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CHAIR DREW Good afternoon. This is
Kat hl een Drew, Chair of the Energy Facility Site
Eval uati on Council calling our Decenber 20th, Decenber
regul ar nonthly neeting to order.

Ms. Gantham w Il you call the roll?

M5. GRANTHAM  Departnent of Conmerce?

M5. OSBORNE: Elizabeth Gsborne,
present.

M5. GRANTHAM  Departnent of Ecol ogy?

MR LEVITT: Eli Levitt, present.

M5. GRANTHAM  Departnent of Fish and
Widlife?

MR. LIVINGSTON. M ke Livingston,
present.

M5. GRANTHAM  Departnent of Natural
Resour ces?

MR. YOUNG Lenny Young, present.

M5. GRANTHAM Uilities and
Transportation Comm ssion?

MS. BREWSTER  Stacey Brewster,
present .

M5. GRANTHAM  Local governnent and
option state agencies for the Horse Heaven project for
Bent on County, Ed Brost?

MR, BROST: Ed Brost is present.
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proj ect for Douglas County, Jordyn CGuilio?
M5. GULIO Jordyn Guilio.
M5. GRANTHAM  For the VWautoma Sol ar
proj ect for Benton County, Dave Sharp?
The Washington State Departnent of Transportati on,
Paul Gonset h?
MR. GONSETH. Paul Gonseth, present.

proj ect for Benton County, Paul Krupin?

MR. KRUPIN:  Paul Krupin, present.

project for Klickitat County, Matt Chiles?
MR, CH LES: WMatt Chiles, present.
M5. GRANTHAM  Assi stant Attorney
Ceneral, Jon Thonpson?
THOVPSON:  Present.
GRANTHAM  Jenna Sl ocunf
SLOCUM  Present.
GRANTHAM  Zack Packer ?
PACKER:  Present.
GRANTHAM  Admi ni strative Law

o 2 55 3

Judges, Adam Toren?
JUDGE TOREM This is Judge Torem

present.

M5. GRANTHAM  For the Badger Mountain

M5. GRANTHAM  For the Hop Hi Il Sol ar

M5. GRANTHAM  For the Carriger Solar

253.627.6401 BA schedule @balitigation.com
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M5. GRANTHAM Laura Bradley? Dan
Gerard? Joni Derifield?
And for Council Staff, Sonia Bunpus? Am
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Haf keneyer ?

M5. HAFKEMEYER  Present.
M5, GRANTHAM  Any Moon?
MS. MOON:. Any Moon, present.
M5. GRANTHAM St ew Hender son?
MR, HENDERSON:. Present.
M5. GRANTHAM  Joan Oaens?
M5. OVNENS: Present.
M5. GRANTHAM  Dave wal ker ?
MR. WALKER  Present.
M5. GRANTHAM  Sonj a Skal and?
MS. SKALAND: Present.
M5. GRANTHAM Li sa Masengal e?
MS. MASENGALE: Present.
M5. GRANTHAM  Sara Randol ph.
MS. RANDOLPH: Present.
M5. GRANTHAM  Sean G eene?
MR, GREENE: Present.
MS. GRANTHAM  Lance Caput 0?
MR CAPUTQO Present.
M5. GRANTHAM  John Bar nes?
MR, BARNES: Present.

253.627.6401 B:AL.T.GAT.ON S schedule@balitigation.com
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M5. GRANTHAM  Joanne Snar ski ?

MS. SNARSKI : Present.

M5. GRANTHAM Al ex Shiley?

M5. SHILEY: Alex Shiley is present.

M5. GRANTHAM Ali Snith?

M5. SMTH. Ali Smth, present.

M5. GRANTHAM  Kar| Hol appa?

MR. HOLAPPA: Karl Hol appa, present.

M5. GRANTHAM  Audra All en?

MS. ALLEN: Present.

M5. GRANTHAM  For Operation Updates,
Kittitas Valley Wnd project?

MR. MELBARDI S: Eric Ml bardis,
present.

M5. GRANTHAM WId Horse W nd Power
proj ect ?

M5. GALBRAI TH: Jennifer Gal braith,
present .

M5. GRANTHAM  Grays Har bor Energy
Center?

MR, SHERIN: Chris Sherin, present.

M5. GRANTHAM  Chehalis Generation
Facility?

Col unbi a Generating Station?
M5. NAJERA- PAXTON. Felicia
253.627.6401 B:AL.T.GAT.ON S schedule@balitigation.com
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Naj er a- Paxt on, present.

M5. GRANTHAM  Col unbi a Sol ar? Goose
Prairie Solar?

MR. CHRI ST: Jacob Christ, present.

M5. GRANTHAM  And do we have soneone
for the Counsel for the Environnent?

M5. REYNEVELD:. Yes, Sarah Reynevel d,
present.

M5. GRANTHAM Chair Drew, there is a
guorum for the regular Council and all of the outside
counci | s.

CHAIR DREW Thank you. Next item on
our agenda is the proposed agenda you have in front of
you. That proposed agenda, is there a notion to approve
t he proposed agenda?

MR. YOUNG Lenny Young, so noved.

MS. BREWSTER St acey Brewster,
second.

CHAIR DREW  Any di scussion? All
those in favor say aye. Qpposed? The agenda is adopt ed.

Moving on to the neeting mnutes from Novenber 15th,
2023, the nonthly neeting m nutes, you have the draft in
front of you. |Is there a notion to approve the neeting
m nutes from Novenber 15t h?

M5. OSBORNE: This is Liz Gsborne, so

253.627.6401 BA schedule @balitigation.com
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noved.

CHAI R DREW  Second?

MS. BREWSTER  Stacey Brewster,
second.

CHAIR DREW Thank you. | have one
correction or Page 22, Line 4, Wthin 60 days of receipt
of the Council's recommendati on, the "governor" and not

the "governnent,"” will take one of three actions. That's
my only correction. Any others?

M5. BREWSTER: Yes, this is Stacey
Brewster on Page 42, Line 12, it says "shrub set" and |
bel i eve that should say "shrubsteppe.”

CHAI R DREW Thank you. In favor of
adopting the mnutes with those two changes pl ease say
aye. Qpposed? The m nutes are adopted.

Proj ect updates, Kittitas Valley, M. Ml bardis.

MR. MELBARDI S: Good afternoon, Chair
Drew, EFSEC and Council Staff. For the reporting period
of Novenber | did have a nonroutine itemto report. It
was a nei ghboring nonparticipating | andowner conpl aint.
The conpl aint was for shadow flicker. Many, nmany years
ago, probably six nonths after operational phase we
i npl emrented a systemthat automatically curtailed a

coupl e of turbines that were known to have caused shadow

flicker. The systemis fully automatic and it runs on a

253.627.6401 BA schedule @balitigation.com
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schedul e. Daylight saving tinme ended on Novenber 5th and
the conplaint canme in on Novenber 7th, and it was due to
the failure of the autonmated systemto follow the tine
change. W had it corrected and it's been working fine
ever since. W continue to nonitor it, but it was just a
flip of the controller.

CHAI R DREW Thank you.

MR. MELBARDI S: Any questions about
t hat ?

CHAIR DREW Any questions from
Counci | nenbers? Thank you. And thank you for
correcting it and finding that quickly.

Moving on to WIld Horse Wnd Power project, M.

Gal brai th.

MS. GALBRAI TH.  Thank you, Chair Drew,
Counci |l nmenbers and Staff. This is Jennifer Galbraith
wi t h Puget Sound Energy representing the WIld Horse W nd
facility. | have one nonroutine update for the nonth of
Novenber. |In accordance with the fire control plan and
the fire services agreenent with Kittitas Valley Fire
District No. 2, PSE and the District nmet to review and
train on the fire safety plan, including site orientation
map, site access, identification of potential electrical
hazards, and | essons |earned fromthe 2022 Vantage fire,

and that's all | have.
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CHAIR DREW Thank you. Chehalis
Ceneration Facility, Is M. Smth online?

MR SM TH  Yes.

CHAI R DREW Go ahead.

MR. SM TH. Good afternoon, Chair
Drew, Council nenbers and Staff. This is Jereny Smth,
t he operations manager representing the Chehalis
Generation Facility. | have nothing nonroutine to note
for the nonth of Novenber.

CHAI R DREW Thank you. Grays Harbor
Energy Center, M. Sherin.

MR. SHERIN: Good afternoon, Chair
Drew, Council nenbers and Staff. This is Chris Sherin
for the Grays Harbor Energy Center, and | have nothing
nonroutine to report for the nonth of Novenber either.

CHAIR DREW Thank you. Col unbi a
Solar, is M. Cushing there or Ms. Randol ph?

M5. RANDOLPH. Thank you. Good
afternoon, Chair Drew, Council nenbers and Staff. For
the record, this is Sara Randol ph, site specialist,
providing an update for Colunbia Solar. The facility
update is provided in your packet. There were no
nonrouti ne updates to report.

CHAI R DREW Thank you. Col unbi a
Generating Station, M. Najera-Paxton.

253.627.6401 BA schedule @balitigation.com
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M5. NAJERA- PAXTON: Good afternoon,
Chair Drew, Council nenbers and Staff, this is Felicia
Naj er a- Paxt on provi di ng updates for Energy Northwest
Col unbi a Generating Station. |In Novenber we had routine
operations. On Novenber 20th we did have one update that
EFSEC provi ded addi ti onal questions on the June 2023
circulating water/oil release that occurred. Energy
Nort hwest submtted foll owup informati on on that
i ncident to EFSEC as requested on Decenber 12th, 2023.

CHAIR DREW Thank you. Goose Prairie
Solar, M. Christ.

MR. CHRI ST: Good afternoon, Chair
Drew, EFSEC Council and Staff. Jacob Christ, senior
proj ect manager on behal f of Brookfield Renewabl e Goose
Prairie Solar project update. For constructi on update,
starting with the substation reported |ast nonth that we
were still waiting on a PT delivery so we can say that we
successfully had both PTs delivered and the buildout is
conplete, so that the substation buildout for the rest of
the remai ning structures wll now continue in
anticipation for the remai ning gear that we expect to
receive sonetine early next year.

Predrilling activities on the job site is conplete.

Pile driving and perineter fence continue along with

medi um vol tage cable install, and all three of those

253.627.6401 BA schedule @balitigation.com
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activities are nearing conpletion.

Racking installation started last nonth. And then
| ooki ng ahead to January we have got sone nodul ar
inverter install that will start in early January.

We do continue with ongoing environnent al
I nspections weekly by W5P, and a weekly call with the
EFSEC speci al i st.

