometer buffer, there				false

		1231						LN		47		10		false		          10      would still be not just -- would it just be seasonal				false

		1232						LN		47		11		false		          11      curtailment?  Would it require, if there are active				false

		1233						LN		47		12		false		          12      nests before construction, to not have those turbines				false

		1234						LN		47		13		false		          13      constructed?				false

		1235						LN		47		14		false		          14                        MR. GREENE:  So any nest that would				false

		1236						LN		47		15		false		          15      be identified up to the start of construction would				false

		1237						LN		47		16		false		          16      be afforded the same buffer as any other documented				false

		1238						LN		47		17		false		          17      nest based on how this is written now.				false

		1239						LN		47		18		false		          18          As for seasonal curtailment, as the third option				false

		1240						LN		47		19		false		          19      is written, that would apply for any turbines				false

		1241						LN		47		20		false		          20      constructed within two miles of a documented nest.				false

		1242						LN		47		21		false		          21      Both of those -- those two as this is written now				false

		1243						LN		47		22		false		          22      could be altered by the Council, if you desire.				false

		1244						LN		47		23		false		          23                        CHAIR DREW:  If we look at the				false

		1245						LN		47		24		false		          24      FEIS, the FEIS has components prohibited within two				false

		1246						LN		47		25		false		          25      miles of documented ferruginous hawk nests where a				false

		1247						PG		48		0		false		page 48				false

		1248						LN		48		1		false		           1      nesting site is available and foraging habitat is				false

		1249						LN		48		2		false		           2      viable.				false

		1250						LN		48		3		false		           3          We don't have the information of that yet.  When				false

		1251						LN		48		4		false		           4      would you expect that?  Would you expect that that				false

		1252						LN		48		5		false		           5      information would be required before the construction				false

		1253						LN		48		6		false		           6      plan is completed?				false

		1254						LN		48		7		false		           7                        MR. GREENE:  Yes.  Prior to				false

		1255						LN		48		8		false		           8      construction, EFSEC, the PTAG, and the applicant				false

		1256						LN		48		9		false		           9      would go through the process of identifying which				false

		1257						LN		48		10		false		          10      nests are avail- -- which nesting sites are available				false

		1258						LN		48		11		false		          11      and which documented ferruginous hawk nests have				false

		1259						LN		48		12		false		          12      viable foraging habitat within that two-mile buffer.				false

		1260						LN		48		13		false		          13          For nests that meet both of those selection				false

		1261						LN		48		14		false		          14      criteria, they would be afforded that two-mile buffer				false

		1262						LN		48		15		false		          15      based on the FEIS version.  Nests that do not meet				false

		1263						LN		48		16		false		          16      one or both of the criteria would allow project				false

		1264						LN		48		17		false		          17      components within the buffer so long as they are				false

		1265						LN		48		18		false		          18      accompanied by a mitigation and management plan which				false

		1266						LN		48		19		false		          19      includes a number of things, most -- perhaps most				false

		1267						LN		48		20		false		          20      importantly a seasonal curtailment plan.  But that				false

		1268						LN		48		21		false		          21      would all be completed prior to the start of				false

		1269						LN		48		22		false		          22      construction.				false

		1270						LN		48		23		false		          23                        CHAIR DREW:  And that would be				false

		1271						LN		48		24		false		          24      based on available nests where foraging habitat is				false

		1272						LN		48		25		false		          25      viable, not necessarily actual nesting of a hawk.				false

		1273						PG		49		0		false		page 49				false

		1274						LN		49		1		false		           1                        MR. GREENE:  Yes.  So if there is				false

		1275						LN		49		2		false		           2      an active nest, it would automatically be determined				false

		1276						LN		49		3		false		           3      that the nesting site is available and the habitat is				false

		1277						LN		49		4		false		           4      viable.  So any active nest would immediately be				false

		1278						LN		49		5		false		           5      given that -- that buffer based on the FEIS version.				false

		1279						LN		49		6		false		           6                        CHAIR DREW:  Questions or comments				false

		1280						LN		49		7		false		           7      or thoughts from Council members?				false

		1281						LN		49		8		false		           8                        MS. BREWSTER:  This is Stacey				false

		1282						LN		49		9		false		           9      Brewster.  Initially my thought on the -- the new				false

		1283						LN		49		10		false		          10      option is that it's based on 20-year-old				false

		1284						LN		49		11		false		          11      recommendations and prior to the listing of the				false

		1285						LN		49		12		false		          12      ferruginous hawk as endangered.  So I would hope that				false

		1286						LN		49		13		false		          13      we could get some more current science and				false

		1287						LN		49		14		false		          14      recommendations from Fish and Wildlife on which to --				false

		1288						LN		49		15		false		          15      to base any consideration we might make.  I know that				false

		1289						LN		49		16		false		          16      might not be the case.				false

		1290						LN		49		17		false		          17          And I'm inclined to put the strictest protections				false

		1291						LN		49		18		false		          18      around ferruginous hawks at this point.  That is my				false

		1292						LN		49		19		false		          19      leaning at the moment.  I guess there's too many				false

		1293						LN		49		20		false		          20      questions as to identifying nests and their viability				false

		1294						LN		49		21		false		          21      and habitat from me at the moment.				false

		1295						LN		49		22		false		          22                        MR. GREENE:  And I would say that				false

		1296						LN		49		23		false		          23      the two-mile buffer outlined within the FEIS is based				false

		1297						LN		49		24		false		          24      on the most current recommendation from WDFW staff.				false

		1298						LN		49		25		false		          25      They have identified that as the home range of the				false

		1299						PG		50		0		false		page 50				false

		1300						LN		50		1		false		           1      ferruginous hawk.				false

		1301						LN		50		2		false		           2                        CHAIR DREW:  Other comments?				false

		1302						LN		50		3		false		           3          Go ahead.				false

		1303						LN		50		4		false		           4                        MR. LEVITT:  This is Eli Levitt.  I				false

		1304						LN		50		5		false		           5      think I just have one or two.				false

		1305						LN		50		6		false		           6          One is that, you know, it's kind of an exercise				false

		1306						LN		50		7		false		           7      in lumping and splitting, and I think the direction				false

		1307						LN		50		8		false		           8      we have gotten from the governor's office is to try				false

		1308						LN		50		9		false		           9      to look at the impacts individually and choose which				false

		1309						LN		50		10		false		          10      option fits best.  So just, I guess, maybe a				false

		1310						LN		50		11		false		          11      reminder that we need to -- we're trying to think				false

		1311						LN		50		12		false		          12      about each one individually and think about the				false

		1312						LN		50		13		false		          13      option that works best for each of us as individuals				false

		1313						LN		50		14		false		          14      and the Council.				false

		1314						LN		50		15		false		          15          You know, the other -- I guess the other thing				false

		1315						LN		50		16		false		          16      for me is thinking about the FEIS and what it says.				false

		1316						LN		50		17		false		          17      It seems like a lot of the numbers would really come				false

		1317						LN		50		18		false		          18      down to how the technical group and the Council would				false

		1318						LN		50		19		false		          19      define "available" and "viable."  And so it's a				false

		1319						LN		50		20		false		          20      little bit difficult to vote on a option that has				false

		1320						LN		50		21		false		          21      such a wide range of options.  So I guess that's just				false

		1321						LN		50		22		false		          22      an observation for me.				false

		1322						LN		50		23		false		          23                        CHAIR DREW:  I do think that for				false

		1323						LN		50		24		false		          24      the overall consideration -- and for me; I'm speaking				false

		1324						LN		50		25		false		          25      for myself -- that we have a real challenge in that				false

		1325						PG		51		0		false		page 51				false

		1326						LN		51		1		false		           1      we very much want to protect the home territory of				false

		1327						LN		51		2		false		           2      the ferruginous hawk, but we also don't have the				false

		1328						LN		51		3		false		           3      future knowledge of whether it will be there or not.				false

		1329						LN		51		4		false		           4      And that is really a very, very difficult challenge				false

		1330						LN		51		5		false		           5      for us to come to terms with.				false

		1331						LN		51		6		false		           6          I think having a hard buffer less than the two				false

		1332						LN		51		7		false		           7      miles makes sense for that reason.  I think the one				false

		1333						LN		51		8		false		           8      kilometer is the other hard buffer that we have in				false

		1334						LN		51		9		false		           9      the record.  So, again, you asked about information.				false

		1335						LN		51		10		false		          10      We -- this is -- this is the one that is in the				false

		1336						LN		51		11		false		          11      record.				false

		1337						LN		51		12		false		          12          And, again, I went back, and I listened to the				false

		1338						LN		51		13		false		          13      adjudication and to -- listened to particularly Don				false

		1339						LN		51		14		false		          14      McIvor -- there were a lot of experts, and we got a				false

		1340						LN		51		15		false		          15      lot of good information -- but talking about both the				false

		1341						LN		51		16		false		          16      risk and then the application of adaptive management,				false

		1342						LN		51		17		false		          17      which is why if -- the ferruginous hawk is one goal,				false

		1343						LN		51		18		false		          18      but it's not our only goal.  And so trying to balance				false

		1344						LN		51		19		false		          19      these two in a way that's protective, I think one way				false

		1345						LN		51		20		false		          20      of doing that could be to have a short,				false

		1346						LN		51		21		false		          21      less-than-two-mile buffer with the FEIS adaptive				false

		1347						LN		51		22		false		          22      management.				false

		1348						LN		51		23		false		          23          So that is the way I'm looking at it.  Not				false

		1349						LN		51		24		false		          24      assurance, but trying to balance the need for clean				false

		1350						LN		51		25		false		          25      energy and the potential impact for an endangered				false

		1351						PG		52		0		false		page 52				false

		1352						LN		52		1		false		           1      species.				false

		1353						LN		52		2		false		           2          If it is available -- if the species does come				false

		1354						LN		52		3		false		           3      from to the site, I think we have hard stops.  We				false

		1355						LN		52		4		false		           4      also have the ability with -- and that could include,				false

		1356						LN		52		5		false		           5      you know, if the turbines are constructed, then				false

		1357						LN		52		6		false		           6      seasonal curtailment.  But with the FEIS, we also				false

		1358						LN		52		7		false		           7      have the potential to look at the most viable				false

		1359						LN		52		8		false		           8      habitat -- not ourselves, but our staff and				false

		1360						LN		52		9		false		           9      associates; Fish and Wildlife; tribal members, if				false

		1361						LN		52		10		false		          10      they wish to; others -- to identify those viable,				false

		1362						LN		52		11		false		          11      most viable areas, and have additional protection.				false

		1363						LN		52		12		false		          12          So that's why, I guess, that's where I'm leaning				false

		1364						LN		52		13		false		          13      at this point in time.				false

		1365						LN		52		14		false		          14          Other questions from Council members?  Comments?				false

		1366						LN		52		15		false		          15      Discussion?				false

		1367						LN		52		16		false		          16                        MR. BROST:  Can I pose a question?				false

		1368						LN		52		17		false		          17                        CHAIR DREW:  Would you like to vote				false

		1369						LN		52		18		false		          18      on that now or as a -- part of a motion in the end?				false

		1370						LN		52		19		false		          19      If you're making the motion, we can look for a vote				false

		1371						LN		52		20		false		          20      right now.				false

		1372						LN		52		21		false		          21                        MR. BROST:  I didn't have a motion				false

		1373						LN		52		22		false		          22      to make.  I was going to ask a question about the --				false

		1374						LN		52		23		false		          23      the buffer zones.				false

		1375						LN		52		24		false		          24          Is it -- is it a norm that the buffers for wind				false

		1376						LN		52		25		false		          25      and solar are the same?  From the -- from the				false

		1377						PG		53		0		false		page 53				false

		1378						LN		53		1		false		           1      nonscientific guy, it seems to me that the wind would				false

		1379						LN		53		2		false		           2      have a larger buffer than the solar would, but it				false

		1380						LN		53		3		false		           3      sounds like they're the same here.  Am I correct --				false

		1381						LN		53		4		false		           4                        MR. GREENE:  Yes.				false

		1382						LN		53		5		false		           5                        MR. BROST:  -- on that, or				false

		1383						LN		53		6		false		           6      (videoconference audio distortion)?				false

		1384						LN		53		7		false		           7                        MR. GREENE:  The FEIS version and				false

		1385						LN		53		8		false		           8      the third option there do have the same buffer areas				false

		1386						LN		53		9		false		           9      for wind and solar.  The draft SCA version had				false

		1387						LN		53		10		false		          10      different buffers for the two component types.				false

		1388						LN		53		11		false		          11          If the Council wants to identify preferred				false

		1389						LN		53		12		false		          12      buffers for the component types, we can work those				false

		1390						LN		53		13		false		          13      into final language.				false

		1391						LN		53		14		false		          14                        CHAIR DREW:  I -- I don't know what				false

		1392						LN		53		15		false		          15      the purpose of a one-kilometer buffer from solar and				false

		1393						LN		53		16		false		          16      BESS has.				false

		1394						LN		53		17		false		          17                        MR. GREENE:  So the primary impact				false

		1395						LN		53		18		false		          18      that solar and BESS construction would have on the				false

		1396						LN		53		19		false		          19      ferruginous hawk is the denial of available foraging				false

		1397						LN		53		20		false		          20      habitat.  If -- if those nests were ever occupied,				false

		1398						LN		53		21		false		          21      the home range is the area within two miles.  And				false

		1399						LN		53		22		false		          22      while those components may not be sited on ideal				false

		1400						LN		53		23		false		          23      foraging habitat, there may be some foraging activity				false

		1401						LN		53		24		false		          24      of that species within that area.				false

		1402						LN		53		25		false		          25          The primary impact that turbine construction				false

		1403						PG		54		0		false		page 54				false

		1404						LN		54		1		false		           1      would have is direct mortality via strike.  So all				false

		1405						LN		54		2		false		           2      three types of components have an impact.  They're				false

		1406						LN		54		3		false		           3      just of differing types and degree.				false

		1407						LN		54		4		false		           4                        CHAIR DREW:  And would you say				false

		1408						LN		54		5		false		           5      that, with Veg-10, is the project reduction listed in				false

		1409						LN		54		6		false		           6      the draft SCA, the right column, overlap?  Maybe				false

		1410						LN		54		7		false		           7      that's unfair to ask you.				false

		1411						LN		54		8		false		           8                        MR. GREENE:  No, so it's fine.				false

		1412						LN		54		9		false		           9      The -- the third option would only exclude areas of				false

		1413						LN		54		10		false		          10      the solar siting area within the east solar array.				false

		1414						LN		54		11		false		          11      That is the same area that is addressed by Veg-10.				false

		1415						LN		54		12		false		          12      So that 75-acre area of the solar footprint excluded				false

		1416						LN		54		13		false		          13      by Veg-10 would also be excluded by this measure.				false

		1417						LN		54		14		false		          14      The third option, or, honestly, any three of these				false

		1418						LN		54		15		false		          15      options.  The two western solar arrays are without --				false

		1419						LN		54		16		false		          16      are outside of the two-mile buffer of any identified				false

		1420						LN		54		17		false		          17      nest, so they would not be affected by this measure				false

		1421						LN		54		18		false		          18      in any format.				false

		1422						LN		54		19		false		          19                        CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  Any other				false

		1423						LN		54		20		false		          20      questions?				false

		1424						LN		54		21		false		          21          Let's move on to the traditional -- the next				false

		1425						LN		54		22		false		          22      slide, I'll just say.				false

		1426						LN		54		23		false		          23                        MR. GREENE:  Okay.				false

		1427						LN		54		24		false		          24          Okay.  The next resource area is cultural				false

		1428						LN		54		25		false		          25      resources.  There are two non-exclusion measures in				false

		1429						PG		55		0		false		page 55				false

		1430						LN		55		1		false		           1      the FEIS and SCA.  The first is Cultural Resources-1,				false

		1431						LN		55		2		false		           2      which requires that the applicant maintain ongoing				false

		1432						LN		55		3		false		           3      engagement with affected tribes and, where				false

		1433						LN		55		4		false		           4      appropriate, implement relevant and effective				false

		1434						LN		55		5		false		           5      mitigation measures that may be developed as part of				false

		1435						LN		55		6		false		           6      that engage.				false

		1436						LN		55		7		false		           7          The second is Cultural Resources-2, which				false

		1437						LN		55		8		false		           8      outlines the specific DAHP -- Department of				false

		1438						LN		55		9		false		           9      Archeological and Historic Preservation -- permitting				false

		1439						LN		55		10		false		          10      and/or avoidance buffers required for specifically				false

		1440						LN		55		11		false		          11      identified archeological and architectural resources				false

		1441						LN		55		12		false		          12      of a historic and/or cultural nature, which can				false

		1442						LN		55		13		false		          13      include TCPs.				false

		1443						LN		55		14		false		          14          All of these identified resources that could be				false

		1444						LN		55		15		false		          15      impacted by the project have been outlined within				false

		1445						LN		55		16		false		          16      that measure in the table as is attached to it in				false

		1446						LN		55		17		false		          17      your handout.				false

		1447						LN		55		18		false		          18          Originally the SCA version of Species-5 was				false

		1448						LN		55		19		false		          19      developed to identify compounding impacts, including				false

		1449						LN		55		20		false		          20      impacts to traditional cultural properties, in an				false

		1450						LN		55		21		false		          21      effort to split up the mitigation to specifically				false

		1451						LN		55		22		false		          22      address resource areas.  Staff have identified two				false

		1452						LN		55		23		false		          23      potential mitigation options that the Council can				false

		1453						LN		55		24		false		          24      consider for inclusion in the final version of the				false

		1454						LN		55		25		false		          25      SCA or the final draft of the SCA.  Both of these are				false

		1455						PG		56		0		false		page 56				false

		1456						LN		56		1		false		           1      new to this point, but they do draw on the existing				false

		1457						LN		56		2		false		           2      record.				false

		1458						LN		56		3		false		           3          On March 2nd of 2021, the Yakama Nation				false

		1459						LN		56		4		false		           4      identified Webber Canyon as an area of particular TCP				false

		1460						LN		56		5		false		           5      concern for them.  These two measures on the left				false

		1461						LN		56		6		false		           6      impose a 0.5-mile buffer for turbines around Webber				false

		1462						LN		56		7		false		           7      Canyon.  On the right, it is a full one-mile buffer				false

		1463						LN		56		8		false		           8      around the -- the maximum extent of Webber Canyon.				false

		1464						LN		56		9		false		           9      The .5-mile buffer would eliminate four turbines from				false

		1465						LN		56		10		false		          10      either option, about 2 percent of the project				false

		1466						LN		56		11		false		          11      proposed turbines.  The one-mile buffer would exclude				false

		1467						LN		56		12		false		          12      17 Option 1 turbines, or 13 Option 2 turbines, for				false

		1468						LN		56		13		false		          13      approximately 8 percent of the total proposed				false

		1469						LN		56		14		false		          14      turbines.				false

		1470						LN		56		15		false		          15                        CHAIR DREW:  And, again, this is				false

		1471						LN		56		16		false		          16      one letter.  We're not saying this addresses the				false

		1472						LN		56		17		false		          17      large extent of the Yakama Nation's concerns with				false

		1473						LN		56		18		false		          18      this project.  But this is a specific one which is on				false

		1474						LN		56		19		false		          19      the -- in the actual project area that staff wanted				false

		1475						LN		56		20		false		          20      to draw attention to for the Council.				false

		1476						LN		56		21		false		          21                        MR. GREENE:  That is correct.  The				false

		1477						LN		56		22		false		          22      Yakama Nation has identified multiple TCPs within the				false

		1478						LN		56		23		false		          23      project lease boundary and adjacent to it that would				false

		1479						LN		56		24		false		          24      be impacted by project construction and have				false

		1480						LN		56		25		false		          25      indicated that all proposed project components would				false

		1481						PG		57		0		false		page 57				false

		1482						LN		57		1		false		           1      adversely impact TCPs.				false

		1483						LN		57		2		false		           2          This one was -- was proposed for inclusion here				false

		1484						LN		57		3		false		           3      because it is specifically outlined in the record as				false

		1485						LN		57		4		false		           4      an area where the Yakama Nation has identified				false

		1486						LN		57		5		false		           5      particular concerns.  Any reduction in the project				false

		1487						LN		57		6		false		           6      footprint would have an associated reduction of				false

		1488						LN		57		7		false		           7      impacts to TCPs.				false

		1489						LN		57		8		false		           8                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.  I				false