And then for public outreach update, | don't have
the final nunbers yet but we did successfully conplete a
project wth nonetary donations and toys both. |'mjust
awai ting final nunbers on that so I can report in the
January neeting to the Council. Any questions?

CHAI R DREW Thank you. Are there any
questions for M. Christ? Thank you.

H gh Top and GOstrea, M. Randol ph.

M5. RANDOLPH. Thank you. For the
record, this is Sara Randol ph, site specialist for H gh
Top and Gstrea. EFSEC Staff are continuing to work the
devel oper on the construction requirenents and plans. W
have no ot her updates at this tine,.

M CHAIR DREW Thank you. Wistling
Ri dge, Ms— Barnes are you giving M. Caputo's update?

MR. BARNES: Yes, | am Chair Drew.

Thank you, Chair Drew, and Council nenbers. This is John

Barnes on behalf of Lance Caputo, who is the site

253.627.6401 BA schedule @balitigation.com
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specialist for this project. Staff are working to
schedul e the hearing for the Wistling R dge extension
request and transfer request. Details of the hearing
wi || be announced once they are avail abl e.

CHAIR DREW Thank you. Desert Caim
proj ect update, M. Mbon.

M5. MOON. Good afternoon, Chair Drew
and Council nenbers. For the record, this is Any Mon
providing a project update on Desert Claim The Desert
ClaimSite Certification Agreenent, Anendnent No. 2, as
approved by the Council at the Novenber 15th, 2023
council neeting, has been finalized and posted to the
EFSEC Desert Claim Site Certification Agreenent public
website. There are no further project updates at this
tinme.

Does the Council have any questions?
CHAIR DREW Any questions for Ms.
Moon? Ckay. Thank you.
| apologize. I'mtrying to figure out how to get us
out of this dark that | see on our screen here because
there's lack of light. [It's one image that is a dark
area. | apologize for the nonentary delay. Thank you.
Movi ng on to Badger Mountain project update, Ms.
Snar sKki .

MS. SNARSKI : Thank you, Chair Drew,

253.627.6401 BA schedule @balitigation.com
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and good afternoon Council nenbers. For the record, this
I's Joanne Snarski, the siting specialist for Badger
Mountain Solar. Progress is continuing with the
devel opnent of the draft environnental inpact statenent
for the proposed Badger Muntain Sol ar project.

Efforts are al so continuing on the devel opnent of
t he Suppl enmental Cultural Resources Survey. A work plan
has been conpleted for the initial ground survey.
Currently, we are |l ooking at the possibility of
conpleting the initial survey work in January if the snow
remains at bay in the proposed project boundary.

Additionally, we are working with the Departnent of
Nat ural Resources to obtain an agreenent for our
subcontractors to gain access to the relatively snall
portion of the project that is |ocated on state | ands.

Finally, we hope the nore detailed survey work wil|
be conpleted this spring. As a rem nder, the findings of
this survey will informthe cultural resources section of
the draft environnental inpact statenent. Are there any
guestions?

CHAIR DREW Are there any questions

for Ms. Snarski? Thank you.

Waut ona Sol ar project update, M. Barnes.

MR. BARNES: Thank you, Chair Drew,

and Council nmenbers. Once again, this is John Barnes on

253.627.6401 BA schedule @balitigation.com
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behal f of Lance Caputo who is the siting specialist for
this project.

Applicants for the Wautoma Sol ar Energy project
recently submtted the final Supplenental Cultural
Resource Survey requested by EFSEC, and the Departnent of

and historic
Ar cheol ogy—and-has—started preservation, and we are
presently review ng the report for conpliance.

Staff are also coordinating wwth the Yakanma Nation's
cultural resource programstaff on identifying potenti al
mtigation to form our SEPA determ nati on.

Lastly, Staff are currently working with our AAGs
and the Ofice of Admnistrative Hearings to ensure that
we are prepared for the forthcom ng adjudicative
proceeding for this project.

CHAIR DREW Thank you. Hop Hill
Sol ar, M. Barnes.

MR. BARNES. Thank you, Chair Drew,
and Council nenbers. For the record, this is John
Bar nes, EFSEC staff, for the Hop Hi Il application. W
are continuing to coordinate and review of the
application with our contractor, contracted agencies, and
tribal governnents. At this tine the applicant would
like to request a 12-nonth application review extension.

The original application review deadline was set to

expi re Decenber 22nd, 2023. The 12-nonth extension woul d

253.627.6401 BA schedule @balitigation.com
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allow the applicant to conplete data coll ection studies
needed for EFSEC to be able to conduct our SEPA review
and determ nati on.

The applicant has drafted an application review
extension letter that has been placed on the EFSEC
website for public review and comments ahead of the
nmeeting from Decenber 11th through Decenber 15th. No
coments were received. |If granted, the new application
deadl i ne woul d becone Decenber 22, 2024.

At this time Staff recommends the Council to vote to
approve the application extension nowin front of you.
Are there any questions?

CHAIR DREW Are there any questions
for M. Barnes? The letter is in your packet and on the
screen. Are there any comments by Council nenbers? |Is
there a notion to approve the extension request from
Bright Night for the Hop Hill Sol ar application?

MR. YOUNG Lenny Young, | nove to
approve the extension request.

CHAI R DREW  Second?

MR LEVITT: Eli Levitt, second.

CHAI R DREW Thank you. Discussion?
Hearing none, all those in favor please say aye.
Opposed? The extension request is approved. Thank you.

Carriger Solar project, M. Snarski.

253.627.6401 BA schedule @balitigation.com
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M5. SNARSKI: Thank you, Chair Drew,
and Council nenbers. For the record, this is Joanne
Snarski, the siting specialist for Carriger Solar.

EFSEC Staff continue to work with Carriger Sol ar
applicant to address anticipated visual inpacts fromthe
proposed project. In accordance with RCW 80.50.080 Sub
3, Sub A, the applicant is allowed to provide
clarification or make changes to the proposal to mtigate
the anticipated environnental inpacts.

We recently agreed on a few suppl enental visual
simul ations that we believe will help us better
understand the potential options for mtigating visual
I npacts. \When received, these new sinmulations wll [|ead
to further discussions with the applicant, and w |
hopefully result in a formal witten response fromthe
applicant for initial SEPA notification to them

Staff, with support from our Assistant Attorney
Ceneral, are very near final execution of an interagency
agreenent for the conpletion of a traditional cultural
properties study by the Yakama Nation for this site.

Al'l of the language in the contract has been
mutual |y agreed to and is currently with the Yakama
Nation for their processing and their signature. This
contract wll also now serve as a nodel for additional

TCP studies at other proposed facilities with tri bal

253.627.6401 BA schedule @balitigation.com
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cultural resource concerns. Are there any questions?

CHAIR DREW Are there any questions
for Ms. Snarski? | don't see any questions from Council
menbers. Thank you.

Moving on to the Horse Heaven Wnd Farm project, M.
Moon, project update.

M5. MOON. Good afternoon, Council
Chair Drew and EFSEC Council nenbers. For the record,
this is Any Moon providing an update on the Horse Heaven
W nd proj ect.

Si nce issuing the Horse Heaven Wnd project final
environnmental site assessnent, known as the EI'S, on
Oct ober 31, 2022, EFSEC Staff have been addressing
Counci | feedback and questions posed at the Novenber 15th
Council neeting and the Novenber 29th special Council
neeting regarding mtigation nmeasures.

The foll owup on the questions posed in the Novenber
Counci|l neeting regarding the roles of the Washi ngton
Departnent of Natural Resources or DNR and fire response
and suppression, EFSEC Staff sent the questions to DNR
and | want to go over those questions an responses from
the DNR.  There's five in total.

Question one, we asked if DNR had any project
specific concerns regarding fire suppression, for

exanpl e, access to the site or access to fire suppression

253.627.6401 BA schedule @balitigation.com
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materials, and the DNR response was, "DNR does not have
the direct fire protection responsibility for the
proposed project area."

Second question we asked, Wuld DNR be one of the
potential responders to a range fire in the Horse Heaven
Hlls, specifically within the proposed project |ocation?

The DNR response, "DNR could be a potenti al
responder through agreenents with fire districts and/or
state nobilization. DNR is the primry responder for
wi | dfire aviation on nonfederal |ands statew de."

The third question fromthe Council was, Wuld the
proposed turbine height of the 657 feet maxi numtotal
hei ght, ground to blade tip, affect fire suppression
net hodol ogy?

The DNR response, Turbines up to 657 feet would
severely restrict or prohibit the use of tactical
aircraft, known as UAS, which is unmanned aircraft system
and we could probably just call it a drone, so turbines
up to that 657 foot height would severely restrict or
prohibit the use of drones for tactical fire suppression.

Question four, What is the typical height planes and
helicopters fly when responding to a range fire for
suppr essi on.

DNR responded, "Nearly all tactical wldland

m ssi ons are conducted bel ow 500 feet above ground
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| evel . "
And the | ast question, five, Are there any ot her
aerial criteria or accomodation for planes or
helicopters that wll require DNR fire response rel ated

to access to water and/or fire retardants, and the
followup, is there any specific turnaround criteria for
the aircraft?

The DNR response, "Nothing specific. The density
and spacing of the towers would essentially create a no
fly zone over the entire project area. W would require
an additional safety buffer of one to two tower heights
around the project to ensure safe separation for aircraft
operations."”

And | also want to nention that before this neeting
we did post to the website that the Council nmay be taking
action, and we did receive nine conmments fromthe public.
They were general comments agai nst the project.

Are there any questions on those DNR questions and
responses?

CHAIR DREW Are there any questions
from Counci| nenbers?

MR LIVINGSTON: Any, could you reread
the third gquestion response?

M5. MOON: Okay. Turbines up to 657

feet would severely restrict or prohibit the use of
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tactical aircraft, and unmanned aircraft systens known as
drones, for tactical fire suppression.

MR. LI VINGSTON:. Thank you for
rereading it. The first time around | didn't quite get
it, but the response actually deals with two different
things, tactical aircraft, which are different from
unmanned aerial systens, so it's both piloted aircraft
and drones that would be involved here?

M5. MOON: Yes, | believe that's the
answer. | did kind of flub ny acronyns and expl ai ni ng
when | first read that so thank you for asking again.

CHAIR DREW Ms. Mon, what | heard
fromthe collection of questions, and thank you for
getting those, certainly is that in the area that on the
project itself that would be a nonfly zone; however, they
woul d consider one to two turbine Iengths fromthe
cl osest turbine as their safety zone outside of -- or
fromwhere the turbines are to where they would be able
to use their equipnent; is that correct?

M5. MOON: So I'mnot sure if that's
quite how that should be interpreted, and there may be
sonebody on the line from DNR that could respond to that.
| took the answer as one to two tower heights above the
project, but it could be |like you posed, outside the

project limts. | could certainly follow up on that.
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CHAIR DREW Ckay. Do we have
sonebody online to answer questions? GCkay. That woul d
be hel pful because | was looking at it simlarly to how
we | ook at the distance between a turbine and a
nei ghboring resident, so that would be good to clarify.

M5. MOON:. | will do that. And any
ot her questions on this?

MR, LIVINGSTON. This is new
information for Council to consider. W have been
wor ki ng through with Staff on the mtigation, initial
mtigation we mght want to apply around the final EIS,
so how should we anticipate when we use this information
to | ooking at, you know, various turbines and how to
propose the mtigation?

M5. MOON: That is a fairly conpl ex
question, M. Livingston. Am Hafkeneyer m ght be able
to help out on this or Sean Greene. W are | ooking at
nore dial ogue with the DNR on their answers to this, and
particularly on whether they have a mtigation neasure
ideas or criteria, and we will -- I'"mhoping that | can
report that back to you in January, but as of yet, partly
due to the holiday season and the end of the year, |
wasn't able to have that dialogue with DNR so can we hold
a nore formal response until January?

MR LIVINGSTON: Yes, absolutely. |
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just wanted to nake sure | understood when we m ght be
able to get that information. So thank you, Any, |
appreci ate that.

M5. MOON: You are wel cone. Any
further questions?

CHAIR DREW |If you coul d pause for a
second. Ms. Hafkeneyer is trying to ensure her
m crophone i s on.

M5. HAFKEMEYER: | don't think this
m crophone is on, but can people on the |ine hear ne?
Al right. | think I have a working m crophone. Ckay.

So thank you, Council Menber Livingston. One of the
things to continue the discussion, Sean G eene is
avai l abl e this afternoon to di scuss sone of the
mtigation changes that we have heard that Council nmay
want to consider this afternoon. So if the Council would
i ke to discuss sone additional mtigation in response to
the concern for additional space, either around or above
the footprint of the project, you know, we can certainly
work to clarify that.
But if the Council would |ike to consider

mtigation, that can be discussed this afternoon when the
Council is discussing the other mtigation neasures being
presented, and when giving Staff direction on what to

prepare, we can incorporate sone of those details to then
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present to the Council ahead of the January neeting.
CHAIR DREW Ckay. Thank you. M.
Moon, is that the end of your report, and are we ready to
move forward to the mtigation discussion?
M5. MOON: That's basically the end of
my report. | was going to introduce Sean Greene. He's

avai |l abl e for any questions or dial ogue about mtigation

nmeasures. Also, Staff would like the Council -- well, |
will hold that. We will go into the mtigation neasures
so, yes, |I'mdone. Thank you.

CHAIR DREW M. G eene.

MR, GREENE: Thank you, Chair Drew,
and Council nenbers. For the record, this is Sean
Greene, specialist for EFSEC. There are two sets of
proposed changes to mtigation neasures that | want to
wal k you through today. Both were provided to Council
menbers |ast week for their review | wll see if | can
get this to work so we can just start going through
t hese.

These are all changes that Staff have prepared in
response to Council discussions during these two Novenber
neetings. So the first is for Air-1. There was sone
Counci | di scussion about how this nmeasure which [imts
t he speed of project vehicles to 15 mles per hour

onsite, there was discussion by the Council how this
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woul d be managed and enforced. W have proposed changes
t hat were devel oped in coordination with our consultants
that woul d indicate a posting of signage, training for
all enpl oyees, periodic speed checks by construction
contractors health and safety officers to be revi ewed
nmont hly, and a requirenent be the applicant to notify
EFSEC of any identified routine exceeding of the speed
limt alongside a corrective action plan.

CHAIR DREW Are there any coments or
guestions about this updated mtigation iten? |f not, |
think we will just -- | will just ask you to raise your
hands if you would like to discuss the changes that were
made, and otherwise we wll presune that they are
under st ood by the Council.

MR. GREENE: And just for
clarification, does that -- understood by Council, does
that indicate that the Council would like the mtigation
as it is now proposed to be incorporated in the --

CHAIR DREW Yes. Thank you. Should
they take that action? Yes. W haven't gotten that far
but, yes.

MR. GREENE: Gkay. The next neasure
Is inregard to culvert installation best nanagenent
practices. There was discussion by Council nenbers as to

whet her the applicant should be required to adhere to

253.627.6401 BA schedule @balitigation.com
O LITIGATION SERVICES

Page 25




© 00 N o o B~ W N P

N D N D DNMNMNDN P P PP PR R R R
o A W N P O © 00 N O O b W N B+, O

Washington State Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council
Monthly Council Meetings , December 2023 - December 20, 2023 Page 26

VWDFW fi sh passage best nanagenent practices in lieu of US
Departnent of Agricultural best managenent practices.

And Staff reviewed WOFW BMPs and they exceed all USDA
BMPs.

Ckay. The third neasure is Water-6, which deals
with spill response equi pnent in project vehicles. There
wer e Council concerns about which vehicles that woul d be
present on project areas would be subject to this
requi rement. We have updated the mtigation to indicate
that this would apply to project vehicles, specifically
vehi cl es owned by the project that regularly access the
site. It's specifically excluding enpl oyee personal
vehi cl es.

And there was al so sone Council discussion about
what type of equi prment would be required, so there has
been sone specificity in that regard.

The next neasure is Vegetation-6, which dealt with
how m tigation neasures woul d be updated in the event
that | egislative requirenents change between the point of
execution of a potential SCA and the actual tine of
deconm ssioning of the project. And the |anguage has
been changed to indicate that if |egislative requirenents
at the time of deconm ssioning are nore restrictive than
at tinme of the execution of the SCA that those higher

| evel of requirenents woul d take precedence. This also
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clarifies that any potential weakening of |egislative
requi renents woul d not undercut any mtigation nmeasures
wi thin the executed SCA. Any questions here?

Al right. The next is Wldlife-1, which is the
post -construction bird and bat fatality nonitoring prom
This didn't actually cone up through Council discussion,
but this was a Staff recognition that at several points
wWithin this mtigation neasure duties were assigned to
the technical advisory commttee that should have been
assigned to the preoperational technical advisory
group -- or excuse ne, the pre-construction technical
advi sory group, just based on the timng of when those
two technical groups woul d exist.

CHAIR DREW So if | can ask about
this one, post-construction bird and bat fatality
nmoni toring, but before the initiation of operations?

MR. GREENE: Yes. | can clarify.
Part of this mtigation neasure involves the devel opnent
of monitoring plans prior to start of construction, and
t he devel opnent of those plans would be subject to the
PTAG for review because at that point in tinme because the
TAC woul d not exist yet.

CHAIR DREW So it would transfer to
t he new group, correct?

VR. GREENE: Yes.
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CHAIR DREW M. Young, did you have a
guestion?

MR. YOUNG Yeah, it was just
addressed, the point of clarification | was |ooking for.

CHAI R DREW  Thank you.

MR, GREENE: Any further questions on
t hi s change?

Ckay. The next is Habitat-1. There was -- this is
the mtigation requirenent that would not all ow project
conponents within areas that have been identified as
being very high linkage for wildlife novenent corridors.
As the mtigation is currently witten, there is a
process through which the applicant coul d place project
conponents within those nediumto very high |inkage areas
with additional mtigation and managenent pl ans as
outlined in the text.

There was sone Council discussion in the Novenber
neet i ngs about whet her this avoi dance of the novenent
corridor should be a firmarea of nonal |l onance and
Wi t hout the possibility of exceptions as outlined in the
current mtigation, so this is where we would |ike the
Counci | 's gui dance on which version they prefer.

CHAIR DREW And this is on the
nmovenent corridors?

VR. GREENE: Correct.

253.627.6401 BA schedule @balitigation.com
O LITIGATION SERVICES




© 00 N o o B~ W N P

N D N D DNMNMNDN P P PP PR R R R
o A W N P O © 00 N O O b W N B+, O

Washington State Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council
Monthly Council Meetings , December 2023 - December 20, 2023

CHAIR DREW M. Livingston.

MR. LIVINGSTON. Yeah, | appreciate
Staff hearing those concerns, and I |ike the changes that
have been made throughout. Thunbs up on that.

CHAI R DREW M. Young.

MR YOUNG Ditto what M. Livingston
just said, | prefer the changed version.

CHAIR DREW So one question | have is
that there would be a process if the applicant wants to
propose some connective, or sonme project components,
would this elimnate all project conponents? Can you
talk a little bit about that?

MR. GREENE: Sure. As currently
witten, there is a process through with the applicant
could request to site project conponents within the
mediumto very high |inkage areas for wldlife novenent,
and there are various steps that they would have to go
through in the devel opnents of a corridor mtigation plan
t hat woul d need EFSEC approval prior to the all owance of
any project conponents in those areas under the current
mtigation.

Wth the changes that are being presented to Council
here, that process does not exist and no project
conponents would be allowed to be sited within nediumto

very high linkage areas. And in the enmail that Council
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nmenbers received | ast weak that included the presentation
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and subsequent one, there was sone data indicating how

much of the project is in one of those nediumto very

the project would actually be excl uded.

And there is also the option for Council to suggest
changes here that differ fromthe changes that are
currently on your screen.

CHAI R DREW Wul d you happen to have
a map of the high?

MR. GREENE: Yes, | can find one.

CHAIR DREW Thank you. | find that
hel pful .

MR. GREENE:. So the areas highlighted
on the map in yellow are rated as nedium |inkage. There
is alight red are high |inkage, and dark red are very
high Iinkage. There is no area of very high |inkage
wi thin the project boundary.

CHAIR DREW Ckay. And that would
i nclude linking up to any transm ssion throughout the
project as well?

MR GREENE: Wth the change that is
currently on that presentation that the Council has
access to, that would include all project conponents.

There is potential, if the Council w shes, to allow
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certain necessary project conponents or interconnecting
transm ssion lines if the Council wants to give us
direction on that.

CHAIR DREW M. Livingston or M.
Young, thoughts?

MR. YOUNG Looking at this map and,
Chair Drew, reflecting your question, we mght want to be
able to consider a proposal fromthe applicant for an
exception in the nedium but | would be -- | would be
opposed to anything in the high or very high.

CHAIR DREW And the high or very high
I's the darker color, which to ne | ooks |ike orange on the
screen.

MR. YOUNG Yes, it looks |ike orange.
VWhat |'mspecifically looking at is that area kind of in
the m ddl e of what we are | ooking at right now, that
| ooks i ke a yell ow area between the orange to the south
and orange to the north, and if the applicant felt it was
absolutely critical to sonehow connect the eastern and
western parts of the project through that yellow area, we
m ght -- we mght want to allow the applicant to propose
an exception in that area, but not in the orange. Just
putting this out for conversation.