		1490						LN		57		9		false		           9      understand you might actually have a map of this one.				false

		1491						LN		57		10		false		          10                        MR. GREENE:  Yes.				false

		1492						LN		57		11		false		          11          So this is the Option 1 turbines, and I have an				false

		1493						LN		57		12		false		          12      associated map with Option 2 turbines, but they are				false

		1494						LN		57		13		false		          13      more or less the same.				false

		1495						LN		57		14		false		          14          The purple outline is the maximum geographic				false

		1496						LN		57		15		false		          15      extent of Webber Canyon.  The black dots are, in				false

		1497						LN		57		16		false		          16      this -- in the case of this map, Option 1 turbines as				false

		1498						LN		57		17		false		          17      currently proposed for siting.				false

		1499						LN		57		18		false		          18          The yellow highlighted area would -- would be a				false

		1500						LN		57		19		false		          19      .5-mile buffer, with the orange being a full one-mile				false

		1501						LN		57		20		false		          20      buffer.				false

		1502						LN		57		21		false		          21          And the -- the number of turbines visible on this				false

		1503						LN		57		22		false		          22      map are not exactly the same as what you saw on this				false

		1504						LN		57		23		false		          23      slide, because some of these turbines have already				false

		1505						LN		57		24		false		          24      been removed from the application proposal by				false

		1506						LN		57		25		false		          25      applicant commitment.  But the numbers in the -- the				false

		1507						PG		58		0		false		page 58				false

		1508						LN		58		1		false		           1      previous slide that you saw are -- are accurate.				false

		1509						LN		58		2		false		           2                        CHAIR DREW:  Mr. Young.				false

		1510						LN		58		3		false		           3                        MR. YOUNG:  Yeah, my concern here				false

		1511						LN		58		4		false		           4      is I'm glad -- appreciate seeing the -- the concern				false

		1512						LN		58		5		false		           5      for TCPs to the extent that there may be associated				false

		1513						LN		58		6		false		           6      with Webber Canyon, but I don't know whether a				false

		1514						LN		58		7		false		           7      .5-mile buffer or a one-mile buffer, I don't know to				false

		1515						LN		58		8		false		           8      what extent that would provide necessary impact				false

		1516						LN		58		9		false		           9      reduction in this area.				false

		1517						LN		58		10		false		          10          And then in and of itself, as evidenced by all				false

		1518						LN		58		11		false		          11      the input we've received from Yakama Nation in the				false

		1519						LN		58		12		false		          12      two years subsequent to March '21 -- three years				false

		1520						LN		58		13		false		          13      subsequent to March '21, this is a very, very limited				false

		1521						LN		58		14		false		          14      reduction of impacts to Yakama Nation TCPs, if in				false

		1522						LN		58		15		false		          15      fact it does provide impact reduction for -- for a				false

		1523						LN		58		16		false		          16      TCP at all.  So concerned with the very small amount,				false

		1524						LN		58		17		false		          17      the very limited scope of this, and not knowing				false

		1525						LN		58		18		false		          18      whether what's proposed would provide meaningful				false

		1526						LN		58		19		false		          19      protection or not.				false

		1527						LN		58		20		false		          20                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.				false

		1528						LN		58		21		false		          21          Other comments or questions?				false

		1529						LN		58		22		false		          22                        MR. LEVITT:  This is Eli Levitt.  I				false

		1530						LN		58		23		false		          23      guess I would offer that that was a challenge of a				false

		1531						LN		58		24		false		          24      lot of the public comments we received across the				false

		1532						LN		58		25		false		          25      board almost, is that specific individuals and groups				false

		1533						PG		59		0		false		page 59				false

		1534						LN		59		1		false		           1      did not tell us which mitigation measures would				false

		1535						LN		59		2		false		           2      suffice for them or how specific changes may help,				false

		1536						LN		59		3		false		           3      hinder, or -- or maintain their concerns.				false

		1537						LN		59		4		false		           4          So, you know, in some ways, as a Council, with				false

		1538						LN		59		5		false		           5      the exception of some of the more scientific				false

		1539						LN		59		6		false		           6      mitigation measures, we're operating without a lot of				false

		1540						LN		59		7		false		           7      detailed understanding for what would work for				false

		1541						LN		59		8		false		           8      individuals or groups.				false

		1542						LN		59		9		false		           9                        CHAIR DREW:  Mr. Young.				false

		1543						LN		59		10		false		          10                        MR. YOUNG:  Yeah, I would just add				false

		1544						LN		59		11		false		          11      that we have, again, multiple subsequent written				false

		1545						LN		59		12		false		          12      communications from Yakama Nation post March '21 that				false

		1546						LN		59		13		false		          13      do provide us some idea of the extent to which the				false

		1547						LN		59		14		false		          14      project would need to be modified to avert impacts to				false

		1548						LN		59		15		false		          15      Yakama Nation TCPs.  We do have communications from				false

		1549						LN		59		16		false		          16      Yakama Nation that do speak to that.				false

		1550						LN		59		17		false		          17                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.				false

		1551						LN		59		18		false		          18          That's true.  And we also do have communications				false

		1552						LN		59		19		false		          19      saying the SCA which was proposed to the governor was				false

		1553						LN		59		20		false		          20      insufficient, as everybody well knows.				false

		1554						LN		59		21		false		          21          Any other questions or comments here?				false

		1555						LN		59		22		false		          22          Okay.  Thank you.  Thanks for the work on this.				false

		1556						LN		59		23		false		          23          Next slide.				false

		1557						LN		59		24		false		          24                        MR. GREENE:  Yeah, so the final				false

		1558						LN		59		25		false		          25      resource that we're going to go through in this				false

		1559						PG		60		0		false		page 60				false

		1560						LN		60		1		false		           1      presentation is public health and safety,				false

		1561						LN		60		2		false		           2      specifically in relation to aerial firefighting.				false

		1562						LN		60		3		false		           3      There is one non-exclusion measure in the FEIS and				false

		1563						LN		60		4		false		           4      SCA that deals with this resource.  That is public				false

		1564						LN		60		5		false		           5      Health and Safety-1, which requires that turbines be				false

		1565						LN		60		6		false		           6      shut down in the event of a major wildfire occurring				false

		1566						LN		60		7		false		           7      in an area where fire suppression aircraft may need				false

		1567						LN		60		8		false		           8      access near the project.				false

		1568						LN		60		9		false		           9          Staff have identified two potential options for				false

		1569						LN		60		10		false		          10      the Council to consider regarding this resource.				false

		1570						LN		60		11		false		          11      Both are based on the perimeter of historic wildfires				false

		1571						LN		60		12		false		          12      in the area of the project since 2000.				false

		1572						LN		60		13		false		          13          The left would provide -- would eliminate any				false

		1573						LN		60		14		false		          14      turbines proposed within the perimeter of one or more				false

		1574						LN		60		15		false		          15      of those fires while the option on the right would				false

		1575						LN		60		16		false		          16      provide that perimeter with a 0.25-mile buffer.  That				false

		1576						LN		60		17		false		          17      is done -- that is proposed in consideration of DNR				false

		1577						LN		60		18		false		          18      guidance that they provide all of their aerial				false

		1578						LN		60		19		false		          19      firefighting craft with a quarter-mile standoff				false

		1579						LN		60		20		false		          20      buffer from turbines when in operation.  So no				false

		1580						LN		60		21		false		          21      turbines would be allowed to be sited within that				false

		1581						LN		60		22		false		          22      standoff buffer of the perimeter of any historic fire				false

		1582						LN		60		23		false		          23      since 2000.				false

		1583						LN		60		24		false		          24          The elimination of -- the exclusion of turbines				false

		1584						LN		60		25		false		          25      from the perimeters would eliminate about 1 -- 1				false

		1585						PG		61		0		false		page 61				false

		1586						LN		61		1		false		           1      percent of the proposed turbines while adding that				false

		1587						LN		61		2		false		           2      quarter-mile buffer would exclude 3 to 5 percent of				false

		1588						LN		61		3		false		           3      the proposed turbines.				false

		1589						LN		61		4		false		           4          In the area that -- area of the project that				false

		1590						LN		61		5		false		           5      these historic fires have taken place is generally				false

		1591						LN		61		6		false		           6      the northwest ridge line of the lease boundary.				false

		1592						LN		61		7		false		           7                        CHAIR DREW:  Do you also have a map				false

		1593						LN		61		8		false		           8      of that?				false

		1594						LN		61		9		false		           9                        MR. GREENE:  I do.				false

		1595						LN		61		10		false		          10          This is adapted from a map that was provided to				false

		1596						LN		61		11		false		          11      the Council during adjudication.  The various colors				false

		1597						LN		61		12		false		          12      are the perimeters of historic fires with the names				false

		1598						LN		61		13		false		          13      of the fires written as well.				false

		1599						LN		61		14		false		          14          All the block dots are Option 1 turbines as				false

		1600						LN		61		15		false		          15      currently proposed.  You can see that -- my cursor, I				false

		1601						LN		61		16		false		          16      guess -- these three are the three that would be				false

		1602						LN		61		17		false		          17      within the perimeter while the ones surrounding it				false

		1603						LN		61		18		false		          18      are within the quarter-mile buffer.  And, again, this				false

		1604						LN		61		19		false		          19      is not a direct one-to-one comparison to the numbers				false

		1605						LN		61		20		false		          20      that you saw on the slide, because some of these				false

		1606						LN		61		21		false		          21      turbines have voluntarily been removed from the				false

		1607						LN		61		22		false		          22      application by applicant commitment.				false

		1608						LN		61		23		false		          23                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.				false

		1609						LN		61		24		false		          24          Questions on this?				false

		1610						LN		61		25		false		          25                        MS. BREWSTER:  Just curious.				false

		1611						PG		62		0		false		page 62				false

		1612						LN		62		1		false		           1      Firefighting is new to me.  Is the use of historic				false

		1613						LN		62		2		false		           2      fires a common practice for delineating fire danger?				false

		1614						LN		62		3		false		           3                        CHAIR DREW:  Ms. Bumpus.				false

		1615						LN		62		4		false		           4                        MS. BUMPUS:  My -- my team is				false

		1616						LN		62		5		false		           5      leaving me hanging here.				false

		1617						LN		62		6		false		           6          For the record, this is Sonia Bumpus.  I was just				false

		1618						LN		62		7		false		           7      going to say that one thought that came to mind is				false

		1619						LN		62		8		false		           8      that I think that this was -- that that rationale was				false

		1620						LN		62		9		false		           9      some of the rationale that was used in the original				false

		1621						LN		62		10		false		          10      recommendation.				false

		1622						LN		62		11		false		          11                        MR. GREENE:  Yeah, I would say				false

		1623						LN		62		12		false		          12      it's -- it's a fairly common practice to review the				false

		1624						LN		62		13		false		          13      perimeters of historic fires to identify areas where				false

		1625						LN		62		14		false		          14      topography or vegetation may limit the spread of				false

		1626						LN		62		15		false		          15      fires in the future and also to identify areas				false

		1627						LN		62		16		false		          16      where -- that are particularly fire-prone.				false

		1628						LN		62		17		false		          17          The reason that there have been so many fires in				false

		1629						LN		62		18		false		          18      this area is the prevailing winds in the area do whip				false

		1630						LN		62		19		false		          19      up the fire as they approach the ridge line.  And you				false

		1631						LN		62		20		false		          20      can see this -- this bit here where it kind of goes				false

		1632						LN		62		21		false		          21      south is Webber Canyon.  And that is, again, a case				false

		1633						LN		62		22		false		          22      where topography aids the spread of fire through the				false

		1634						LN		62		23		false		          23      canyon area and limits its spread from the bottom of				false

		1635						LN		62		24		false		          24      the canyon to the ridge line above it.				false

		1636						LN		62		25		false		          25                        MS. BUMPUS:  And I would add one				false

		1637						PG		63		0		false		page 63				false

		1638						LN		63		1		false		           1      other thought to that, and that is that in thinking				false

		1639						LN		63		2		false		           2      about the framework around SEPA, the State				false

		1640						LN		63		3		false		           3      Environmental Policy Act, when you're identifying				false

		1641						LN		63		4		false		           4      impacts, you also consider -- you're considering				false

		1642						LN		63		5		false		           5      significant adverse impacts, but you also consider				false

		1643						LN		63		6		false		           6      the probability.  And so I think that's also where				false

		1644						LN		63		7		false		           7      you -- where you have some basis for considering				false

		1645						LN		63		8		false		           8      historic fire activity at the site.				false

		1646						LN		63		9		false		           9                        MS. BREWSTER:  Thanks.  Yeah.				false

		1647						LN		63		10		false		          10      Looking at the map, that makes sense.  I was just				false

		1648						LN		63		11		false		          11      curious if it was a -- a practice.				false

		1649						LN		63		12		false		          12                        CHAIR DREW:  And we did hear from				false

		1650						LN		63		13		false		          13      DNR, Department of Natural Resources, about the				false

		1651						LN		63		14		false		          14      specific distance that you have in Option 2, correct?				false

		1652						LN		63		15		false		          15                        MR. GREENE:  Yes.  That came from a				false

		1653						LN		63		16		false		          16      DNR source where they indicated that they provide a				false

		1654						LN		63		17		false		          17      quarter-mile buffer to all turbines for -- as a				false

		1655						LN		63		18		false		          18      standoff area for their aircraft.				false

		1656						LN		63		19		false		          19                        CHAIR DREW:  So my view on this one				false

		1657						LN		63		20		false		          20      specifically is that the Mitigation Option 2 is				false

		1658						LN		63		21		false		          21      appropriate, given what we heard about the concern				false

		1659						LN		63		22		false		          22      for fire and the testimony from DNR.				false

		1660						LN		63		23		false		          23          Oh.  Mr. Young.				false

		1661						LN		63		24		false		          24                        MR. YOUNG:  Yeah, just a couple of				false

		1662						LN		63		25		false		          25      comments here.				false

		1663						PG		64		0		false		page 64				false

		1664						LN		64		1		false		           1          Absolutely looking at historic fire patterns is				false

		1665						LN		64		2		false		           2      valuable in determining or estimating future fire				false

		1666						LN		64		3		false		           3      risk.  But to point out the obvious, there is no hard				false

		1667						LN		64		4		false		           4      guarantee that future fires would occur exactly where				false

		1668						LN		64		5		false		           5      fires have occurred in the past.				false

		1669						LN		64		6		false		           6          And then just pointing out because I think I saw				false

		1670						LN		64		7		false		           7      in a previous slide that there was a reference to				false

		1671						LN		64		8		false		           8      having turbines stop operations if the blades come to				false

		1672						LN		64		9		false		           9      a halt during fire -- when fire -- aerial				false

		1673						LN		64		10		false		          10      firefighting is ongoing.  And I would just point out				false

		1674						LN		64		11		false		          11      that the turbines, as tall vertical structures,				false

		1675						LN		64		12		false		          12      present a hazard to aircraft operations regardless of				false

		1676						LN		64		13		false		          13      whether the blade is turning or not.				false

		1677						LN		64		14		false		          14                        CHAIR DREW:  Oh, yes.  I hear your				false

		1678						LN		64		15		false		          15      point there.  I think that's what the buffer of				false

		1679						LN		64		16		false		          16      turbines -- the quarter mile from those -- those				false

		1680						LN		64		17		false		          17      fire-prone areas.  But, as you said, that's no				false

		1681						LN		64		18		false		          18      guarantee that's where the fire is going to be.  So,				false

		1682						LN		64		19		false		          19      understood.				false

		1683						LN		64		20		false		          20                        MR. LEVITT:  This is Eli Levitt.				false

		1684						LN		64		21		false		          21          Mr. Greene, do you know to what degree some of				false

		1685						LN		64		22		false		          22      these recommendations or mitigation measures the Venn				false

		1686						LN		64		23		false		          23      diagram overlap is between some of them?  For				false

		1687						LN		64		24		false		          24      example, does Vegetation-10 overlap with this one or				false

		1688						LN		64		25		false		          25      any of the other ones?				false

		1689						PG		65		0		false		page 65				false

		1690						LN		65		1		false		           1                        MR. GREENE:  Vegetation-10 doesn't				false

		1691						LN		65		2		false		           2      overlap with this one, because that deals				false

		1692						LN		65		3		false		           3      specifically with solar arrays placed on priority				false

		1693						LN		65		4		false		           4      habitat.				false

		1694						LN		65		5		false		           5          There is overlap between -- potentially overlap				false

		1695						LN		65		6		false		           6      between this measure, Species-5, dealing with				false

		1696						LN		65		7		false		           7      ferruginous hawk, and the measure that we discussed				false

		1697						LN		65		8		false		           8      just prior to this dealing with TCPs.  Correct.  Yes.				false

		1698						LN		65		9		false		           9      The -- the -- especially the northern half of Webber				false

		1699						LN		65		10		false		          10      Canyon, the turbines proposed there would be excluded				false

		1700						LN		65		11		false		          11      by any of those three measures.  The southern half of				false

		1701						LN		65		12		false		          12      Webber Canyon would be excluded by this measure and				false

		1702						LN		65		13		false		          13      TCPs.				false

		1703						LN		65		14		false		          14                        CHAIR DREW:  Are there other				false

		1704						LN		65		15		false		          15      questions, other issues that the Council would like				false

		1705						LN		65		16		false		          16      to discuss?				false

		1706						LN		65		17		false		          17          I have a draft proposal.  Why don't I -- would				false

		1707						LN		65		18		false		          18      you become the Chair of the meeting, and I'll make				false

		1708						LN		65		19		false		          19      the motion.				false

		1709						LN		65		20		false		          20                        MS. BREWSTER:  Okay.				false

		1710						LN		65		21		false		          21                        CHAIR DREW:  Rather than asking				false

		1711						LN		65		22		false		          22      anyone else to do so.				false

		1712						LN		65		23		false		          23          So I'm asking the Council to direct the staff --				false

		1713						LN		65		24		false		          24      the motion is to direct the staff to develop				false

		1714						LN		65		25		false		          25      amendments to the draft -- no -- amendments to the				false

		1715						PG		66		0		false		page 66				false

		1716						LN		66		1		false		           1      draft site certification agreement for consideration				false

		1717						LN		66		2		false		           2      at August's meeting.				false

		1718						LN		66		3		false		           3          I would like to have a map of the Venn diagram,				false

		1719						LN		66		4		false		           4      as Eli put it, but a map that the Council can look at				false

		1720						LN		66		5		false		           5      that lays out these -- all these measures together.				false

		1721						LN		66		6		false		           6          And the -- so the motion is:  Maintaining Veg-10.				false

		1722						LN		66		7		false		           7      That's not an amendment.  Eliminating the draft SCA				false

		1723						LN		66		8		false		           8      prohibition of primary project components -- I guess				false

		1724						LN		66		9		false		           9      this is Habitat-1 wildlife movement corridors -- and				false

		1725						LN		66		10		false		          10      returning that to the FEIS language.				false

		1726						LN		66		11		false		          11          For the ferruginous hawk, to have a one-kilometer				false

		1727						LN		66		12		false		          12      buffer for all identified ferruginous hawk nests.				false

		1728						LN		66		13		false		          13          Is that the correct language, Mr. Greene?				false

		1729						LN		66		14		false		          14                        MR. GREENE:  Documented --				false

		1730						LN		66		15		false		          15                        CHAIR DREW:  Documented.  Thank				false

		1731						LN		66		16		false		          16      you.				false

		1732						LN		66		17		false		          17          And to include all of the language that was in				false

		1733						LN		66		18		false		          18      the FEIS on Species-5.				false

		1734						LN		66		19		false		          19          To have a new mitigation option on traditional				false

		1735						LN		66		20		false		          20      cultural properties of -- of Mitigation Option 2 for				false

		1736						LN		66		21		false		          21      prohibit turbines within one mile of Webber Canyon.				false

		1737						LN		66		22		false		          22          And new mitigation option on Aerial Firefighting				false

		1738						LN		66		23		false		          23      Option 2.				false

		1739						LN		66		24		false		          24          Did I cover everything?				false

		1740						LN		66		25		false		          25          Okay.  Is there a second to my motion?				false

		1741						PG		67		0		false		page 67				false

		1742						LN		67		1		false		           1                        MR. LEVITT:  Eli Levitt.  Second.				false

		1743						LN		67		2		false		           2                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.				false

		1744						LN		67		3		false		           3          Is there discussion?				false

		1745						LN		67		4		false		           4          Mr. Young.				false

		1746						LN		67		5		false		           5                        MR. YOUNG:  I'll be voting against				false

		1747						LN		67		6		false		           6      the motion.  And I'd like to explain why.				false

		1748						LN		67		7		false		           7          I do support retaining Veg-10, and I do support				false

		1749						LN		67		8		false		           8      the last two pieces, although I view those last two				false

		1750						LN		67		9		false		           9      pieces of having fairly limited utility.  But I am				false

		1751						LN		67		10		false		          10      opposed to the changes to Habitat-1 and Species-5, so				false

		1752						LN		67		11		false		          11      I would be voting against the motion.				false

		1753						LN		67		12		false		          12                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.				false

		1754						LN		67		13		false		          13          Any other comments?  Oh, I just took over the				false

		1755						LN		67		14		false		          14      Chair.  Whoops.  Sorry.  Ms. Brewster, that was for				false

		1756						LN		67		15		false		          15      you to do.				false

		1757						LN		67		16		false		          16                        MS. BREWSTER:  Are there any				false

		1758						LN		67		17		false		          17      comments or discussion?				false

		1759						LN		67		18		false		          18          This is Stacey Brewster.  Just to seek a little				false

		1760						LN		67		19		false		          19      bit of clarification on the adjustments to Species-5.				false

		1761						LN		67		20		false		          20      You discussed the third option with the kilometer				false

		1762						LN		67		21		false		          21      buffer with the addition of the FEIS language that				false

		1763						LN		67		22		false		          22      would prohibit a two-mile -- two miles around				false

		1764						LN		67		23		false		          23      documented nests where nesting site is available and				false

		1765						LN		67		24		false		          24      habitat is viable.				false

		1766						LN		67		25		false		          25          So this is a combination of the two where				false

		1767						PG		68		0		false		page 68				false

		1768						LN		68		1		false		           1      documentation of -- of viable nests and habitat would				false

		1769						LN		68		2		false		           2      lead to a two-mile buffer?				false

		1770						LN		68		3		false		           3                        MR. GREENE:  That is my				false

		1771						LN		68		4		false		           4      understanding of what Chair Drew proposed.				false

		1772						LN		68		5		false		           5                        MS. BREWSTER:  Thanks.				false

		1773						LN		68		6		false		           6          Are there any other comments?				false

		1774						LN		68		7		false		           7          All those in favor, say "aye."				false

		1775						LN		68		8		false		           8                        MULTIPLE SPEAKERS:  Aye.				false

		1776						LN		68		9		false		           9                        MS. BREWSTER:  Opposed?				false

		1777						LN		68		10		false		          10                        MR. YOUNG:  Nay.				false

		1778						LN		68		11		false		          11                        MS. BREWSTER:  The ayes have it.				false

		1779						LN		68		12		false		          12                        CHAIR DREW:  Yes.  Thank you.				false

		1780						LN		68		13		false		          13          Would you like me to take the...?				false

		1781						LN		68		14		false		          14                        MS. BREWSTER:  Please take it.				false

		1782						LN		68		15		false		          15                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you very much.				false