CHAIR DREW Right. And the criteria

woul d have to be nade that as to why that would be
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needed. M. Livingston?

MR, LIVINGSTON: Are we talking
transm ssion or are we tal king turbine strings or talking
all project conponents?

CHAIR DREW We can define it as
transm ssion conponents if you I|ike.

MR. YOUNG Yeah, that's what's in
line wwth what |'mjust thinking after looking at this is
it would not include turbines or fixed infrastructure,
but if there was sone transm ssion connecting between the
eastern and western portions of the project. Again, not
saying this would definitely be allowed, but it would be
sonething that we could mrror that |anguage where the
applicant could propose and we woul d | ook at whet her or
not that would be sonething that woul d be approved.

CHAI R DREW That nekes sense to ne as
to what | was wanting to look at. So let's say exception
potentially, based on the information and whet her or
not -- what the inpact is on wildlife or transm ssion
conponents.

MR, GREENE: Ckay. And for ny own
clarification, it would be disall owance of any project
conponents other than transm ssion lines in any areas
within the nmedi um or above |inkage, but the exception

process with the novenent mtigation plan could be
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al l owed for transm ssion conponents only within the
medi um | i nkage?

CHAI R DREW  Yes.

MR. GREENE: Gkay. W can prepare a
version incorporating those details.

CHAI R DREW  Thank you.

MR. GREENE: Any further questions on
this change? GCkay. So the next is Species-5, which is
the species specific mtigation for the ferrugi nous hawk.
There are two versions that were prepared based on the
Council's input, the first of which essentially turns the
two-m |l e buffer area surroundi ng the ferrugi nous hawk
nests into a firmbuffer and not all ow ng any project
conponents within that two-mle radi us under any
condition, as opposed to the original version which
allowed for the siting of project conmponents within the
two-mle buffer if the applicant can denonstrate that the
nesting site and the nesting habitat within that area was
no | onger viable for the species.

CHAIR DREW So let's tal k about what
this includes. Project conponents are no solar arrays,
no turbines, and no transm ssion, as well as battery
storage and roads?

MR. GREENE: Yes. Wth the change

before you, those would include all project conponents.
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So, again, the Council can provide directions if they
want exceptions for some conponents or others or
mai nt ai ning the original version.

CHAIR DREW Do you have a nmap
which -- | don't know that we have one that woul d
identify all the project conponents, but perhaps one of
the ones that we have indicates turbines in red that are
wth -- one of the criteriais -- there we go.

MR. GREENE: So Council has a version
of this map available to themthat includes the actual
| ocations or the buffers of the ferrugi nous hawk nests.
This is the publication version that is present within
the EIS. And one of the criteria that went into
I dentifying which of these turbines -- they are
classified by level of inpact, and one of the criteria
that went into identifying their |level of inpact was
their proximty to ferrugi nous hawk nests.

CHAIR DREW So can you kind of circle
the area that we just | ooked at if you can transpose from
that to the other where that wildlife corridor is. Were
I's the highway? Were is H ghway 827

MR GREENE: So Hi ghway 82 is this
band right here, so it's east of the novenent corridor
for widlife.

CHAI R DREW And where does -- oh,
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here we are.
MR, GREENE: It is right here.
CHAIR DREW Ckay. And yet on the
east side of 1-82 we still have ferrugi nous hawk i npact

or other inpact? W are not just saying that's
ferrugi nous hawk, right?

MR. GREENE: Yes. Those are what are
defined here as a Cass 3 inpact. The Council has
confidential versions that show buffers around
ferrugi nous hawk nests so they can see for thensel ves
whi ch of these turbines are actually wthin --

CHAIR DREW Well, ny point in
bringing this up is that | actually want to bring up the
east solar field. | believe that the east solar field,
which -- and if the applicant has al ready renoved the
portions that are west of 1-82, but right there on the
map you can see those portions of the east solar field,
and I -- if we go forward with this proposal, ny belief,
correct ne if I"'mwong, is that that would be a project
conponent whi ch woul d not be all owed?

MR. GREENE: |f the changes that were
shown to Species-5 are inplenented creating a firm buffer
around -- two mles around a ferrugi nous hawk nests, and
the east solar field is within one of those buffers then

it would be prohibited.
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CHAIR DREW Ckay. So | actually want
to make that clear, and | support that for a couple of
reasons. And | think | asked you also to have a map
ready to show the Council as to why. | also wanted to
make it clear to the Council that we were al so
potentially tal king about -- we were tal ki ng about the
rest of the east solar field, so this is a picture from
the initial application which shows habitat types. The
break in between the two pieces, and | believe that's
| -82 again, and the western portion has already been
elimnated fromthe project by the applicant in terns
of --

MR. GREENE: This is indicative of the
area -- the areas highlighted in green are areas the
applicant has already conmtted to, including the --

CHAIR DREW Ch, Al the areas in
green?

MR. GREENE: Correct. So it is
essentially limted to, as their current proposal is,
these two locations, this |ocation, and essentially this
much of those two | ocations.

CHAIR DREW And what | want to draw
your attention to for the Council nenbers is the two that
have a background col or of green and kind of brown, which

currently, if you |l ook at the habitat types, that's not
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agricultural land. That is other kinds of habitats as
shrubsteppe -- well, not necessarily shrubsteppe, but --
MR. GREENE: They are classified here
as unidentified as shrub and unidentified grassland.
CHAIR DREW Thank you. | was trying
to read the very small print. And so for those reasons,
| am concerned about a nunber of things, including within
t hose areas that perhaps the hawk m ght be nost likely to
forage on areas that have not been devel oped, as well as
traditional cultural properties and inpact on cul tural
resources.

So | want to nake it -- | guess | want to nmake a
statenent that | support the elimnation of the east
solar field fromconsideration. | went back and | | ooked
at the original application and read that the applicant
Is currently studying -- this was, again, fromthe
original application, nultiple potential solar array
sites, one on the east side of the project Lease
Boundary, and up to two potential sites on the west side.
A determ nation of which of these potential solar array
sites woul d be chosen has not yet been nade.

So considering all of that, |I'm proposing that the
east solar field be renoved as a condition for approval
for the project. Are there any other questions or

comment s?
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MR GREENE: So is it Council's
di rection we incorporate that as a condition of an SCA?

CHAIR DREW Council nenbers, do you
want to -- if they are not speaking we will assune it is
agr eed.

MR GREENE: kay.

CHAI R DREW  Lenny.

MR. YOUNG | support what Chair Drew
j ust descri bed.

CHAIR DREW  Thank you.

MR, GREENE: Ckay. Returning to
Speci es-5, are there any questions or comments from
Council on this first version of the potential changes to
ferrugi nous hawk mtigation?

M5. BREWSTER: This is Stacey
Brewster. | just throw ny support behind this version of
the mtigation that the boundaries are firmand there
wi Il be no encroachnent in the nest area.

MR, GREENE: Ckay. Would Council like
to apply this to all project conponents or portions?

CHAI R DREW M. Young.

MR. YOUNG Yeah, | also support the
change. | would say it applies to all project
conponents. And | think it's inportant that we note that

when we are tal king about the two-mle radius, it's
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not -- we are tal king about everything within that
two-mle radius, all the ground, and we were not just
tal ki ng about areas that have a dedication type that is

t hought to be foraging habitat or sonething that's
specifically used by the hawks. The way this is witten,
and the way | believe it's intended is that it covers the
entire area within that two-mle radi us.

MR. GREENE: Yes. That was anot her
change to the mtigation based on Council last tine they
used the word habitat, and, of course, that has been
changed to area just to nake it abundantly clear.

CHAIR DREW Thank you. The only
question | have remaining is thinking through whet her
there woul d need to be any consideration of any
transm ssion connected if it conpletely bisects the
project. M. Livingston.

MR. LI VINGSTON: Yeah, so the red dots
on the map that Sean is showi ng right now are those C ass
3 inpacts, so those are nmultiple inpacts not necessarily
just for ferruginous hawks, you know, and | understand
why we are doing it this way, but it's really difficult
to understand by | ooking at this map what it exactly
nmeans for all project conponents, right? | just wanted
the highlight that.

You know, transm ssion |lines, power lines, | would
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feel nore confortable in saying that is not an absol ute
not on that. | would feel nore confortable if EFSEC
Staff reached out to WOFW and asked that question about
the concerns with the turbines, the primary concern | oss
of -- direct loss of habitat fromthe solar arrays are
anot her concern, transmssion lines nay or may not be in
this expansive of an area, so | would |like to hear how
they woul d respond to that question.
| really appreciate renoving the uncertainty that

this had before because | just didn't know what | woul d
be voting for. |If | voted yes, | didn't know what |
woul d be voting for in the final outcone of the project
so this is certainly hel pful for ne.

CHAIR DREW Ms. Haf keneyer.

M5. HAFKEMEYER: Woul d the Council be
interested in reviewing, prior to the January neeting, a
revised mtigation as discussed today, including
addi tional feedback from WDFW subj ect matter experts?

CHAIR DREW Is that what you are
asking for, M. Livingston?

MR, LI VI NGSTON: Yes.

CHAIR DREW (Ckay. So let's proceed
with -- if we are to nove forward with the conditions of
the project, let's proceed with this as the revised

witten. Certainly, if we want to -- if we go in that
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direction and we want to tweak it in January we still can
to that. |Is that agreeable to Council nenbers?

MR. GREENE: Are there any further
questions on this version of Species-5? W can probably
skip the second version of Species-5 then. That
primarily just replaced the role of the PTAG and the
adm ni stration of this neasure with WDFW based on
Council's thoughts.

CHAIR DREW | agree. W can skip
t hat .

MR. GREENE: Next is Species-8, the
prairie falcon. The Council had indicated that they
woul d li ke to see pre-construction surveys be perforned
for this species and that's been added. Any questions
for those changes?

Speci es-13 for the pronghorn antel ope, there was
Counci | di scussion about whether the database of
observations that the applicant maintai ned during
operations should be confidential or not, with the
understanding that the final determ nation would be nmade
bet ween di scussions wth the applicant, and Council
| anguage has been added here to indicate that the
dat abase may be determ ned to be confidential when
devel oped. Any questions here?

Energy-6 which deals with the recycling of project
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conponents. There was a question fromthe Council as to
whet her EFSEC or the applicant woul d be responsible for
determ ning the recyclability of the conponents so

| anguage has been added that the applicant has to provide
justification for the nonrecycling of any project
conponents to EFSEC, and EFSEC w || have the fi nal

determ nati on about whether or not the conponent can be
recycled, and if so, it would be required to be. Any
guestions here?

The next is Recreation-1, which involves
recreational activity coordination. There's two parts
here. The first was a concern expressed that DNR was
nore involved in this nmeasure than the necessarily shoul d
be, and DNR only maintains responsibility for inpacts to
its own | and, so | anguage has been added to indicate that
entities may only be consulted for inpacts to recreation
I npacts to their own adm ni stered | and.

The second part of Council's concern was whether or
not additional entities should be added for coordination.
BLM was one of the suggestions, so the potential for
additional entities has been added to the | anguage as
well. Are there any questions for this neasure?

Next is the recreation safety nmanagenent plan. The
Counci| had questions about what EFSEC s role would be in

regul ating the acconplishnment of this mtigation, so
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| anguage has been added indicating that EFSEC woul d be
responsi bl e for determ ni ng whether or not the applicant
has sufficiently coordinated with all relevant entities
that pronote recreational activities wthin the Lease
Boundary to clarify the regulatory role for EFSEC. Are
t here any questions here?
CHAI R DREW Just to nake sure
under stand what area we are tal king about, we are talking
about within the project area, the Lease Boundary of the
project area which is larger than the siting corridor in
the project conponents, but all the area which is | eased?
MR. GREENE: Correct. The applicant
Is a responsible for all inpacts within the Lease
Boundary, which are all |ands that have been | eased by
the applicant, whether or not they site project
conponents on them Any questions?

This is the final change fromthe Council
suggestions, which involves the requirenent for
deconm ssi oni hg housing survey to be perforned prior to
the start of deconm ssioning. There was a Council
request that this anal ysis be consistent with Washi ngt on
Department of Labor & Industries guidelines, so that has
been added to the mtigation. Are there any questions
her e?

MR, GREENE: Ckay. | would like to
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begin the other |ist of changes, potential changes to
mtigation that the Council was provided with | ast week.
These are changes that Staff have conme up with foll ow ng
di scussions with the applicant, and are primarily neant
to clarify mtigation nmeasures that m ght be -- that
there are no changes here that Staff believes materially
weaken any mitigation nmeasures.

The first was a requirenent that the applicant
adhere to least risk fish windows for all work within the
epheneral and intermttent streans. Follow ng discussion
with the applicant and WOFW determ ned that the | east
risk fish windows are intended only to be used to apply
toin water work in streans wwth flowing water, so the
| anguage has been changed to indicate that these w ndows
woul d be mai ntai ned during periods when these epheneral
and intermttent streans actually have water in them

Any questions about this change? kay.

The next is Vegetation-9, which deals with the
mai nt enance of vegetation on the solar array fencing.
There was a request fromthe applicant to establish a
nore specific protocol for fence clearing, and in
conversation with our consultant, we devel oped this
| anguage that indicates that a nonthly fence survey woul d
be conducted during periods where wildfire danger rating

as determned by the DNR i s assessed as | ow, and when
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that rating assessnent is noderate or higher then weekly
surveys woul d be required. And surveys would include
renoval of any built up vegetation. Any questions?

Okay. The next is the species specific mtigation
for Townsend's ground squirrels. As it was initially
witten the mtigation neasure required surveys for
Townsend' s ground squirrel colonies within the Lease
Boundary and the ZO, the zone of influence. As defined
in the EIS, the zone of influence is a half mle buffer
around the Lease Boundary. This mtigation neasure woul d
require the applicant to have access and have people
access the areas outside of site control, so the
requi rement for surveys within the ZO has been renoved
fromthis version. Staff believes that the mtigation
neasure renmains effective as mtigating inpacts to the
species with this change. Any questions on this
potential change?

Okay. The next is Visual-3, which requires that
tur bi nes thensel ves be maintained to be clean to avoid
any buildup of fluids or dirt. The applicant had
I ndi cated that turbine cleanings are generally done in
bat ches and not one at a tine, so they requested a
version of this mtigation that would allow for cleanings
only to take place when a specific nunber of turbines

have been determ ned to be not clean. They al so
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requested for clarification about how to define clean,
and this version of mtigation allows for EFSEC to nake
t hose determ nations, both whether or not a turbine is
cl ean, and how many turbines would not need to be -- need
to not be cleaned before requiring a cleaning crew to be
di spat ched.

M5. BREWSTER: This is Stacey
Brewster. Just one question. |s this sonmething that is
determ ned throughout the life of the project or is it
set in place prior to approval ?

MR. GREENE: In terns of the nunbers,
it would be a process that we would work with the
applicant in determning howit's defined clean, and then
t he actual nunbers of turbines that woul d be necessary to
not clean before requiring a cleaning crew is sonething
we woul d al so work together in the |ife of the project,
so higher nunber in a nore condensed area -- or pardon
me, a |ower nunber in a nore condensed area may require a
crew whereas a higher nunber in a nore dispersed area
it's open to that kind of ongoing discussion.

M5. BREWSTER: Thank you.

CHAIR DREW Do we know if there's
best practice regarding --

MR. GREENE: So regardi ng?

CHAI R DREW C eaning of nacelles and
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towers. | nean, | expect there are. There are a |ot of
wi nd farns across the country.

MR, GREENE: | don't know specific
best managenent practices for the actual process of the
cl eani ng.

CHAIR DREW Ckay. |'msure that we
wi |l have a chance perhaps to |look into that.

MR, GREENE: Ckay. Any further
guestions on this neasure?

The next is Visual-5, which is a requirenent or
opaque fencing within half a mle of any -- in the
ori gi nal | anguage observation points. To add clarity to
this measure, we renoved the reference to observation
points and replaced it with |inear viewoints and
resi dences, just to clarify it does apply to all such
receptor sites, not just those that were specifically
Identified in initial sinulations.

Any questions on this neasure?

kay. Next is the shadow flicker mtigation. There
are two parts here. The first is the initial |anguage
I ncl uded the phrase -- or included a requirenent that the
bl ades of the turbines be stopped during periods of
percepti bl e shadow flicker. As explained to the
applicant, stopping or |ocking the turbine blades for an

extended period of tinme or during high winds can result
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in significant damage to turbines, and in previous
projects we have not required that the bl ades thensel ves
be stopped. W have required that operations of the
turbi nes be stopped to allow the blades to flow freely in
the wwnd, so they will still be noving at a nmuch | ower
speed and as a result causelﬁzi shadow fli cker.

The second part of this is an acknow edgenent t hat
shadow flicker as a phenonenon is fairly limted. It's
based on the angle of the sun, the w nd speed, and the
sky conditions, whether cloudy or clear skies, just to
i ndicate that not all shadows pass by these turbines are
necessarily qualified as shadow flicker.

Any further questions on these changes? Ckay.

The next is Recreation-1. There have al ready been
changes to this neasure that Council has proposed so we
can nerge these changes. The applicant was concerned
t hat the neasure was unbounded, that it had not
guidelines for howit would be to have been determned to
be successfully achi eved, so | anguage has been added t hat
i ndi cated that EFSEC woul d be responsi ble for determ ning
whet her the applicant has sufficiently coordinated wth
all relevant entities to pronbte recreational activities
within the vicinity of the Lease Boundary.

CHAI R DREW M. Young.
MR. YOUNG This | anguage on the
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ri ght-hand side that changed the way the previous section
on recreation was to not seemto indicate that it is DNR
and Benton County who are sonehow jointly managing all
the recreation in the project area. Could we go back and
bring in sonme of that other |anguage to nodify this a
little bit nore?

MR. GREENE: Yes, absolutely. W can
nerge the changes here with the change that was proposed
by the Council for the sanme mtigation neasure and use
that as the version of the text to incorporate into an
SCA shoul d one be devel oped.

MR. YOUNG That's fine. Thank you.

MR. GREENE: kay. Any other
guestions on this neasure?

The next concern that the applicant had were fairly
simlar to the recreation safety managenent plan. This
Is a measure where the Council had recommended changes of
their owmn so if the Council desires we can nerge the
changes.

The applicant was concerned that the neasure was
unbounded and had not set guidelines for howit would be
determ ned it had been achieved, and sim |l ar |anguage has
been added here indicating that EFSEC woul d make t hat
determ nation as to whether or not the applicant has

sufficiently coordinated with all relevant entities. Any
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guesti ons about these changes?

CHAIR DREW M. Young.

MR. YOUNG  Again, sone type of
| anguage nerger would seemto be hel pful here.

MR, GREENE: And if you want, | can
bring up the Council's version so you can see where it
was - -

CHAIR DREW | think we wll just | ook
for it to be nerged and then have a chance to see it.

MR, GREENE: Ckay. And | think that's
it. Those are all the changes that were proposed by the
Council or were arrived at by Staff through discussions
with the applicant.

CHAIR DREW Thank you. W are now at
the point in our neeting today where our next step would
be to ask the Staff to prepare the docunents for a
recomendation to the governor. Previous Councils have
used the intent section of the EFSEC statute, RCW
80.50. 010, to guide their decisionnmaking process. So |
have asked for Ms. Granthamto put that RCWsection on
our screen.

| think the focus, in terns of |egislative findings,
as you can zero in on the words that start about three
fourths fromthe bottom "Such action will be based on

these prem ses,” do you see that? Can you enl arge that
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so that we are |looking at that. There we go. | think
there's one nore. COh, six is on the next page. Sorry
about that. It ended up on the sane page as m ne.

As we | ook at what step we want to take, I wll just
briefly verbally go over the directions in our statute.

To assure citizens, where applicable, that
operati onal safeguards are at |east as stringent as the
federal governnent.

To preserve and protect the quality of the
envi ronnment .

To enhance the public's opportunity to enjoy the
aesthetic and recreational benefits of the air, water,
and | and resources, to pronote air cleanliness, to pursue
beneficial changes in the environnent, and to pronote
environnental justice for overburdened comrunities.

To encourage the devel opnent and integration of
cl ean energy sources, to provide abundant cl ean energy at
reasonabl e cost.

To avoid costs of conplete site restoration and
denolition of inprovenent and infrastructure at
unfini shed nucl ear energy sites. That's not part of what
we are | ooking at here.

And to avoid costly duplication in the siting
process, and ensure that decisions are nade tinely and

wi t hout unnecessary del ay, while al so encouragi ng
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meani ngful public comment and participation in energy
facility deci sion.

So that's our charge as we nove to the next phase of
consideration. | don't know if anybody has questions
about that. As you can see, and as | think we are well
aware, those require |ooking both at the environnental
i npacts, the need for clean energy, the inpact on
conmmuni ti es and on overburdened -- environnental justice
for overburdened communities as well.