		1783						LN		68		16		false		          16          Okay.  Thank you, all.  That was a lot of				false

		1784						LN		68		17		false		          17      information to review and think about.  And, again,				false

		1785						LN		68		18		false		          18      we will come back again, having that drafted for				false

		1786						LN		68		19		false		          19      discussion and votes, in August.				false

		1787						LN		68		20		false		          20          Back to the agenda.  Okay.  Next, we have the				false

		1788						LN		68		21		false		          21      Goldeneye BESS, battery storage system, new				false

		1789						LN		68		22		false		          22      application.				false

		1790						LN		68		23		false		          23          Mr. Ahmed.				false

		1791						LN		68		24		false		          24                        MS. HAFKEMEYER:  Chair Drew,				false

		1792						LN		68		25		false		          25      Mr. Ahmed is out of the office today, so I will be				false

		1793						PG		69		0		false		page 69				false

		1794						LN		69		1		false		           1      introducing the project to the Council.				false

		1795						LN		69		2		false		           2                        CHAIR DREW:  Ms. Hafkemeyer.				false

		1796						LN		69		3		false		           3                        MS. HAFKEMEYER:  Thank you.				false

		1797						LN		69		4		false		           4          As mentioned, for the record, my name is Ami				false

		1798						LN		69		5		false		           5      Hafkemeyer.				false

		1799						LN		69		6		false		           6          EFSEC received an application for a standalone				false

		1800						LN		69		7		false		           7      BESS project, Goldeneye BESS, proposed by the				false

		1801						LN		69		8		false		           8      developer, Tenaska, who I believe is on the line to				false

		1802						LN		69		9		false		           9      introduce themselves.  This is a BESS project that is				false

		1803						LN		69		10		false		          10      located in Skagit County -- "Skagit" County; one day				false

		1804						LN		69		11		false		          11      I'll remember that -- and on 16 acres of privately				false

		1805						LN		69		12		false		          12      owned ag land.  And I will ask if the developer is on				false

		1806						LN		69		13		false		          13      the line to introduce themselves.				false

		1807						LN		69		14		false		          14          It sounds like they may not be with us today.				false

		1808						LN		69		15		false		          15          Staff are working on scheduling the informational				false

		1809						LN		69		16		false		          16      meeting for the project as well as the land-use				false

		1810						LN		69		17		false		          17      consistency hearing.  And once those information --				false

		1811						LN		69		18		false		          18      once those details are available, the Council and the				false

		1812						LN		69		19		false		          19      public will be notified.				false

		1813						LN		69		20		false		          20                        CHAIR DREW:  And we will have a				false

		1814						LN		69		21		false		          21      presentation from them at that meeting?				false

		1815						LN		69		22		false		          22                        MS. HAFKEMEYER:  Correct.				false

		1816						LN		69		23		false		          23                        CHAIR DREW:  Moving on to the cost				false

		1817						LN		69		24		false		          24      allocation.  Ms. Bumpus.				false

		1818						LN		69		25		false		          25                        MS. BUMPUS:  Good afternoon, Chair				false

		1819						PG		70		0		false		page 70				false

		1820						LN		70		1		false		           1      Drew and Council members.  For the record, this is				false
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           1                        BE IT REMEMBERED that on Wednesday,

           2      July 17, 2024, at 621 Woodland Square Loop Southeast,

           3      Lacey, Washington, at 1:37 p.m., the following

           4      Monthly Meeting of the Washington State Energy

           5      Facility Site Evaluation Council was held, to wit:

           6

           7                          <<<<<< >>>>>>

           8

           9                        CHAIR DREW:  Good afternoon.  This

          10      is Kathleen Drew, Chair of the -- what am I Chair of?

          11      No -- the Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council.

          12          My apologies for the technical difficulties here.

          13      We'll try and get everything into order.

          14          And as we begin, Ms. Grantham, will you call the

          15      roll.

          16                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Certainly, Chair

          17      Drew.

          18          Department of Commerce.

          19                        MS. OSBORNE:  Elizabeth Osborne,

          20      present.

          21                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Department of

          22      Ecology.

          23                        MR. LEVITT:  Eli Levitt, present.

          24                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Department of Fish

          25      and Wildlife.
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           1          Department of Natural Resources.

           2                        MR. YOUNG:  Lenny Young, present.

           3                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Utilities and

           4      Transportation Commission.

           5                        MS. BREWSTER:  Stacey Brewster,

           6      present.

           7                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Local government and

           8      optional State agencies:  For Horse Heaven, we have

           9      Benton County, Ed Brost.

          10          I know I saw Mr. Brost online.  If you are

          11      online, please press pound 6 or star 6.  You might

          12      have gotten muted.  I will move on for now.

          13          For Badger Mountain, for Douglas County, Jordyn

          14      Guilio.

          15                        MS. GUILIO:  Jordyn Guilio,

          16      present.

          17                        MS. GRANTHAM:  For the Wautoma

          18      Solar project, for Benton County, Dave Sharp.

          19                        MR. SHARP:  Dave Sharp, present.

          20                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Washington State

          21      Department of Transportation, Paul Gonseth.

          22                        MR. GONSETH:  Paul Gonseth,

          23      present.

          24                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Hop Hill Solar, for

          25      Benton County, Paul Krupin.
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           1                        MR. KRUPIN:  Paul Krupin, present.

           2                        MS. GRANTHAM:  For the Carriger

           3      Solar, for Klickitat County, Matt Chiles.

           4                        MR. CHILES:  Matt Chiles, present.

           5                        MS. GRANTHAM:  For Wallalu Gap, for

           6      Benton County, Adam Fyall.

           7          And I will circle back for Benton County, for

           8      Horse Heaven.  Mr. Brost, are you able to unmute

           9      yourself?

          10                        MR. BROST:  I hope so.

          11                        MS. GRANTHAM:  We can hear you.

          12                        MR. BROST:  This is Ed.  Can you

          13      hear me?

          14                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Yes.

          15                        MR. BROST:  Okay.  Super.

          16                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Thank you.

          17                        MR. BROST:  Thank you.

          18                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Okay.  Moving down

          19      to assistant attorney generals.  Jon Thompson.

          20                        MR. THOMPSON:  Present.

          21                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Jenna Slocum.

          22                        MS. SLOCUM:  Present.

          23                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Zack Packer.

          24          Administrative law judges.  Adam Torem.

          25                        ALJ TOREM:  Hi.  This is Judge
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           1      Torem.  Can you hear me?

           2                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Yes, we can.  Thank

           3      you.

           4          Laura Bradley.

           5                        ALJ BRADLEY:  Judge Bradley,

           6      present.

           7                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Dan Gerard.

           8          And Travis Dupree.

           9          Moving on to EFSEC staff.  I will be calling

          10      those who may be anticipated to speak today.

          11          Sonia Bumpus.

          12                        MS. BUMPUS:  Sonia Bumpus, present.

          13                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Ami Hafkemeyer.

          14                        MS. HAFKEMEYER:  Present.

          15                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Amy Moon.

          16                        MS. MOON:  Amy Moon, present.

          17                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Sara Randolph.

          18                        MS. RANDOLPH:  Present.

          19                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Sean Greene.

          20                        MR. GREENE:  Present.

          21                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Lance Caputo.

          22                        MR. CAPUTO:  Present.

          23                        MS. GRANTHAM:  John Barnes.

          24                        MR. BARNES:  Present.

          25                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Joanne Snarski.
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           1                        MS. SNARSKI:  Present.

           2                        MS. GRANTHAM:  And Zia Ahmed.

           3          Moving on to operational updates.  Excuse me.

           4      Kittitas Valley wind project.

           5                        MR. CASEDAY:  Jarred Caseday,

           6      present.

           7                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Wild Horse Wind

           8      Power Project.

           9          Grays Harbor Energy Center.

          10                        MR. SHERIN:  Chris Sherin's

          11      present.

          12                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Chehalis Generation

          13      Facility.

          14                        MR. SMITH:  Jeremy Smith, present.

          15                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Columbia Generating

          16      Station.

          17                        MS. HALL:  Katie Hall, present.

          18                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Columbia Solar.

          19                        MR. CUSHING:  Thomas Cushing,

          20      present.

          21                        MS. GRANTHAM:  And Goose Prairie

          22      Solar.

          23                        MR. McNELIS:  Patrick McNelis,

          24      present.

          25                        MS. GRANTHAM:  And then do we have
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           1      anyone present for the counsel for the environment?

           2                        MR. SHERMAN:  Yes.  This is Bill

           3      Sherman.  I'm pinch hitting today for Yuriy Korol and

           4      Sarah Reyneveld.

           5                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Thank you.

           6          Chair, we have a quorum for all of the councils.

           7      Thank you.

           8                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.

           9          Council, in front of us, we have the proposed

          10      agenda.

          11          Is there a motion to adopt the proposed agenda?

          12                        MR. YOUNG:  Lenny Young.  So moved.

          13                        CHAIR DREW:  Second?

          14                        MS. BREWSTER:  Stacey Brewster.

          15      Second.

          16                        CHAIR DREW:  All those in favor,

          17      say "aye."

          18                        MULTIPLE SPEAKERS:  Aye.

          19                        CHAIR DREW:  Opposed?

          20          The minutes are -- excuse me.  The agenda is

          21      approved.

          22          Moving on to the meeting minutes.  You have in

          23      front of you the June 20th, 2024, monthly council

          24      meeting minutes.

          25          Is there a motion to approve those minutes?
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           1                        MS. OSBORNE:  Elizabeth Osborne.

           2      So moved.

           3                        CHAIR DREW:  Thanks.

           4          Second?

           5                        MS. BREWSTER:  Stacey Brewster.

           6      Second.

           7                        CHAIR DREW:  Thanks.

           8          I have two edits/changes to the minutes.

           9          One is on Page 45, Line 24.  The word "habit"

          10      should be "habitat."

          11          And on Page 47, Line 25, the word "thee,"

          12      t-h-e-e, should be "tree."

          13          All those in favor of approving the minutes as

          14      amended, please say "aye."

          15                        MULTIPLE SPEAKERS:  Aye.

          16                        CHAIR DREW:  Opposed?

          17          The minutes are approved as amended.

          18          Moving on to our operational updates.  Kittitas

          19      Valley wind project.  Mr. Caseday.

          20                        MR. CASEDAY:  Good afternoon, Chair

          21      Drew, EFSEC Council, and staff.  This is Jarred

          22      Caseday with EDP Renewables for Kittitas Valley wind

          23      power project.

          24          We had nothing nonroutine to report for the

          25      period.
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           1                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.

           2                        MR. CASEDAY:  Thank you.

           3                        CHAIR DREW:  Wild Horse Wind Power

           4      Project.  Ms. Randolph.

           5                        MS. RANDOLPH:  Thank you.

           6          Good afternoon, Chair Drew and Council members.

           7      For the record, this is Sara Randolph, site

           8      specialist, for Wild Horse.

           9          The facility update is provided in your packet.

          10      There were no nonroutine updates to report.

          11                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.

          12          Moving on to Chehalis Generation Facility.

          13      Mr. Smith.

          14                        MR. SMITH:  Good afternoon, Chair

          15      Drew, Council members, and staff.  This is Jeremy

          16      Smith, the operations manager, representing the

          17      Chehalis Generation Facility.

          18          I do not have anything nonroutine to note for the

          19      month of June.

          20                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.

          21          Grays Harbor Energy Center.  Mr. Sherin.

          22                        MR. SHERIN:  Good afternoon, Chair

          23      Drew, Council members, and EFSEC staff.  This is

          24      Chris Sherin, plant manager, with Grays Harbor Energy

          25      Center.
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           1          For the month of June, the only nonroutine item

           2      we had -- had to report is that we did -- Grays

           3      Harbor Energy Center made EFSEC staff aware of three

           4      emission exceedances during start-ups following our

           5      hot gas path inspection or major gas turbine work and

           6      upgrades during our annual maintenance outage.

           7          I believe the issues other -- all but the third

           8      event have been resolved.  The third event was just

           9      CO on a star-up/shutdown limit of 500 pounds was

          10      exceeded.  So Grays Harbor Energy Center is currently

          11      working with the gas turbine equipment manufacturer

          12      to determine the cause of these emissions events and

          13      ensure a resolution.

          14                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.

          15          Are there any questions?

          16                        MS. RANDOLPH:  Chair.

          17                        CHAIR DREW:  Go ahead.

          18                        MS. RANDOLPH:  We -- this is Sara

          19      Randolph.  We had one other update.

          20                        CHAIR DREW:  Yes.

          21                        MS. RANDOLPH:  The EPA has reviewed

          22      the air operating permit, or the AOP, and has no

          23      objections.  The Council action to vote on the

          24      issuance of the permit was open for public comment,

          25      and none were received.  Staff recommend that the
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           1      Council vote to issuance [sic] the amended AOP.

           2          There are no other updates.

           3                        CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  So we go ahead

           4      and make a motion to approve the Title V AOP for the

           5      Grays Harbor project.

           6                        MR. LEVITT:  Can I just --

           7                        MR. YOUNG:  Lenny Young.

           8          Go ahead, Eli.

           9                        MR. LEVITT:  Yeah.  Just a quick

          10      question to make sure.

          11          So there were no public comments, but I also want

          12      to make sure that no members of the community or

          13      public asked for a public hearing; is that correct?

          14                        UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  That is

          15      correct.

          16                        MR. LEVITT:  Okay.  Thank you.

          17                        CHAIR DREW:  Mr. Young.

          18                        MR. YOUNG:  Lenny Young.  So moved.

          19                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.

          20          Second?

          21                        MS. BREWSTER:  Stacey Brewster.

          22      Second.

          23                        CHAIR DREW:  Are there any comments

          24      or questions?

          25          All those in favor, signify by saying "aye."
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           1                        MULTIPLE SPEAKERS:  Aye.

           2                        CHAIR DREW:  Opposed?

           3          Motion carries.  Thank you.  And thank you,

           4      staff, for all of your work on this as well.

           5          Moving on to Columbia Solar operational --

           6                        MR. CUSHING:  Good afternoon --

           7                        CHAIR DREW:  -- update.

           8                        MR. CUSHING:  -- Chair --

           9                        CHAIR DREW:  Mr. Cushing.

          10                        MR. CUSHING:  Good afternoon, Chair

          11      Drew, Council members, EFSEC staff.  This is Thomas

          12      Cushing speaking on behalf of Columbia Solar.

          13          There are no nonroutine updates to report.

          14                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.

          15          Columbia Generating Station.  Ms. Hall.  Is that

          16      correct?

          17                        MS. HALL:  Yes, that is correct.

          18          Good afternoon, Chair Drew, Council members, and

          19      EFSEC staff.  This is Katie Hall speaking on behalf

          20      of Columbia Generating Station and Washington Nuclear

          21      Project 1 and 4.

          22          There are no nonroutine items to report for

          23      either Columbia Generating Station or the Washington

          24      Nuclear Project 1 and 4, which is also commonly known

          25      as the Industrial Development Complex.  Thank you.
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           1                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.  Thank you.

           2          Goose Prairie Solar.  Patrick, I didn't catch

           3      your last name.

           4                        MR. McNELIS:  Patrick McNelis.  I'm

           5      filling in for Jacob Crist.

           6                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.

           7                        MR. McNELIS:  And good afternoon,

           8      EFSEC staff and Council.

           9          Project is on schedule.  Upcoming milestones are

          10      a 90-day soak.  That's TBD when it's going to start.