So | just wanted to bring that forward as we nove to
t hi nki ng about all that we have | earned fromrevi ew ng
this project, fromthe many public coments/concerns that
have been raised, fromthe adjudication, and our
consi deration of all that has been brought up there, and
fromour environnental inpact statenent, and the
mtigations that are brought forward in the final
environnental inpact statenent as we have reviewed and
nodi fied them

To prepare for our final reconmmendations to the
governor, we need to ask the Staff to prepare those
docunents. As you can see, we want to make sure when we
are tal king about conditions that we fully understand
what those conditions mght be if we are noving in that
direction. And that would provide us with the basis for

further deliberations and a final vote on the
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recomendation to the governor at a |ater neeting.

In ny view, we have three options. One optionis to
ask the Staff to prepare docunents to approve the Horse
Heaven project as the applicant has nodified it.

A second is to ask the Staff to prepare the
docunents to reject the Horse Heaven project.

And a third option is to ask the Staff to prepare
docunents to approve the Horse Heaven project with the
conditions that were identified in the final EIS as we
have di scussed and nodified them during today's
di scussi on.

So | would ask Council nenbers if they have -- if
you have a preferred option you want to consider at this
point in tinme. M. Young.

MR. YOUNG Chair Drew, |I'mnot sure
we are ready to make that decision today. W haven't had
any di scussion about mtigation of inpacts to TCP, to
traditional cultural properties. And I personally have
not thoroughly read what the FEIS is specifying on that
topic. How do you think that factors in to where we are
t oday?

CHAIR DREW That's a really good
gquestion. And | guess nyself | have spent a fair --
quite a fair anmount of tine reviewing the map that we

saw. Perhaps that map can be brought up again. That
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identified the nost inpactful turbines are identified in
red. \What | understand we have done woul d be included as
a condition, would be to elimnate all of the turbines on
this map from consideration because they are within --
they are highly inpactful in a nunber of ways.

One way we specifically tal ked about is that they
are within the two-mle buffer of the ferrugi nous hawk.
They al so inpact cultural resources. W have the
confidential maps that we have | ooked at in terns of the

I npact on a nunber of traditional cultural properties, so

elimnation of these turbines won't elimnate all inpacts
to traditional cultural properties, but wll elimnate a
significant -- will elimnate inpacts. | don't feel that

| can qualify that in a very specific way.

In addition to that, elimnating these turbines, if
you are to | ook at those turbines that have the nost
I npact on the community in terns of visual resources, the
community at large, I'mnot tal king about just -- not
just -- but I'mnot tal king about specific residences
that are in the area, but as you can see fromthis nap,
this is the face to the larger -- to the community at
| arge, and so that wll significantly reduce the visual
inpact. It wll reduce the nunber of turbines close to
the ridge line for firefighting purposes as we | ook at

those issues as we continue to look at that wwth the help
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of the Departnent of Natural Resources.

Tur bi nes woul d be further away from-- we understand
that we woul d not expect to have drones and ot her aeri al
firefighting equi pment within where the turbines are, but
this noves themaway fromthe slope of a hill which is
really where that equipnent, as | understand it fromthe
testi nony we have had, has been used in the past.

So as | look at the map -- and thank you for asking
me the question because that all is in ny mnd fromthe
review that we have conducted, and we tal ked about the
wldlife corridors as well, and therefore, | do think, in
nmy opinion, that we can nove forward at this point to ask
the Staff to prepare docunents to condition the project
inthis way. | would like to hear other opinions.

MR, YOUNG | would ask if we have
Staff prepare a couple of variants. And one variant that
| would like to see us at |east think about at this point
woul d be elimnating all the turbines and all the work
east of Straub Canyon, which is roughly in the mddle of
the project running generally north/south. And ny
primary push around that is around that TCP.

CHAI R DREW M. Livingston.

MR, LIVINGSTON. At this point, |I'm
where Lenny is. W tal ked about sone additi onal

restrictions on the project. | can't put all those
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pi eces together |ooking at this map and what we tal ked
about. The wildfire fighting, this is sonething, you
know, | would like to see what that | ooks |ike, and just
assure that we have those covered where there m ght be
set backs. The wldlife corridor, it would be very

hel pful to see that, you know, how does that affect the
vari ous turbines.

And then the other question are we -- are you, Chair
Drew, as far as the yellow, so the two inpacts those
areas versus the three inpacts with the red, you know,
you say you renoved those Class 2 inpacts as well or
three? Those are just a fewthings for nme right now that
| feel like | would like to see another iteration before
| provide my input on which direction to go.

CHAIR DREW So |I'mcertainly open to
the Cass 2 inpacts, and even the Cass 1 inpacts. |I'm
primarily, | guess, |ooking because its easier to see the
color green on here and the color red than it is to see
those, but I do want to know if you are tal king about
where the canyon is. Maybe Staff can help ne wwth that.

MR. GREENE: Sure. Straub Canyon is
this roughly north/south canyon that goes through here.

CHAIR DREW Ckay. Thank you. O her
comrent s?

M5. BREWSTER: This is Stacey
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Brewster. | guess, just a question about the -- if we
nove today to have Staff prepare a docunent with the
conditions that we have laid out so far is how nal |l eabl e
Is that docunent? As we consider it a bit further, are
changes still able to be nade?

CHAI R DREW Ms. Haf keneyer.

M5. HAFKEMEYER  So what Staff can do
IS prepare docunents, including nmaybe sone pl acehol ders
for sone different conditions where we have highlighted,
you know, different degrees of specificity -- not degrees
of specificity, but where the Council would Iike to
consi der potential different exclusions and conditions as
we get responses from DNR on aerial firefighting, and as
we get information from WFW on potential ly nmaking
al l omances for ancillary infrastructure, such as
transm ssion, and generally prepare docunents to
condition the project and have pl acehol ders for sone of
that variation to allow the Council to review those
di stinctions ahead of the January neeting. And then if
the Council would like to discuss further at the January
neeting and provide staff wth the sort of, you know,
ultimate direction based on those options or another
vari ation thereof based on your discussion. Staff could
t hen make those edits follow ng your discussion on the

January 24th neeting. | think that we would want to
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frame the discussion at that tine so that Staff has clear
di rection on what the Council would ultimately like to

see so that we can have everything submtted ahead of our
January 31st deadline for recomendation to the governor.

M5. DREW | will comment a little bit
about that. That is one of the drivers, but | think that
if it happens that we don't nmake that deadline we wl|
figure out how to adjust that because I think we wll be
pretty cl ose.

VWhat | do hear, and | appreciate it, is | hear the
Council coalescing, and tell nme if |I'mwong, around the
option three to approve the project potentially as |ong
as we address the conditions that | have heard everybody
tal ki ng about even in this conversation. That doesn't
nean that we can't go back and say, you know, no, it
doesn't work, right. But if we ask the Staff to start
wor ki ng on a potential recomrendation, that would include
options. Does that neet the needs of Council nenbers?
M. Young?

MR. YOUNG Yeah. | would say yes.
certainly do not favor the option you nentioned of --
that we woul d proceed thinking we could approve the
project the way it's been descri bed by the applicant.

And | don't think we are at a absolute no, there's no

part of this that could ever be done. W are in that
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m ddl e ground ar ea.

CHAIR DREW Ckay. Do we need
further -- | guess we wll nove forward and have a notion
to ask the Staff to prepare docunents to approve the
project with the conditions we have tal ked about, and
Wi th options as we have di scussed in preparation for a
nore final decision in January. Do you need nore
specificity than that?

M5. HAFKEMEYER: | would also like to
ask the Council if they would like Staff to incorporate
the other mtigation neasures in the final EIS that were
not di scussed for revision. Wuld the Council like to
see those included in draft docunents as well as they are
in the FEI S?

CHAI R DREW Thank you. So we woul d
have the docunments with the conditions identified as
mtigations in the final EIS, plus the ones that we have
refined and the ones that we may have sone options on
nmovi ng forward. Yes, we would want all of those
condi ti ons included.

Ckay. |Is there a notion then to ask the Staff to
prepare these docunents to approve the Horse Heaven
project with the conditions that were identified in the
final EIS, and wth the refinenents that were nade today,

allowing for sone options to be considered in a future
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neeting?

MS. BREWSTER  Stacey Brewster, so

noved.

CHAI R DREW M. Young.

MR LEVITT: Eli Levitt, second.

MR YOUNG | will junp in here as now
we have a notion on the table. | could |ike to ensure

that the option we are asking Staff to devel op, whet her
it's a sub option or what, but that one of the things
that is being considered in what Staff puts together is
what | asked before is excluding all of the project as
descri bed.

CHAIR DREW Friendly anmendnent. |Is
t here any discussion? Any further discussion? Ckay.
It's a lot of information that we have received and a | ot
of considerations noving forward. | appreciate
everybody's work individually and the Staff's work on
this. Al those in favor of this notion, please signify
by saying eye. And anyone opposed to this notion pl ease
nay. The notion is adopted. Thank you.

At this point in tinme we have an enpl oyee update.

Go ahead Ms. Masengal e.

M5. MASENGALE: Thank you, Chair Drew.
|"m Lisa Masengale. | amthe Public Records O ficer and

t he Records Program Manager for EFSEC. | amvery pl eased
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to introduce Audra Allen, our new Records Analyst 3. She
joins EFSEC from DSHS, so she has over five years of
experience in public disclosure. | wll go ahead and
pass the m crophone to Audra to introduce herself to the

Counci | .

M5. ALLEN. | noved to Washington five
years ago from Austin, Texas. | have been working for
the State since then. |'mvery happy to be here and | ook

forward to neeting everyone.
CHAIR DREW Thank you. And wel cone
to the Staff. | appreciate that.
|f there's nothing further to cone before the

Counci |, our neeting is adjourned.

(Adjourned at 3:13 p.m)
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 1                     CHAIR DREW:  Good afternoon.  This is

 2   Kathleen Drew, Chair of the Energy Facility Site

 3   Evaluation Council calling our December 20th, December

 4   regular monthly meeting to order.

 5       Ms. Grantham, will you call the roll?

 6                     MS. GRANTHAM:  Department of Commerce?

 7                     MS. OSBORNE:  Elizabeth Osborne,

 8   present.

 9                     MS. GRANTHAM:  Department of Ecology?

10                     MR. LEVITT:  Eli Levitt, present.

11                     MS. GRANTHAM:  Department of Fish and

12   Wildlife?

13                     MR. LIVINGSTON:  Mike Livingston,

14   present.

15                     MS. GRANTHAM:  Department of Natural

16   Resources?

17                     MR. YOUNG:  Lenny Young, present.

18                     MS. GRANTHAM:  Utilities and

19   Transportation Commission?

20                     MS. BREWSTER:  Stacey Brewster,

21   present.

22                     MS. GRANTHAM:  Local government and

23   option state agencies for the Horse Heaven project for

24   Benton County, Ed Brost?

25                     MR. BROST:  Ed Brost is present.
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 1                     MS. GRANTHAM:  For the Badger Mountain

 2   project for Douglas County, Jordyn Guilio?

 3                     MS. GUILIO:  Jordyn Guilio.

 4                     MS. GRANTHAM:  For the Wautoma Solar

 5   project for Benton County, Dave Sharp?

 6       The Washington State Department of Transportation,

 7   Paul Gonseth?

 8                     MR. GONSETH:  Paul Gonseth, present.

 9                     MS. GRANTHAM:  For the Hop Hill Solar

10   project for Benton County, Paul Krupin?

11                     MR. KRUPIN:  Paul Krupin, present.

12                     MS. GRANTHAM:  For the Carriger Solar

13   project for Klickitat County, Matt Chiles?

14                     MR. CHILES:  Matt Chiles, present.

15                     MS. GRANTHAM:  Assistant Attorney

16   General, Jon Thompson?

17                     MR. THOMPSON:  Present.

18                     MS. GRANTHAM:  Jenna Slocum?

19                     MS. SLOCUM:  Present.

20                     MS. GRANTHAM:  Zack Packer?

21                     MR. PACKER:  Present.

22                     MS. GRANTHAM:  Administrative Law

23   Judges, Adam Torem?

24                     JUDGE TOREM:  This is Judge Torem,

25   present.
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 1                     MS. GRANTHAM:  Laura Bradley?  Dan

 2   Gerard?  Joni Derifield?

 3       And for Council Staff, Sonia Bumpus?  Ami

 4   Hafkemeyer?

 5                     MS. HAFKEMEYER:  Present.

 6                     MS. GRANTHAM:  Amy Moon?

 7                     MS. MOON:  Amy Moon, present.

 8                     MS. GRANTHAM:  Stew Henderson?

 9                     MR. HENDERSON:  Present.

10                     MS. GRANTHAM:  Joan Owens?

11                     MS. OWENS:  Present.

12                     MS. GRANTHAM:  Dave walker?

13                     MR. WALKER:  Present.

14                     MS. GRANTHAM:  Sonja Skaland?

15                     MS. SKALAND:  Present.

16                     MS. GRANTHAM:  Lisa Masengale?

17                     MS. MASENGALE:  Present.

18                     MS. GRANTHAM:  Sara Randolph.

19                     MS. RANDOLPH:  Present.

20                     MS. GRANTHAM:  Sean Greene?

21                     MR. GREENE:  Present.

22                     MS. GRANTHAM:  Lance Caputo?

23                     MR. CAPUTO:  Present.

24                     MS. GRANTHAM:  John Barnes?

25                     MR. BARNES:  Present.
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 1                     MS. GRANTHAM:  Joanne Snarski?

 2                     MS. SNARSKI:  Present.

 3                     MS. GRANTHAM:  Alex Shiley?

 4                     MS. SHILEY:  Alex Shiley is present.

 5                     MS. GRANTHAM:  Ali Smith?

 6                     MS. SMITH:  Ali Smith, present.

 7                     MS. GRANTHAM:  Karl Holappa?

 8                     MR. HOLAPPA:  Karl Holappa, present.

 9                     MS. GRANTHAM:  Audra Allen?

10                     MS. ALLEN:  Present.

11                     MS. GRANTHAM:  For Operation Updates,

12   Kittitas Valley Wind project?

13                     MR. MELBARDIS:  Eric Melbardis,

14   present.

15                     MS. GRANTHAM:  Wild Horse Wind Power

16   project?

17                     MS. GALBRAITH:  Jennifer Galbraith,

18   present.

19                     MS. GRANTHAM:  Grays Harbor Energy

20   Center?

21                     MR. SHERIN:  Chris Sherin, present.

22                     MS. GRANTHAM:  Chehalis Generation

23   Facility?

24       Columbia Generating Station?

25                     MS. NAJERA-PAXTON:  Felicia
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 1   Najera-Paxton, present.

 2                     MS. GRANTHAM:  Columbia Solar?  Goose

 3   Prairie Solar?

 4                     MR. CHRIST:  Jacob Christ, present.

 5                     MS. GRANTHAM:  And do we have someone

 6   for the Counsel for the Environment?

 7                     MS. REYNEVELD:  Yes, Sarah Reyneveld,

 8   present.

 9                     MS. GRANTHAM:  Chair Drew, there is a

10   quorum for the regular Council and all of the outside

11   councils.

12                     CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.  Next item on

13   our agenda is the proposed agenda you have in front of

14   you.  That proposed agenda, is there a motion to approve

15   the proposed agenda?

16                     MR. YOUNG:  Lenny Young, so moved.

17                     MS. BREWSTER:  Stacey Brewster,

18   second.

19                     CHAIR DREW:  Any discussion?  All

20   those in favor say aye.  Opposed?  The agenda is adopted.

21       Moving on to the meeting minutes from November 15th,

22   2023, the monthly meeting minutes, you have the draft in

23   front of you.  Is there a motion to approve the meeting

24   minutes from November 15th?

25                     MS. OSBORNE:  This is Liz Osborne, so
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 1   moved.

 2                     CHAIR DREW:  Second?

 3                     MS. BREWSTER:  Stacey Brewster,

 4   second.

 5                     CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.  I have one

 6   correction or Page 22, Line 4, Within 60 days of receipt

 7   of the Council's recommendation, the "governor" and not

 8   the "government," will take one of three actions.  That's

 9   my only correction.  Any others?

10                     MS. BREWSTER:  Yes, this is Stacey

11   Brewster on Page 42, Line 12, it says "shrub set" and I

12   believe that should say "shrubsteppe."

13                     CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.  In favor of

14   adopting the minutes with those two changes please say

15   aye.  Opposed?  The minutes are adopted.

16       Project updates, Kittitas Valley, Mr. Melbardis.

17                     MR. MELBARDIS:  Good afternoon, Chair

18   Drew, EFSEC and Council Staff.  For the reporting period

19   of November I did have a nonroutine item to report.  It

20   was a neighboring nonparticipating landowner complaint.

21   The complaint was for shadow flicker.  Many, many years

22   ago, probably six months after operational phase we

23   implemented a system that automatically curtailed a

24   couple of turbines that were known to have caused shadow

25   flicker.  The system is fully automatic and it runs on a
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 1   schedule.  Daylight saving time ended on November 5th and

 2   the complaint came in on November 7th, and it was due to

 3   the failure of the automated system to follow the time

 4   change.  We had it corrected and it's been working fine

 5   ever since.  We continue to monitor it, but it was just a

 6   flip of the controller.

 7                     CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.

 8                     MR. MELBARDIS:  Any questions about

 9   that?

10                     CHAIR DREW:  Any questions from

11   Council members?  Thank you.  And thank you for

12   correcting it and finding that quickly.

13       Moving on to Wild Horse Wind Power project, Ms.

14   Galbraith.

15                     MS. GALBRAITH:  Thank you, Chair Drew,

16   Council members and Staff.  This is Jennifer Galbraith

17   with Puget Sound Energy representing the Wild Horse Wind

18   facility.  I have one nonroutine update for the month of

19   November.  In accordance with the fire control plan and

20   the fire services agreement with Kittitas Valley Fire

21   District No. 2, PSE and the District met to review and

22   train on the fire safety plan, including site orientation

23   map, site access, identification of potential electrical

24   hazards, and lessons learned from the 2022 Vantage fire,

25   and that's all I have.
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 1                     CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.  Chehalis

 2   Generation Facility, Is Mr. Smith online?

 3                     MR. SMITH:  Yes.

 4                     CHAIR DREW:  Go ahead.

 5                     MR. SMITH:  Good afternoon, Chair

 6   Drew, Council members and Staff.  This is Jeremy Smith,

 7   the operations manager representing the Chehalis

 8   Generation Facility.  I have nothing nonroutine to note

 9   for the month of November.

10                     CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.  Grays Harbor

11   Energy Center, Mr. Sherin.

12                     MR. SHERIN:  Good afternoon, Chair

13   Drew, Council members and Staff.  This is Chris Sherin

14   for the Grays Harbor Energy Center, and I have nothing

15   nonroutine to report for the month of November either.

16                     CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.  Columbia

17   Solar, is Mr. Cushing there or Ms. Randolph?

18                     MS. RANDOLPH:  Thank you.  Good

19   afternoon, Chair Drew, Council members and Staff.  For

20   the record, this is Sara Randolph, site specialist,

21   providing an update for Columbia Solar.  The facility

22   update is provided in your packet.  There were no

23   nonroutine updates to report.

24                     CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.  Columbia

25   Generating Station, Ms. Najera-Paxton.
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 1                     MS. NAJERA-PAXTON:  Good afternoon,

 2   Chair Drew, Council members and Staff, this is Felicia

 3   Najera-Paxton providing updates for Energy Northwest

 4   Columbia Generating Station.  In November we had routine

 5   operations.  On November 20th we did have one update that

 6   EFSEC provided additional questions on the June 2023

 7   circulating water/oil release that occurred.  Energy

 8   Northwest submitted follow-up information on that

 9   incident to EFSEC as requested on December 12th, 2023.

10                     CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.  Goose Prairie

11   Solar, Mr. Christ.

12                     MR. CHRIST:  Good afternoon, Chair

13   Drew, EFSEC Council and Staff.  Jacob Christ, senior

14   project manager on behalf of Brookfield Renewable Goose

15   Prairie Solar project update.  For construction update,

16   starting with the substation reported last month that we

17   were still waiting on a PT delivery so we can say that we

18   successfully had both PTs delivered and the buildout is

19   complete, so that the substation buildout for the rest of

20   the remaining structures will now continue in

21   anticipation for the remaining gear that we expect to

22   receive sometime early next year.

23       Predrilling activities on the job site is complete.

24   Pile driving and perimeter fence continue along with

25   medium voltage cable install, and all three of those
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 1   activities are nearing completion.

 2       Racking installation started last month.  And then

 3   looking ahead to January we have got some modular

 4   inverter install that will start in early January.

 5       We do continue with ongoing environmental

 6   inspections weekly by WSP, and a weekly call with the

 7   EFSEC specialist.

 8       And then for public outreach update, I don't have

 9   the final numbers yet but we did successfully complete a

10   project with monetary donations and toys both.  I'm just

11   awaiting final numbers on that so I can report in the

12   January meeting to the Council.  Any questions?

13                     CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.  Are there any

14   questions for Mr. Christ?  Thank you.