          11      Goose Prairie is considered mechanically complete.

          12      On or around September 30th, we'll get sign-off from

          13      Utility for COD.

          14          All major scope items are complete.  Cleanup

          15      items are current.  Punch list items are completed.

          16      Hot commissioning and BPA testing remains.  O&M site

          17      certificate deliverables in draft with Brookfield and

          18      O&M from Tetra Tech.

          19          For environmental compliance, no discharge on the

          20      site reported in June.  Frequent monitoring is

          21      occurring through WSP, with no findings reported for

          22      June other than some filter socks that needed

          23      replaced.

          24          During upcoming projects, O&M office building

          25      permit has been submitted to Yakima County with EFSEC
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           1      on copy.  And currently we're preparing for a

           2      transition to Brookfield operations, and a new

           3      contract list is in draft and will be provided as

           4      soon as possible.

           5                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.

           6                        MR. McNELIS:  And no further

           7      updates.  Thank you.

           8                        CHAIR DREW:  High Top and Ostrea.

           9      Ms. Randolph.

          10                        MS. RANDOLPH:  Thank you, Chair

          11      Drew, Council members.  For the record, this is Sara

          12      Randolph, site specialist, for High Top and Ostrea.

          13          EFSEC staff are continuing to work with the

          14      certificate holder and our contractors to review and

          15      refine pre-construction plans.  In particular, staff

          16      are coordinating with the certificate holder on final

          17      revisions to the initial site restoration plan, or

          18      the ISRP, which will come to the Council for review

          19      for the August Council meeting and approval once

          20      fully refined.

          21          There are no further updates at this time.

          22                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.

          23          And, again, that's for the Ostrea project?

          24                        MS. RANDOLPH:  Correct.  Yes.

          25                        CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  Badger Mountain
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           1      project update.  Ms. Snarski.

           2                        MS. SNARSKI:  Thank you, Chair

           3      Drew.  And good afternoon, Council members.  For the

           4      record, this is Joanne Snarski, the siting

           5      specialist, for Badger Mountain Solar.

           6          On June 27th, EFSEC received a formal request

           7      from Avangrid Renewables, the applicant, to place all

           8      project activities on hold for the next two to three

           9      months.  As you will see in your Council packet, they

          10      stated that they intend to reevaluate public

          11      comments, including from project landowners and

          12      affected tribal nations.  This request has paused the

          13      development of the draft environmental impact

          14      statement, wetlands characterization, and the

          15      cultural resources survey.

          16          I can answer any questions.

          17                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.

          18          So we were in the midst of a cultural resources

          19      survey, so we're stopping at midstream.

          20          How much more work was left to be done on that?

          21                        MS. SNARSKI:  I would say

          22      approximately two-thirds to half.

          23                        CHAIR DREW:  Was left?

          24                        MS. SNARSKI:  Was remaining.

          25      Correct.
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           1                        CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  Thank you.

           2          Any other questions from Council members?

           3          Thank you.

           4          Moving on to Wautoma Solar project update.

           5      Mr. Caputo.

           6                        MR. CAPUTO:  Am I coming through?

           7      Very good.

           8          Thank you, Chair Drew and Council members.  On

           9      June 9th, 2022, Innergex Renewable Development USA,

          10      LLC, submitted its application for site certification

          11      for the Wautoma Solar energy project to the Council

          12      for our review and your recommendation to the

          13      governor.  The Council convened its land-use

          14      consistency hearing on August 8, 2022.  On November

          15      15, 2022, the Council issued its final order, project

          16      inconsistent with land-use regulations, and set the

          17      matter for adjudication.

          18          Since the Council found the project inconsistent

          19      with the County's land-use provisions, an

          20      adjudicative proceeding must be held to determine if

          21      the Council should recommend to the governor

          22      preemption of the County's land-use provisions and

          23      site the facility.

          24          Because the EFSEC SEPA responsible official

          25      issued a mitigated determination of nonsignificance
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           1      for this project in May of this year, the

           2      adjudication can and has been limited to the issues

           3      surrounding land use pursuant to RCW 80.50.090,

           4      Section 4, Subsection b.  A prehearing conference was

           5      notified on July 2nd and is scheduled for next week

           6      on July 22nd.

           7          May I answer any questions?

           8                        CHAIR DREW:  Are there any

           9      questions for Mr. Caputo?

          10          Thank you.

          11          Hop Hill Solar Project.  Mr. Barnes.

          12                        MR. BARNES:  Thank you, Chair Drew

          13      and Council members.  For the record, this is John

          14      Barnes, EFSEC staff, for the Hop Hill application.

          15          Work is continuing with the applicant to complete

          16      studies and reports needed to make a SEPA

          17      determination.  We continue to coordinate and review

          18      the application with our contractor, contracted

          19      agencies, and tribal governments.

          20          Are there any questions?

          21                        CHAIR DREW:  Do I remember

          22      correctly that it is Hop Hill Solar that was looking

          23      at perhaps an addition to the application?

          24                        MR. BARNES:  That is correct.

          25                        CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  Just to remind
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           1      everyone.  Okay.  Thank you.

           2                        MS. HAFKEMEYER:  To clarify, Chair

           3      Drew, that has been informally communicated to staff,

           4      but we have not seen anything formally submitted yet.

           5                        CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  Thank you.

           6          Carriger Solar.  Ms. Snarski.

           7                        MS. SNARSKI:  Thank you, Chair

           8      Drew.  Again, this is Joanne Snarski, the siting

           9      specialist, for Carriger Solar.

          10          We have -- EFSEC staff have been discussing the

          11      proposed mitigation in the revised visual impacts

          12      assessment provided to us by the applicant.  Staff

          13      believe the applicant's mitigation proposal will

          14      reduce significant impacts to visual aesthetics.  We

          15      anticipate the final revised visual impact assessment

          16      to be provided this week.  It will then be posted on

          17      the Carriger website.

          18          Additionally, EFSEC staff received final approval

          19      of the cultural resource survey report from the

          20      Department of Archaeology and Historic Preservation

          21      and the Yakama Nation Cultural Resources Program.

          22          The next step for us is to complete the final

          23      SEPA determination -- or excuse me -- in -- the next

          24      step in determining this final SEPA determination is

          25      for us to -- to receive the traditional cultural
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           1      property study that we've contracted with directly

           2      with the Yakama Nation's Cultural Resources Program.

           3      We expect this work to be completed in December 2024.

           4                        CHAIR DREW:  So we will wait for

           5      the conclusion of that study before --

           6                        MS. SNARSKI:  The final SEPA

           7      determination.

           8                        CHAIR DREW:  -- the final SEPA

           9      determination.

          10                        MS. HAFKEMEYER:  If I could jump in

          11      again.  For the record, this is Ami Hafkemeyer.

          12          If the Council will recall, when the applicant

          13      submitted an extension request letter, they requested

          14      an extension to allow for the completion of the study

          15      and then some additional time for discussions with

          16      the Yakama Nation depending on the findings of that

          17      study to identify mitigation.

          18                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.

          19          Okay.  Moving on to Wallula Gap project update.

          20      Mr. Barnes.

          21                        MR. BARNES:  Thank you, Chair Drew

          22      and Council members.  For the record, this is John

          23      Barnes, EFSEC staff, for the Wallula Gap application.

          24          Staff has developed and sent on July 2nd, 2024,

          25      Data Request No. 1.  Staff are continuing to review
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           1      the application with our contractor, contracted

           2      agencies, and tribal governments.

           3          Are there any questions?

           4                        CHAIR DREW:  Any questions?  Thank

           5      you.

           6          Whistling Ridge.  Mr. Caputo.

           7                        MR. CAPUTO:  Thank you, Chair Drew

           8      and Council members.

           9          In September 2023, EFSEC received two petitions

          10      from Twin Creek Timber, LLC, regarding the Whistling

          11      Ridge energy project.  The first petition seeks

          12      approval to transfer ownership of the site

          13      certification agreement from SDS Lumber to Twin Creek

          14      Timber.  The second petition seeks an approval to

          15      extend the expiration date of the site certification

          16      agreement until November of 2026.

          17          Last month, the Council directed staff to prepare

          18      a draft order for consideration at today's meeting.

          19      It is included in your information packets.  The

          20      public was notified of pending Council action on this

          21      project.  One comment was received from the Friends

          22      of the Columbia Gorge.

          23          Based upon this comment, some edited -- some

          24      edits are proposed for Council consideration.  Edits

          25      included corrections of the spelling of names,
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           1      citations of applicable rules, and rewording of

           2      sentences to provide clarity.  There is a red-line

           3      copy of the order in your packets.  I will now

           4      quickly go through the proposed changes individually.

           5          On Page 1 of the order, some edits are proposed

           6      to add clarity to the ownership of the company and

           7      correct the spelling of Mr. Spadaro's name.

           8      Corrections to the spelling of his name are carried

           9      throughout the document.

          10          On Page 2, it contains an additional grammatical

          11      correction removing the possessive from "TCT."

          12          Page 3, corrected a citation to refer to the

          13      entirety of the section of the Washington

          14      Administrative Code as well as a minor edit for

          15      readability.

          16          Page 5 contains in the footnote a correction of

          17      the characterization of the position of Friends of

          18      the Gorge.

          19          Staff request the Council approve the order as

          20      amended.

          21          May I answer any questions?

          22                        CHAIR DREW:  Any questions for

          23      Mr. Caputo?

          24          Council members, this is an issue which we

          25      discussed at last meeting and had the -- held the
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           1      public hearings as well.

           2          Is there a motion to approve the order which

           3      denies the request for approval of transfer of

           4      control and for an extension of site certifications

           5      expiration date and declares the SCA expired and

           6      denies as moot the Friends of Columbia Gorge's

           7      petition for an adjudicative proceeding on TCT's

           8      transfer and extension request?

           9          Is there a motion to approve?

          10                        MS. BREWSTER:  Stacey Brewster.  So

          11      moved.

          12                        MR. LEVITT:  Eli Levitt.  Second.

          13                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.

          14      Discussion?

          15          I think we did talk about this quite a bit at the

          16      last meeting.  And the Council unanimously was

          17      thinking at that point in time that the company did

          18      not meet the requirements for the approval of

          19      transfer of control and, therefore, an extension of

          20      the site certification.

          21          This is all laid out in the -- in the Council

          22      order.  So approving the order, I should change the

          23      motion, if you-all agree, that we are approving an

          24      order, No. 893.

          25          All those in favor of Council Order 893, please
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           1      say "aye."

           2                        MULTIPLE SPEAKERS:  Aye.

           3                        CHAIR DREW:  All those opposed?

           4      The order is approved.  Thank you.

           5          We are now moving on to Horse Heaven Wind Farm

           6      project update.

           7          For those Council members who are not present, if

           8      you could turn on your cameras so that when we have

           9      questions or we have discussion, I can better see

          10      when you are interested in making a comment.

          11          Mr. Brost, I don't know if you're able to, but we

          12      will keep track of you.  Okay?

          13          Project update.  Ms. Moon.

          14                        MS. MOON:  Good afternoon, Council

          15      Chair Drew and EFSEC Council members.  For the

          16      record, this is Amy Moon reporting on the Horse

          17      Heaven wind project.

          18          EFSEC staff continue to address feedback and

          19      comments provided by the governor's office and the

          20      EFSEC Council on the Horse Heaven recommendation

          21      report.  Sean Greene, EFSEC staff, has prepared a

          22      slide presentation in response to Council questions

          23      and requests stemming from the June 20th Council

          24      meeting.  And I'm just going to introduce Sean.

          25          Sean, your turn.
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           1                        MR. GREENE:  Thank you.

           2          All right.  I'm going to share my screen.  Okay.

           3      That looks like it's displaying.

           4          So as Amy mentioned, at the previous Council

           5      meeting, the Council directed staff to identify

           6      mitigation alternatives in relation to mitigation

           7      options that were included within the draft site

           8      certification agreement that were identified by the

           9      governor's office as potentially reducing the

          10      production potential (audio interference) -- are we

          11      okay?

          12          Okay.  So following that guidance, staff have

          13      identified several mitigation alternatives to

          14      replace, supplement, or pull back on the mitigation

          15      measures that were identified as having that

          16      potential of reducing production potential of the

          17      project.

          18          To begin with, we're going to -- well, we're

          19      going to go through several resource areas that were

          20      affected in a mitigative sense from the SCA regarding

          21      project impacts, the first of which is priority

          22      habitat.

          23          As a brief on non-exclusion mitigation measures

          24      that were included within the FEIS and subsequently

          25      incorporated into the SCA, there were several,
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           1      including Vegetation-1, which required that tree

           2      removal be avoided where possible and mitigated where

           3      necessary;

           4          Vegetation-4, which requires an as-built report

           5      and revegetation monitoring to ensure success of

           6      revegetation and shrub-steppe restoration;

           7          Vegetation-7, which require the preparation and

           8      execution of a detailed site restoration plan and

           9      revegetation plan, which, again, encompassed priority

          10      habitat;

          11          and Habitat-5 and -8, which outlined the process

          12      through which an assessment of indirect habitat loss

          13      and alteration would take place and outlined how

          14      compensatory mitigation would be developed.

          15          All of these measures and any other measures

          16      outlined in this presentation are included in their

          17      full text within your -- your Council packet.

          18          So for priority habitat, the draft SCA measure

          19      that was identified as potentially reducing energy

          20      production potential of the project was

          21      Vegetation-10.  This was a measure that was crafted

          22      by the Council following the publication of the final

          23      environmental impact statement and, in essence,

          24      prohibited the siting of solar arrays on rabbitbrush,

          25      shrubland, or WDFW-designated priority habitat types,
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           1      of which the only one on-site would be shrub-steppe

           2      or this project.

           3          The result of this measure, if implemented, would

           4      reduce the proposed solar siting area.  And as a

           5      reminder, that is the total area in which all solar

           6      arrays could be sited, but the final footprint of the

           7      solar arrays would not encompass the entire solar

           8      siting area.

           9          Approximately 5200 acres of solar arrays are

          10      proposed by the applicant to be sited, and of those,

          11      75 percent -- or pardon me -- 75 acres, or about 1

          12      and a half percent, would be excluded from site --

          13      their current -- siting on their current footprint by

          14      this measure.  Though it should be noted that there

          15      is the option for the applicant to relocate

          16      prohibited solar arrays to a different area of the

          17      solar siting area where they would not impact these

          18      habitat types.

          19          In regards to the alternatives proposed by staff,

          20      there -- what you see on the screen are essentially

          21      the options:  Either eliminating Vegetation-10 and

          22      allowing for siting on these areas with the other

          23      measures that were included in the final

          24      environmental impact statement and draft SCA, which

          25      are inclusive of applicant commitments to implement
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           1      compensatory mitigation for any impacts to designated

           2      habitat types; or retaining the language from the

           3      draft SCA, which would continue to exclude

           4      approximately 10 percent of the solar siting area and

           5      1 and a half percent of the proposed solar footprint.

           6                        CHAIR DREW:  Mr. Brost.  Or I'm

           7      sorry.  Who has the hand raised?

           8                        MR. YOUNG:  Chair Drew, this is

           9      Lenny Young.

          10                        CHAIR DREW:  Hi.

          11                        MR. YOUNG:  Could you -- could you

          12      clarify?  I think you characterized what we're

          13      looking at as staff proposals.  Are these -- or

          14      excuse me.  Staff recommendations.  Are these staff

          15      recommendations, or are these just possibilities that

          16      staff is sharing with the Council?

          17                        CHAIR DREW:  So, Ms. Bumpus, would

          18      you like to take that question?

          19                        MS. BUMPUS:  Yes.  For the record,

          20      this is Sonia Bumpus.

          21          The PowerPoint presentation revisits what's --

          22      what was in the FEIS and what was in the draft site

          23      certification agreement sent to the governor.  And in

          24      some cases, we have offered an alternative to those

          25      for discussion by the Council.
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           1          Vegetation-10 does not have another option that

           2      we created for you to consider.  We really just

           3      wanted to show here the -- the difference between

           4      what the measures in the FEIS for priority habitat

           5      were versus those measures in addition to Veg-10,

           6      which was drafted by the Council.  This is --

           7                        MR. YOUNG:  Yeah.

           8                        MS. BUMPUS:  I'll just add that

           9      this isn't a measure that, in the staff's view, we

          10      found to have a significant difference in the overall

          11      output of the project.  As Mr. Greene mentioned,

          12      there is the possibility of relocation even with

          13      Veg-10 in place.  And so we really didn't --

          14      ultimately didn't really see that this was one that

          15      had a substantial impact on the build-out.  But

          16      nonetheless, it does have some role in affecting the

          17      potential build-out.

          18                        MR. YOUNG:  Yeah, understood.

          19                        MS. BUMPUS:  Is that -- mm-hmm.

          20                        MR. YOUNG:  I think I heard

          21      Mr. Greene, though, refer to this as a staff

          22      recommendation.  And I just was looking for clarity

          23      on whether what we're being presented this afternoon

          24      is analysis without a recommendation or, in fact, is

          25      a staff recommendation.
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           1                        MR. GREENE:  You are correct.

           2      These are not intended to be staff recommendations.

           3      If I used that terminology, that was incorrect.  We

           4      went back and reviewed resource areas where the

           5      Council had identified mitigation beyond those in

           6      the -- the FEIS, which essentially operates as a

           7      staff recommendation, and tried to identify

           8      alternatives for the Council's consideration at this

           9      meeting that are options for you to discuss.

          10          The final versions of these mitigation, including

          11      their -- retaining them as written in the SCA,

          12      removing them, or adding onto them, is a

          13      determination date that will be made by the Council

          14      and can extend beyond the options presented on your

          15      screen right now.

          16                        MR. YOUNG:  Understood.  Thank you

          17      for clarifying.

          18                        CHAIR DREW:  Mr. Young, what I'm

          19      looking for today is the views from Council on each

          20      of these areas to perhaps have then, at the

          21      conclusion of our discussion, something we would

          22      direct the staff to draft for the August meeting.

          23          So, for example, as I look at Veg-10, I think

          24      that this does not affect the output.  I think it's a

          25      common-sense approach.  I think it retains vegetation
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           1      in priority areas.  And for me, I guess I would ask

           2      if the Council is comfortable retaining that.

           3          Are there any views?

           4                        MS. BREWSTER:  This is Stacey

           5      Brewster.  I'll agree with you on that.  I think

           6      the -- the impact is small.  The benefits for

           7      retaining that habitat is high and worthy of keeping

           8      in place.

           9                        CHAIR DREW:  Anyone who would like

          10      to object, please say so.  Otherwise, we'll move on

          11      to the next slide.

          12          Okay.  We can come back to it if people have

          13      questions.  We just have a lot more material to get

          14      through, so -- and we can have a motion if one -- if

          15      the Council desires to do so at the end, and we can

          16      discuss everything in that.

          17          Okay.  Thank you.

          18                        MR. GREENE:  Okay.  The next

          19      resource area that was related to potential

          20      mitigation measures that would reduce the production

          21      energy potential of the project was wildlife movement

          22      corridors.

          23          There were several mitigation measures in the

          24      FEIS that were incorporated into the SCA that did not

          25      deal with exclusion of project components.  That's
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           1      still mitigated for the resource, including

           2      Wildlife-6, which required maintenance of a road

           3      mortality database and enforced adaptive management

           4      based on the results of that database data

           5      collection;

           6          Habitat-2, which required minimization of

           7      transmission lines cross -- crossing canyons and

           8      draws to reduce potential wildlife movement barriers;

           9          and Habitat-7, which required that all project

          10      roadways be removed during decommissioning to restore

          11      pre-project levels of wildlife movement.

          12          The exclusion mitigation measure that mitigated

          13      for impact to this resource was Habitat-1.  The FEIS

          14      version of this measure required that all project

          15      components located within medium-or-above wildlife

          16      linkage corridors be avoided to the extent feasible.

          17      And if they were cited within those medium-or-above

          18      linkage corridors, they must be accompanied by a

          19      corridor mitigation plan, which includes a number of

          20      measures, including adjacent habitat improvements;

          21      features to accommodate passage, such as culverts;

          22      post-construction monitoring; and restoration.

          23          The draft SCA version of the measure prohibited

          24      the siting of primary project components --

          25      specifically, turbines, solar, and BESS -- within
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           1      medium-or-above linkage corridors and prohibited the

           2      siting of secondary project components, such as roads

           3      and transmission lines, in high-or-above linkage

           4      corridors unless colocated within existing

           5      infrastructure.  And maintained -- the SCA version

           6      maintained the FEIS corridor mitigation plan for all

           7      medium -- or all secondary components cited within

           8      medium-or-above linkage corridors.

           9          The result of implementation of the draft SCA

          10      version of this mitigation would see approximately a

          11      13 and a half percent reduction in the number of

          12      turbines based on where they're currently proposed

          13      within the project area as well as a 6 percent

          14      reduction in the proposed solar siting area, though

          15      none of the currently proposed solar footprint would

          16      be affected.

          17          There is also the matter of a 230-kilovolt

          18      intertie transmission line that is propo- -- that the

          19      applicant has requested the option of construction to

          20      connect their eastern substation and western

          21      substation at three points along its route.  This

          22      line would cross areas of high-or-above linkage

          23      corridors and be precluded from being sited there, so

          24      additional engineering redesign would be necessary

          25      for about three and a half miles of that 19
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           1      -plus-mile intertie line.

           2                        CHAIR DREW:  Mr. Greene, couple

           3      questions for you.

           4          First of all, when you look back at the FEIS

           5      language -- and I know it's just summarized here.

           6      And for the Council members, there is something that

           7      is in the packet which you can't see there.  But can

           8      we maybe put it on the screen?  The Habitat-1?  Is

           9      that the one?

          10                        MR. GREENE:  Yes, I can.

          11                        CHAIR DREW:  I think that would be

          12      very good.

          13          So in other projects that have come recently to

          14      EFSEC, we've had a great deal of cooperation from

          15      applicants to identify a wildlife corridor through

          16      the project if that was raised as a concern.

          17          When I read this that is in the FEIS and when you

          18      read it, do you read it saying there must be a

          19      wildlife movement corridor through the project?

          20                        MR. GREENE:  So the FEIS version is

          21      specific to modeled wildlife movement corridors by

          22      the -- the Washington Wildlife Habitat Connectivity

          23      Working Group.  It is less a requirement that a

          24      wildlife movement corridor be installed in the

          25      project area and more a requirement that project
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           1      components seek to avoid being placed in already-

           2      identified wildlife movement corridors, if that makes

           3      sense.

           4                        CHAIR DREW:  And, but to the extent

           5      feasible.

           6                        MR. GREENE:  Correct.

           7                        CHAIR DREW:  So how do we ensure in

           8      the FEIS measure that there is wildlife -- there will

           9      be future wildlife movement through the project?

          10                        MR. GREENE:  That is done through

          11      the development of the corridor mitigation plan.  And

          12      you can see on your screen, there are a number of

          13      different avenues that the applicant could work with

          14      EFSEC and WDFW to identify which -- which and in what

          15      level would be most effective at retaining available

          16      wildlife movement areas following the potential for

          17      project components to negatively impact, adversely

          18      impact the modeled wildlife movement corridors.

          19          Those can include things like improvement of

          20      habitat adjacent to those modeled corridors or

          21      installing movement infrastructure within the

          22      project, such as open-bottom culverts that allow for

          23      easier wildlife movement, in concert with the

          24      installation of project components.

          25                        CHAIR DREW:  Are there any other
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           1      questions or comments from Council members?

           2                        MR. BROST:  I have one, if you can

           3      hear me.

           4                        CHAIR DREW:  Mr. Brost.

           5                        MR. BROST:  Question on what's

           6      feasible versus not.  Who defines what that is?  Is

           7      there a definition of what is feasible?

           8                        MR. GREENE:  There is not a

           9      definition of what is feasible.  That would be a

          10      process that EFSEC would go through with the

          11      applicant to determine which project components

          12      were -- were necessary for an effective build-out of

          13      the project and which could potentially be eliminated

          14      if they were -- if they were not critical.

          15                        CHAIR DREW:  But in addition to

          16      EFSEC, when you say EFSEC, we do have the PTAG, and

          17      we have Fish and Wildlife, Department of Fish and

          18      Wildlife, who will also be part of this process, and

          19      perhaps the tribe, the Yakama Tribe as well.

          20                        MR. GREENE:  Yes, this is a measure

          21      that would encompass the PTAG and subsequently the

          22      TAC as part of the development of the mitigation plan

          23      and the development of the performance standards and

          24      adaptive mitigation throughout the life of the

          25      project.  So it would incorporate guidance from a
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           1      number of State agencies and potentially affected

           2      tribe, should they wish to be members of the PTAG and

           3      the TAC.

           4                        MR. BROST:  One more question.

           5      Does the community or the County have some input into

           6      that if they have some?

           7                        MR. GREENE:  We have had TACs on

           8      previous projects that have included County

           9      representatives.  The exact membership of the PTAG

          10      and TAC for this project have not been defined as of

          11      yet.

          12                        CHAIR DREW:  Certainly I would

          13      think that if they were interested, they would be

          14      able to participate.

          15          Mr. Young.

          16                        MR. YOUNG:  I have a concern that,

          17      in and of itself, removing this provision of the

          18      original SCA would allow the restoration of up to 30

          19      turbines and 3.4 miles of 230 kV transmission line to

          20      the project and that this would increase the

          21      project's already significant impacts on Yakama

          22      Nation traditional cultural properties.

          23                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.

          24          Are there other comments as to the Council's view

          25      of retaining this as it is in the draft SCA,
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           1      returning perhaps to the FEIS language?

           2          To me, it does -- and I hear Mr. Young.  I do

           3      think that if there are ways, as we're talking just

           4      about -- I mean, we can also talk about tribal

           5      cultural properties.

           6          I'm really walking through this to perhaps

           7      identify what mitigation goes with which impact.  And

           8      as a wildlife corridor impact, personally I would be

           9      comfortable with the FEIS language.  I do think the

          10      fact that it's in the middle of the project and

          11      there's potential for impact to a optional intertie

          12      transmission line, that the outcome I would be

          13      looking for in this would be that there is able to be

          14      wildlife movement throughout the project after the

          15      project is completed.

          16          Any other comments?

          17                        MS. BREWSTER:  This is Stacey

          18      Brewster.

          19          With the components that we're discussing, which

          20      tend to be porous and allow for some movement, I see

          21      where you're coming from, and I get your points.

          22          I think initially identified and what we're

          23      trying to move away from is the compounding impacts,

          24      and I think initially we looked at that corridor

          25      because it had multi- -- those turbines had multiple
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           1      impacts.

           2          So in terms of movement, it seems to me the FEIS

           3      conditions are probably adequate.  You know, not

           4      ideal, as I think we would like to avoid those

           5      impacts entirely.  But if we're talking about

           6      movement, it seems to me the FEIS mitigation is

           7      probably sufficient.

           8          I would be interested in hearing the thoughts on

           9      our Fish and Wildlife Council member, unfortunately

          10      who is not with us today.

          11                        CHAIR DREW:  Yes, he's not able to

          12      be here.

          13          But what we're talking about, I think, is asking

          14      the staff to draft something.  And we're not voting

          15      on it, so we have time to consider it and look at

          16      comments and then perhaps come back in August just to

          17      have something in front of us to discuss.

          18          Any other comments?

          19          Okay.  Let's move on to the next issue.

          20                        MR. GREENE:  Okay.  The next

          21      resource is the ferruginous hawk.

          22          There are several non-exclusion mitigation

          23      measures from the FEIS that were incorporated into

          24      the SCA, including Wildlife-1, which implements a

          25      mortality monitoring program and adaptive management
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           1      strategy for all avian species, inclusive of the

           2      ferruginous hawk.  And that's a fairly lengthy

           3      measure, and it's available, again, in that handout.

           4          There is also Wildlife-8, which prohibits the

           5      siting of turbines within a quarter mile of all

           6      documented raptor nests, inclusive of the ferruginous

           7      hawk.  Currently this would exclude three of the 222

           8      Option 1 turbines, or about 1 percent, or one of the

           9      147 Option 2 turbines, just under 1 percent.

          10          And the third measure is Wildlife-9, which

          11      requires that vegetation clearing and grubbing during

          12      the ferruginous hawk breeding -- during all avian

          13      species' breeding periods, inclusive of ferruginous

          14      hawk, be avoided where feasible and mitigated for if

          15      necessary.

          16          And the exclusion measure is -- there we go.

          17      Okay.  I don't know why my bottom part is showing.

          18          But the FEIS version of Species-5 prohibits the

          19      siting of project components within two miles of a

          20      documented ferruginous hawk where that nesting site

          21      is still available and where foraging habitat is

          22      viable.  For any components sited within two miles of

          23      an unavailable or nonviable ferruginous hawk nest, a

          24      ferruginous hawk mitigation and management plan would

          25      be required, which includes habitat loss offsets,
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           1      turbine curtailment, active nest disturbance

           2      avoidance, and pre- and post-construction monitoring,

           3      as well as others.  And, again, that is a fairly

           4      lengthy measure, and it's available in your handout.

           5          For all versions of Species-5, Wildlife-1,

           6      Wildlife-8, and Wildlife-9 from the previous slide

           7      would still apply.

           8          The FEIS version would eliminate -- would exclude

           9      anywhere between 0 and about 48 percent of the

          10      project proposed turbines.  The exact number would be

          11      determined after the process of identifying which

          12      nests are available and viable.

          13          The range for excluded solar siting area is 0 to

          14      30 percent, and the range of excluded current

          15      proposed solar footprint would be 0 to 12 percent.

          16      It would also potentially exclude up to one of the

          17      three proposed BESS sites, though it should be noted

          18      that the SCA only allows for a maximum of two BESSes

          19      within the project area.

          20          The draft SCA version of Species-5 implements a

          21      hard buffer on all documented ferruginous hawk nests

          22      of two miles, not allowing any turbines to be sited

          23      within that two-mile buffer.  It also applies a

          24      half-mile buffer to all documented ferruginous hawk

          25      nests for solar arrays and BESS.  It continues the
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           1      requirement for a ferruginous hawk mitigation and

           2      management plan for any components sited within two

           3      miles of a documented nest.  This measure would

           4      exclude approximately 48 percent of the project

           5      turbines, just under 10 percent of the proposed solar

           6      siting area, and about 4 percent of the current

           7      proposed solar footprint.

           8          A third option which would be -- which is not

           9      from the FEIS or the SCA but has been developed by

          10      staff as something that could potentially address the

          11      Council's concerns about impacts to this resource

          12      would be a version of the draft SCA mitigation but

          13      replacing the two-mile buffer with a .6-mile buffer

          14      or one-kilometer buffer.

          15          This buffer was adapted after review of the 2004

          16      WDFW seasonal disturbance guidelines for active

          17      ferruginous hawk nests, so it -- it should be made

          18      clear that this guidance is not a direct one-to-one

          19      comparison with how we're using it here, but it is

          20      something that WDFW has published on the record

          21      regarding what active projects should -- the distance

          22      to which active projects should avoid disturbing

          23      active ferruginous hawk nests.

          24          This measure would prohibit the siting of all

          25      primary project components -- so turbine, solar, and
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           1      BESS -- within .6 miles of a documented ferruginous

           2      hawk nest and still require that any components sited

           3      within two miles, again, require a ferruginous hawk

           4      mitigation management plan.

           5          This option, if implemented as written here,

           6      would exclude about 5 and a half percent of the

           7      proposed turbines, 12 percent of the prosed solar

           8      siting area, or about 6 percent of the current

           9      proposed solar footprint.

          10          And, again, these are options given to the

          11      Council for consideration.  These are not the only

          12      options available to the Council if they wish to

          13      develop their own.

          14                        CHAIR DREW:  Mr. Young.

          15                        MR. YOUNG:  Yeah, I have two

          16      comments here, and the first is that I do not believe

          17      that it is appropriate scientifically to extrapolate

          18      a seasonal activity buffer -- in this case, one

          19      kilometer -- to a habitat protection buffer.  Those

          20      are two different concepts, if you will, that address

          21      different aspects of the species life history, so

          22      I -- I don't believe that the extrapolation of the

          23      activity buffer to a habitat protection buffer is

          24      appropriate.

          25          And then, similarly, as with Habitat-1, I have
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           1      great concern that restoring a hundred and seven

           2      turbines to the landscape would increase the project

           3      footprint and would have a big impact on Yakama

           4      Nation traditional cultural properties.

           5                        CHAIR DEW:  Thank you.

           6          Are there other questions or comments from

           7      Council members?

           8          So I will ask a question.

           9          So in addition to the one-kilometer buffer, there

          10      would still be not just -- would it just be seasonal

          11      curtailment?  Would it require, if there are active

          12      nests before construction, to not have those turbines

          13      constructed?

          14                        MR. GREENE:  So any nest that would

          15      be identified up to the start of construction would

          16      be afforded the same buffer as any other documented

          17      nest based on how this is written now.

          18          As for seasonal curtailment, as the third option

          19      is written, that would apply for any turbines

          20      constructed within two miles of a documented nest.

          21      Both of those -- those two as this is written now

          22      could be altered by the Council, if you desire.

          23                        CHAIR DREW:  If we look at the

          24      FEIS, the FEIS has components prohibited within two

          25      miles of documented ferruginous hawk nests where a
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           1      nesting site is available and foraging habitat is

           2      viable.

           3          We don't have the information of that yet.  When

           4      would you expect that?  Would you expect that that

           5      information would be required before the construction

           6      plan is completed?

           7                        MR. GREENE:  Yes.  Prior to

           8      construction, EFSEC, the PTAG, and the applicant

           9      would go through the process of identifying which

          10      nests are avail- -- which nesting sites are available

          11      and which documented ferruginous hawk nests have

          12      viable foraging habitat within that two-mile buffer.

          13          For nests that meet both of those selection

          14      criteria, they would be afforded that two-mile buffer

          15      based on the FEIS version.  Nests that do not meet

          16      one or both of the criteria would allow project

          17      components within the buffer so long as they are

          18      accompanied by a mitigation and management plan which

          19      includes a number of things, most -- perhaps most

          20      importantly a seasonal curtailment plan.  But that

          21      would all be completed prior to the start of

          22      construction.

          23                        CHAIR DREW:  And that would be

          24      based on available nests where foraging habitat is

          25      viable, not necessarily actual nesting of a hawk.
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           1                        MR. GREENE:  Yes.  So if there is

           2      an active nest, it would automatically be determined

           3      that the nesting site is available and the habitat is

           4      viable.  So any active nest would immediately be

           5      given that -- that buffer based on the FEIS version.

           6                        CHAIR DREW:  Questions or comments

           7      or thoughts from Council members?

           8                        MS. BREWSTER:  This is Stacey

           9      Brewster.  Initially my thought on the -- the new

          10      option is that it's based on 20-year-old

          11      recommendations and prior to the listing of the

          12      ferruginous hawk as endangered.  So I would hope that

          13      we could get some more current science and

          14      recommendations from Fish and Wildlife on which to --

          15      to base any consideration we might make.  I know that

          16      might not be the case.

          17          And I'm inclined to put the strictest protections

          18      around ferruginous hawks at this point.  That is my

          19      leaning at the moment.  I guess there's too many

          20      questions as to identifying nests and their viability

          21      and habitat from me at the moment.

          22                        MR. GREENE:  And I would say that

          23      the two-mile buffer outlined within the FEIS is based

          24      on the most current recommendation from WDFW staff.

          25      They have identified that as the home range of the
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           1      ferruginous hawk.

           2                        CHAIR DREW:  Other comments?

           3          Go ahead.

           4                        MR. LEVITT:  This is Eli Levitt.  I

           5      think I just have one or two.

           6          One is that, you know, it's kind of an exercise

           7      in lumping and splitting, and I think the direction

           8      we have gotten from the governor's office is to try

           9      to look at the impacts individually and choose which

          10      option fits best.  So just, I guess, maybe a

          11      reminder that we need to -- we're trying to think

          12      about each one individually and think about the

          13      option that works best for each of us as individuals

          14      and the Council.

          15          You know, the other -- I guess the other thing

          16      for me is thinking about the FEIS and what it says.

          17      It seems like a lot of the numbers would really come

          18      down to how the technical group and the Council would

          19      define "available" and "viable."  And so it's a

          20      little bit difficult to vote on a option that has

          21      such a wide range of options.  So I guess that's just

          22      an observation for me.

          23                        CHAIR DREW:  I do think that for

          24      the overall consideration -- and for me; I'm speaking

          25      for myself -- that we have a real challenge in that
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           1      we very much want to protect the home territory of

           2      the ferruginous hawk, but we also don't have the

           3      future knowledge of whether it will be there or not.

           4      And that is really a very, very difficult challenge

           5      for us to come to terms with.

           6          I think having a hard buffer less than the two

           7      miles makes sense for that reason.  I think the one

           8      kilometer is the other hard buffer that we have in

           9      the record.  So, again, you asked about information.

          10      We -- this is -- this is the one that is in the

          11      record.

          12          And, again, I went back, and I listened to the

          13      adjudication and to -- listened to particularly Don

          14      McIvor -- there were a lot of experts, and we got a

          15      lot of good information -- but talking about both the

          16      risk and then the application of adaptive management,

          17      which is why if -- the ferruginous hawk is one goal,

          18      but it's not our only goal.  And so trying to balance

          19      these two in a way that's protective, I think one way

          20      of doing that could be to have a short,

          21      less-than-two-mile buffer with the FEIS adaptive

          22      management.

          23          So that is the way I'm looking at it.  Not

          24      assurance, but trying to balance the need for clean

          25      energy and the potential impact for an endangered
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           1      species.

           2          If it is available -- if the species does come

           3      from to the site, I think we have hard stops.  We

           4      also have the ability with -- and that could include,

           5      you know, if the turbines are constructed, then

           6      seasonal curtailment.  But with the FEIS, we also

           7      have the potential to look at the most viable

           8      habitat -- not ourselves, but our staff and

           9      associates; Fish and Wildlife; tribal members, if

          10      they wish to; others -- to identify those viable,

          11      most viable areas, and have additional protection.

          12          So that's why, I guess, that's where I'm leaning

          13      at this point in time.

          14          Other questions from Council members?  Comments?

          15      Discussion?

          16                        MR. BROST:  Can I pose a question?

          17                        CHAIR DREW:  Would you like to vote

          18      on that now or as a -- part of a motion in the end?

          19      If you're making the motion, we can look for a vote

          20      right now.

          21                        MR. BROST:  I didn't have a motion

          22      to make.  I was going to ask a question about the --

          23      the buffer zones.

          24          Is it -- is it a norm that the buffers for wind

          25      and solar are the same?  From the -- from the
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           1      nonscientific guy, it seems to me that the wind would

           2      have a larger buffer than the solar would, but it

           3      sounds like they're the same here.  Am I correct --

           4                        MR. GREENE:  Yes.

           5                        MR. BROST:  -- on that, or

           6      (videoconference audio distortion)?

           7                        MR. GREENE:  The FEIS version and

           8      the third option there do have the same buffer areas

           9      for wind and solar.  The draft SCA version had

          10      different buffers for the two component types.

          11          If the Council wants to identify preferred

          12      buffers for the component types, we can work those

          13      into final language.

          14                        CHAIR DREW:  I -- I don't know what

          15      the purpose of a one-kilometer buffer from solar and

          16      BESS has.

          17                        MR. GREENE:  So the primary impact

          18      that solar and BESS construction would have on the

          19      ferruginous hawk is the denial of available foraging

          20      habitat.  If -- if those nests were ever occupied,

          21      the home range is the area within two miles.  And

          22      while those components may not be sited on ideal

          23      foraging habitat, there may be some foraging activity

          24      of that species within that area.

          25          The primary impact that turbine construction
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           1      would have is direct mortality via strike.  So all

           2      three types of components have an impact.  They're

           3      just of differing types and degree.

           4                        CHAIR DREW:  And would you say

           5      that, with Veg-10, is the project reduction listed in

           6      the draft SCA, the right column, overlap?  Maybe

           7      that's unfair to ask you.

           8                        MR. GREENE:  No, so it's fine.

           9      The -- the third option would only exclude areas of

          10      the solar siting area within the east solar array.

          11      That is the same area that is addressed by Veg-10.

          12      So that 75-acre area of the solar footprint excluded

          13      by Veg-10 would also be excluded by this measure.

          14      The third option, or, honestly, any three of these

          15      options.  The two western solar arrays are without --

          16      are outside of the two-mile buffer of any identified

          17      nest, so they would not be affected by this measure

          18      in any format.

          19                        CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  Any other

          20      questions?

          21          Let's move on to the traditional -- the next

          22      slide, I'll just say.

          23                        MR. GREENE:  Okay.

          24          Okay.  The next resource area is cultural

          25      resources.  There are two non-exclusion measures in
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           1      the FEIS and SCA.  The first is Cultural Resources-1,

           2      which requires that the applicant maintain ongoing

           3      engagement with affected tribes and, where

           4      appropriate, implement relevant and effective

           5      mitigation measures that may be developed as part of

           6      that engage.

           7          The second is Cultural Resources-2, which

           8      outlines the specific DAHP -- Department of

           9      Archeological and Historic Preservation -- permitting

          10      and/or avoidance buffers required for specifically

          11      identified archeological and architectural resources

          12      of a historic and/or cultural nature, which can

          13      include TCPs.

          14          All of these identified resources that could be

          15      impacted by the project have been outlined within

          16      that measure in the table as is attached to it in

          17      your handout.

          18          Originally the SCA version of Species-5 was

          19      developed to identify compounding impacts, including

          20      impacts to traditional cultural properties, in an

          21      effort to split up the mitigation to specifically

          22      address resource areas.  Staff have identified two

          23      potential mitigation options that the Council can

          24      consider for inclusion in the final version of the

          25      SCA or the final draft of the SCA.  Both of these are
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           1      new to this point, but they do draw on the existing

           2      record.

           3          On March 2nd of 2021, the Yakama Nation

           4      identified Webber Canyon as an area of particular TCP

           5      concern for them.  These two measures on the left

           6      impose a 0.5-mile buffer for turbines around Webber

           7      Canyon.  On the right, it is a full one-mile buffer

           8      around the -- the maximum extent of Webber Canyon.

           9      The .5-mile buffer would eliminate four turbines from

          10      either option, about 2 percent of the project

          11      proposed turbines.  The one-mile buffer would exclude

          12      17 Option 1 turbines, or 13 Option 2 turbines, for

          13      approximately 8 percent of the total proposed

          14      turbines.

          15                        CHAIR DREW:  And, again, this is

          16      one letter.  We're not saying this addresses the

          17      large extent of the Yakama Nation's concerns with

          18      this project.  But this is a specific one which is on

          19      the -- in the actual project area that staff wanted

          20      to draw attention to for the Council.

          21                        MR. GREENE:  That is correct.  The

          22      Yakama Nation has identified multiple TCPs within the

          23      project lease boundary and adjacent to it that would

          24      be impacted by project construction and have

          25      indicated that all proposed project components would
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           1      adversely impact TCPs.

           2          This one was -- was proposed for inclusion here

           3      because it is specifically outlined in the record as

           4      an area where the Yakama Nation has identified

           5      particular concerns.  Any reduction in the project

           6      footprint would have an associated reduction of

           7      impacts to TCPs.

           8                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.  I

           9      understand you might actually have a map of this one.

          10                        MR. GREENE:  Yes.

          11          So this is the Option 1 turbines, and I have an

          12      associated map with Option 2 turbines, but they are

          13      more or less the same.

          14          The purple outline is the maximum geographic

          15      extent of Webber Canyon.  The black dots are, in

          16      this -- in the case of this map, Option 1 turbines as

          17      currently proposed for siting.

          18          The yellow highlighted area would -- would be a

          19      .5-mile buffer, with the orange being a full one-mile

          20      buffer.

          21          And the -- the number of turbines visible on this

          22      map are not exactly the same as what you saw on this

          23      slide, because some of these turbines have already

          24      been removed from the application proposal by

          25      applicant commitment.  But the numbers in the -- the
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           1      previous slide that you saw are -- are accurate.

           2                        CHAIR DREW:  Mr. Young.

           3                        MR. YOUNG:  Yeah, my concern here

           4      is I'm glad -- appreciate seeing the -- the concern

           5      for TCPs to the extent that there may be associated

           6      with Webber Canyon, but I don't know whether a

           7      .5-mile buffer or a one-mile buffer, I don't know to

           8      what extent that would provide necessary impact

           9      reduction in this area.

          10          And then in and of itself, as evidenced by all

          11      the input we've received from Yakama Nation in the

          12      two years subsequent to March '21 -- three years

          13      subsequent to March '21, this is a very, very limited

          14      reduction of impacts to Yakama Nation TCPs, if in

          15      fact it does provide impact reduction for -- for a

          16      TCP at all.  So concerned with the very small amount,

          17      the very limited scope of this, and not knowing

          18      whether what's proposed would provide meaningful

          19      protection or not.

          20                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.

          21          Other comments or questions?

          22                        MR. LEVITT:  This is Eli Levitt.  I

          23      guess I would offer that that was a challenge of a

          24      lot of the public comments we received across the

          25      board almost, is that specific individuals and groups
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           1      did not tell us which mitigation measures would

           2      suffice for them or how specific changes may help,

           3      hinder, or -- or maintain their concerns.

           4          So, you know, in some ways, as a Council, with

           5      the exception of some of the more scientific

           6      mitigation measures, we're operating without a lot of

           7      detailed understanding for what would work for

           8      individuals or groups.

           9                        CHAIR DREW:  Mr. Young.

          10                        MR. YOUNG:  Yeah, I would just add

          11      that we have, again, multiple subsequent written

          12      communications from Yakama Nation post March '21 that

          13      do provide us some idea of the extent to which the

          14      project would need to be modified to avert impacts to

          15      Yakama Nation TCPs.  We do have communications from

          16      Yakama Nation that do speak to that.

          17                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.

          18          That's true.  And we also do have communications

          19      saying the SCA which was proposed to the governor was

          20      insufficient, as everybody well knows.

          21          Any other questions or comments here?

          22          Okay.  Thank you.  Thanks for the work on this.

          23          Next slide.

          24                        MR. GREENE:  Yeah, so the final

          25      resource that we're going to go through in this
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           1      presentation is public health and safety,

           2      specifically in relation to aerial firefighting.

           3      There is one non-exclusion measure in the FEIS and

           4      SCA that deals with this resource.  That is public

           5      Health and Safety-1, which requires that turbines be

           6      shut down in the event of a major wildfire occurring

           7      in an area where fire suppression aircraft may need

           8      access near the project.

           9          Staff have identified two potential options for

          10      the Council to consider regarding this resource.

          11      Both are based on the perimeter of historic wildfires

          12      in the area of the project since 2000.

          13          The left would provide -- would eliminate any

          14      turbines proposed within the perimeter of one or more

          15      of those fires while the option on the right would

          16      provide that perimeter with a 0.25-mile buffer.  That

          17      is done -- that is proposed in consideration of DNR

          18      guidance that they provide all of their aerial

          19      firefighting craft with a quarter-mile standoff

          20      buffer from turbines when in operation.  So no

          21      turbines would be allowed to be sited within that

          22      standoff buffer of the perimeter of any historic fire

          23      since 2000.

          24          The elimination of -- the exclusion of turbines

          25      from the perimeters would eliminate about 1 -- 1
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           1      percent of the proposed turbines while adding that

           2      quarter-mile buffer would exclude 3 to 5 percent of

           3      the proposed turbines.

           4          In the area that -- area of the project that

           5      these historic fires have taken place is generally

           6      the northwest ridge line of the lease boundary.

           7                        CHAIR DREW:  Do you also have a map

           8      of that?

           9                        MR. GREENE:  I do.

          10          This is adapted from a map that was provided to

          11      the Council during adjudication.  The various colors

          12      are the perimeters of historic fires with the names

          13      of the fires written as well.

          14          All the block dots are Option 1 turbines as

          15      currently proposed.  You can see that -- my cursor, I

          16      guess -- these three are the three that would be

          17      within the perimeter while the ones surrounding it

          18      are within the quarter-mile buffer.  And, again, this

          19      is not a direct one-to-one comparison to the numbers

          20      that you saw on the slide, because some of these

          21      turbines have voluntarily been removed from the

          22      application by applicant commitment.

          23                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.

          24          Questions on this?

          25                        MS. BREWSTER:  Just curious.
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           1      Firefighting is new to me.  Is the use of historic

           2      fires a common practice for delineating fire danger?

           3                        CHAIR DREW:  Ms. Bumpus.

           4                        MS. BUMPUS:  My -- my team is

           5      leaving me hanging here.

           6          For the record, this is Sonia Bumpus.  I was just

           7      going to say that one thought that came to mind is

           8      that I think that this was -- that that rationale was

           9      some of the rationale that was used in the original

          10      recommendation.

          11                        MR. GREENE:  Yeah, I would say

          12      it's -- it's a fairly common practice to review the

          13      perimeters of historic fires to identify areas where

          14      topography or vegetation may limit the spread of

          15      fires in the future and also to identify areas

          16      where -- that are particularly fire-prone.

          17          The reason that there have been so many fires in

          18      this area is the prevailing winds in the area do whip

          19      up the fire as they approach the ridge line.  And you

          20      can see this -- this bit here where it kind of goes

          21      south is Webber Canyon.  And that is, again, a case

          22      where topography aids the spread of fire through the

          23      canyon area and limits its spread from the bottom of

          24      the canyon to the ridge line above it.

          25                        MS. BUMPUS:  And I would add one
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           1      other thought to that, and that is that in thinking

           2      about the framework around SEPA, the State

           3      Environmental Policy Act, when you're identifying

           4      impacts, you also consider -- you're considering

           5      significant adverse impacts, but you also consider

           6      the probability.  And so I think that's also where

           7      you -- where you have some basis for considering

           8      historic fire activity at the site.

           9                        MS. BREWSTER:  Thanks.  Yeah.

          10      Looking at the map, that makes sense.  I was just

          11      curious if it was a -- a practice.

          12                        CHAIR DREW:  And we did hear from

          13      DNR, Department of Natural Resources, about the

          14      specific distance that you have in Option 2, correct?

          15                        MR. GREENE:  Yes.  That came from a

          16      DNR source where they indicated that they provide a

          17      quarter-mile buffer to all turbines for -- as a

          18      standoff area for their aircraft.

          19                        CHAIR DREW:  So my view on this one

          20      specifically is that the Mitigation Option 2 is

          21      appropriate, given what we heard about the concern

          22      for fire and the testimony from DNR.

          23          Oh.  Mr. Young.

          24                        MR. YOUNG:  Yeah, just a couple of

          25      comments here.
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           1          Absolutely looking at historic fire patterns is

           2      valuable in determining or estimating future fire

           3      risk.  But to point out the obvious, there is no hard

           4      guarantee that future fires would occur exactly where

           5      fires have occurred in the past.

           6          And then just pointing out because I think I saw

           7      in a previous slide that there was a reference to

           8      having turbines stop operations if the blades come to

           9      a halt during fire -- when fire -- aerial

          10      firefighting is ongoing.  And I would just point out

          11      that the turbines, as tall vertical structures,

          12      present a hazard to aircraft operations regardless of

          13      whether the blade is turning or not.

          14                        CHAIR DREW:  Oh, yes.  I hear your

          15      point there.  I think that's what the buffer of

          16      turbines -- the quarter mile from those -- those

          17      fire-prone areas.  But, as you said, that's no

          18      guarantee that's where the fire is going to be.  So,

          19      understood.

          20                        MR. LEVITT:  This is Eli Levitt.

          21          Mr. Greene, do you know to what degree some of

          22      these recommendations or mitigation measures the Venn

          23      diagram overlap is between some of them?  For

          24      example, does Vegetation-10 overlap with this one or

          25      any of the other ones?
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           1                        MR. GREENE:  Vegetation-10 doesn't

           2      overlap with this one, because that deals

           3      specifically with solar arrays placed on priority

           4      habitat.

           5          There is overlap between -- potentially overlap

           6      between this measure, Species-5, dealing with

           7      ferruginous hawk, and the measure that we discussed

           8      just prior to this dealing with TCPs.  Correct.  Yes.

           9      The -- the -- especially the northern half of Webber

          10      Canyon, the turbines proposed there would be excluded

          11      by any of those three measures.  The southern half of

          12      Webber Canyon would be excluded by this measure and

          13      TCPs.

          14                        CHAIR DREW:  Are there other

          15      questions, other issues that the Council would like

          16      to discuss?

          17          I have a draft proposal.  Why don't I -- would

          18      you become the Chair of the meeting, and I'll make

          19      the motion.

          20                        MS. BREWSTER:  Okay.

          21                        CHAIR DREW:  Rather than asking

          22      anyone else to do so.

          23          So I'm asking the Council to direct the staff --

          24      the motion is to direct the staff to develop

          25      amendments to the draft -- no -- amendments to the
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           1      draft site certification agreement for consideration

           2      at August's meeting.

           3          I would like to have a map of the Venn diagram,

           4      as Eli put it, but a map that the Council can look at

           5      that lays out these -- all these measures together.

           6          And the -- so the motion is:  Maintaining Veg-10.

           7      That's not an amendment.  Eliminating the draft SCA

           8      prohibition of primary project components -- I guess

           9      this is Habitat-1 wildlife movement corridors -- and

          10      returning that to the FEIS language.

          11          For the ferruginous hawk, to have a one-kilometer

          12      buffer for all identified ferruginous hawk nests.

          13          Is that the correct language, Mr. Greene?

          14                        MR. GREENE:  Documented --

          15                        CHAIR DREW:  Documented.  Thank

          16      you.

          17          And to include all of the language that was in

          18      the FEIS on Species-5.

          19          To have a new mitigation option on traditional

          20      cultural properties of -- of Mitigation Option 2 for

          21      prohibit turbines within one mile of Webber Canyon.

          22          And new mitigation option on Aerial Firefighting

          23      Option 2.

          24          Did I cover everything?

          25          Okay.  Is there a second to my motion?
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           1                        MR. LEVITT:  Eli Levitt.  Second.

           2                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.

           3          Is there discussion?

           4          Mr. Young.

           5                        MR. YOUNG:  I'll be voting against

           6      the motion.  And I'd like to explain why.

           7          I do support retaining Veg-10, and I do support

           8      the last two pieces, although I view those last two

           9      pieces of having fairly limited utility.  But I am

          10      opposed to the changes to Habitat-1 and Species-5, so

          11      I would be voting against the motion.

          12                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.

          13          Any other comments?  Oh, I just took over the

          14      Chair.  Whoops.  Sorry.  Ms. Brewster, that was for

          15      you to do.

          16                        MS. BREWSTER:  Are there any

          17      comments or discussion?

          18          This is Stacey Brewster.  Just to seek a little

          19      bit of clarification on the adjustments to Species-5.

          20      You discussed the third option with the kilometer

          21      buffer with the addition of the FEIS language that

          22      would prohibit a two-mile -- two miles around

          23      documented nests where nesting site is available and

          24      habitat is viable.

          25          So this is a combination of the two where
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           1      documentation of -- of viable nests and habitat would

           2      lead to a two-mile buffer?

           3                        MR. GREENE:  That is my

           4      understanding of what Chair Drew proposed.

           5                        MS. BREWSTER:  Thanks.

           6          Are there any other comments?

           7          All those in favor, say "aye."

           8                        MULTIPLE SPEAKERS:  Aye.

           9                        MS. BREWSTER:  Opposed?

          10                        MR. YOUNG:  Nay.

          11                        MS. BREWSTER:  The ayes have it.

          12                        CHAIR DREW:  Yes.  Thank you.

          13          Would you like me to take the...?

          14                        MS. BREWSTER:  Please take it.

          15                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you very much.

          16          Okay.  Thank you, all.  That was a lot of

          17      information to review and think about.  And, again,

          18      we will come back again, having that drafted for

          19      discussion and votes, in August.

          20          Back to the agenda.  Okay.  Next, we have the

          21      Goldeneye BESS, battery storage system, new

          22      application.

          23          Mr. Ahmed.

          24                        MS. HAFKEMEYER:  Chair Drew,

          25      Mr. Ahmed is out of the office today, so I will be
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           1      introducing the project to the Council.

           2                        CHAIR DREW:  Ms. Hafkemeyer.

           3                        MS. HAFKEMEYER:  Thank you.

           4          As mentioned, for the record, my name is Ami

           5      Hafkemeyer.

           6          EFSEC received an application for a standalone

           7      BESS project, Goldeneye BESS, proposed by the

           8      developer, Tenaska, who I believe is on the line to

           9      introduce themselves.  This is a BESS project that is

          10      located in Skagit County -- "Skagit" County; one day

          11      I'll remember that -- and on 16 acres of privately

          12      owned ag land.  And I will ask if the developer is on

          13      the line to introduce themselves.

          14          It sounds like they may not be with us today.

          15          Staff are working on scheduling the informational

          16      meeting for the project as well as the land-use

          17      consistency hearing.  And once those information --

          18      once those details are available, the Council and the

          19      public will be notified.

          20                        CHAIR DREW:  And we will have a

          21      presentation from them at that meeting?

          22                        MS. HAFKEMEYER:  Correct.

          23                        CHAIR DREW:  Moving on to the cost

          24      allocation.  Ms. Bumpus.

          25                        MS. BUMPUS:  Good afternoon, Chair
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           1      Drew and Council members.  For the record, this is

           2      Sonia Bumpus reporting on the non-direct cost

           3      allocation for Quarter 1, Fiscal Year 2025.  This

           4      covers July 1, 2024, through September 30, 2024.

           5      Quite a long list to get through here for the

           6      projects.

           7          Kittitas Valley Wind Power Project:  4 percent.

           8          Wild Horse:  4 percent.

           9          Columbia Generating Station:  20 percent.

          10          Columbia Solar:  4 percent.

          11          WNP-1, 2 percent.

          12          Grays Harbor 1 & 2:  6 percent.

          13          Chehalis:  6 percent.

          14          Desert Claim Wind Power Project:  4 percent.

          15          Goose Prairie Solar Project:  4 percent.

          16          Horse Heaven Wind Farm Project:  11 percent.

          17          Badger Mountain:  Adjusted to 0 percent given the

          18      pause.

          19          For High Top:  4 percent.

          20          Ostrea:  4 percent.

          21          Wautoma Solar:  7 percent.

          22          Hop Hill:  5 percent.

          23          Carriger Solar:  5 percent.

          24          Wallula Gap:  5 percent.

          25          And Goldeneye, our recent addition:  5 percent.
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           1          And that concludes my update for the updated

           2      non-direct cost allocations.

           3                        CHAIR DREW:  And with that, we

           4      conclude our agenda, and this meeting is adjourned.

           5      Thank you, all.

           6                               (Meeting adjourned at

           7                                3:12 p.m.)
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