15       High Top and Ostrea, Ms. Randolph.

16                     MS. RANDOLPH:  Thank you.  For the

17   record, this is Sara Randolph, site specialist for High

18   Top and Ostrea.  EFSEC Staff are continuing to work the

19   developer on the construction requirements and plans.  We

20   have no other updates at this time.

21                     CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.  Whistling

22   Ridge, Ms. Barnes are you giving Mr. Caputo's update?

23                     MR. BARNES:  Yes, I am, Chair Drew.

24   Thank you, Chair Drew, and Council members.  This is John

25   Barnes on behalf of Lance Caputo, who is the site
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 1   specialist for this project.  Staff are working to

 2   schedule the hearing for the Whistling Ridge extension

 3   request and transfer request.  Details of the hearing

 4   will be announced once they are available.

 5                     CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.  Desert Claim

 6   project update, Ms. Moon.

 7                     MS. MOON:  Good afternoon, Chair Drew

 8   and Council members.  For the record, this is Amy Moon

 9   providing a project update on Desert Claim.  The Desert

10   Claim Site Certification Agreement, Amendment No. 2, as

11   approved by the Council at the November 15th, 2023

12   council meeting, has been finalized and posted to the

13   EFSEC Desert Claim Site Certification Agreement public

14   website.  There are no further project updates at this

15   time.

16       Does the Council have any questions?

17                     CHAIR DREW:  Any questions for Ms.

18   Moon?  Okay.  Thank you.

19       I apologize.  I'm trying to figure out how to get us

20   out of this dark that I see on our screen here because

21   there's lack of light.  It's one image that is a dark

22   area.  I apologize for the momentary delay.  Thank you.

23       Moving on to Badger Mountain project update, Ms.

24   Snarski.

25                     MS. SNARSKI:  Thank you, Chair Drew,
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 1   and good afternoon Council members.  For the record, this

 2   is Joanne Snarski, the siting specialist for Badger

 3   Mountain Solar.  Progress is continuing with the

 4   development of the draft environmental impact statement

 5   for the proposed Badger Mountain Solar project.

 6       Efforts are also continuing on the development of

 7   the Supplemental Cultural Resources Survey.  A work plan

 8   has been completed for the initial ground survey.

 9   Currently, we are looking at the possibility of

10   completing the initial survey work in January if the snow

11   remains at bay in the proposed project boundary.

12       Additionally, we are working with the Department of

13   Natural Resources to obtain an agreement for our

14   subcontractors to gain access to the relatively small

15   portion of the project that is located on state lands.

16       Finally, we hope the more detailed survey work will

17   be completed this spring.  As a reminder, the findings of

18   this survey will inform the cultural resources section of

19   the draft environmental impact statement.  Are there any

20   questions?

21                     CHAIR DREW:  Are there any questions

22   for Ms. Snarski?  Thank you.

23       Wautoma Solar project update, Mr. Barnes.

24                     MR. BARNES:  Thank you, Chair Drew,

25   and Council members.  Once again, this is John Barnes on
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 1   behalf of Lance Caputo who is the siting specialist for

 2   this project.

 3       Applicants for the Wautoma Solar Energy project

 4   recently submitted the final Supplemental Cultural

 5   Resource Survey requested by EFSEC, and the Department of

 6   Archeology, and has started preservation, and we are

 7   presently reviewing the report for compliance.

 8       Staff are also coordinating with the Yakama Nation's

 9   cultural resource program staff on identifying potential

10   mitigation to form our SEPA determination.

11       Lastly, Staff are currently working with our AAGs

12   and the Office of Administrative Hearings to ensure that

13   we are prepared for the forthcoming adjudicative

14   proceeding for this project.

15                     CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.  Hop Hill

16   Solar, Mr. Barnes.

17                     MR. BARNES:  Thank you, Chair Drew,

18   and Council members.  For the record, this is John

19   Barnes, EFSEC staff, for the Hop Hill application.  We

20   are continuing to coordinate and review of the

21   application with our contractor, contracted agencies, and

22   tribal governments.  At this time the applicant would

23   like to request a 12-month application review extension.

24       The original application review deadline was set to

25   expire December 22nd, 2023.  The 12-month extension would
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 1   allow the applicant to complete data collection studies

 2   needed for EFSEC to be able to conduct our SEPA review

 3   and determination.

 4       The applicant has drafted an application review

 5   extension letter that has been placed on the EFSEC

 6   website for public review and comments ahead of the

 7   meeting from December 11th through December 15th.  No

 8   comments were received.  If granted, the new application

 9   deadline would become December 22, 2024.

10       At this time Staff recommends the Council to vote to

11   approve the application extension now in front of you.

12   Are there any questions?

13                     CHAIR DREW:  Are there any questions

14   for Mr. Barnes?  The letter is in your packet and on the

15   screen.  Are there any comments by Council members?  Is

16   there a motion to approve the extension request from

17   Bright Night for the Hop Hill Solar application?

18                     MR. YOUNG:  Lenny Young, I move to

19   approve the extension request.

20                     CHAIR DREW:  Second?

21                     MR. LEVITT:  Eli Levitt, second.

22                     CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.  Discussion?

23   Hearing none, all those in favor please say aye.

24   Opposed?  The extension request is approved.  Thank you.

25       Carriger Solar project, Ms. Snarski.
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 1                     MS. SNARSKI:  Thank you, Chair Drew,

 2   and Council members.  For the record, this is Joanne

 3   Snarski, the siting specialist for Carriger Solar.

 4       EFSEC Staff continue to work with Carriger Solar

 5   applicant to address anticipated visual impacts from the

 6   proposed project.  In accordance with RCW 80.50.080 Sub

 7   3, Sub A, the applicant is allowed to provide

 8   clarification or make changes to the proposal to mitigate

 9   the anticipated environmental impacts.

10       We recently agreed on a few supplemental visual

11   simulations that we believe will help us better

12   understand the potential options for mitigating visual

13   impacts.  When received, these new simulations will lead

14   to further discussions with the applicant, and will

15   hopefully result in a formal written response from the

16   applicant for initial SEPA notification to them.

17       Staff, with support from our Assistant Attorney

18   General, are very near final execution of an interagency

19   agreement for the completion of a traditional cultural

20   properties study by the Yakama Nation for this site.

21       All of the language in the contract has been

22   mutually agreed to and is currently with the Yakama

23   Nation for their processing and their signature.  This

24   contract will also now serve as a model for additional

25   TCP studies at other proposed facilities with tribal
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 1   cultural resource concerns.  Are there any questions?

 2                     CHAIR DREW:  Are there any questions

 3   for Ms. Snarski?  I don't see any questions from Council

 4   members.  Thank you.

 5       Moving on to the Horse Heaven Wind Farm project, Ms.

 6   Moon, project update.

 7                     MS. MOON:  Good afternoon, Council

 8   Chair Drew and EFSEC Council members.  For the record,

 9   this is Amy Moon providing an update on the Horse Heaven

10   Wind project.

11       Since issuing the Horse Heaven Wind project final

12   environmental site assessment, known as the EIS, on

13   October 31, 2022, EFSEC Staff have been addressing

14   Council feedback and questions posed at the November 15th

15   Council meeting and the November 29th special Council

16   meeting regarding mitigation measures.

17       The follow-up on the questions posed in the November

18   Council meeting regarding the roles of the Washington

19   Department of Natural Resources or DNR and fire response

20   and suppression, EFSEC Staff sent the questions to DNR

21   and I want to go over those questions an responses from

22   the DNR.  There's five in total.

23       Question one, we asked if DNR had any project

24   specific concerns regarding fire suppression, for

25   example, access to the site or access to fire suppression
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 1   materials, and the DNR response was, "DNR does not have

 2   the direct fire protection responsibility for the

 3   proposed project area."

 4       Second question we asked, Would DNR be one of the

 5   potential responders to a range fire in the Horse Heaven

 6   Hills, specifically within the proposed project location?

 7       The DNR response, "DNR could be a potential

 8   responder through agreements with fire districts and/or

 9   state mobilization.  DNR is the primary responder for

10   wildfire aviation on nonfederal lands statewide."

11       The third question from the Council was, Would the

12   proposed turbine height of the 657 feet maximum total

13   height, ground to blade tip, affect fire suppression

14   methodology?

15       The DNR response, Turbines up to 657 feet would

16   severely restrict or prohibit the use of tactical

17   aircraft, known as UAS, which is unmanned aircraft system

18   and we could probably just call it a drone, so turbines

19   up to that 657 foot height would severely restrict or

20   prohibit the use of drones for tactical fire suppression.

21       Question four, What is the typical height planes and

22   helicopters fly when responding to a range fire for

23   suppression.

24       DNR responded, "Nearly all tactical wildland

25   missions are conducted below 500 feet above ground
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 1   level."

 2       And the last question, five, Are there any other

 3   aerial criteria or accommodation for planes or

 4   helicopters that will require DNR fire response related

 5   to access to water and/or fire retardants, and the

 6   follow-up, is there any specific turnaround criteria for

 7   the aircraft?

 8       The DNR response, "Nothing specific.  The density

 9   and spacing of the towers would essentially create a no

10   fly zone over the entire project area.  We would require

11   an additional safety buffer of one to two tower heights

12   around the project to ensure safe separation for aircraft

13   operations."

14       And I also want to mention that before this meeting

15   we did post to the website that the Council may be taking

16   action, and we did receive nine comments from the public.

17   They were general comments against the project.

18       Are there any questions on those DNR questions and

19   responses?

20                     CHAIR DREW:  Are there any questions

21   from Council members?

22                     MR. LIVINGSTON:  Amy, could you reread

23   the third question response?

24                     MS. MOON:  Okay.  Turbines up to 657

25   feet would severely restrict or prohibit the use of
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 1   tactical aircraft, and unmanned aircraft systems known as

 2   drones, for tactical fire suppression.

 3                     MR. LIVINGSTON:  Thank you for

 4   rereading it.  The first time around I didn't quite get

 5   it, but the response actually deals with two different

 6   things, tactical aircraft, which are different from

 7   unmanned aerial systems, so it's both piloted aircraft

 8   and drones that would be involved here?

 9                     MS. MOON:  Yes, I believe that's the

10   answer.  I did kind of flub my acronyms and explaining

11   when I first read that so thank you for asking again.

12                     CHAIR DREW:  Ms. Moon, what I heard

13   from the collection of questions, and thank you for

14   getting those, certainly is that in the area that on the

15   project itself that would be a nonfly zone; however, they

16   would consider one to two turbine lengths from the

17   closest turbine as their safety zone outside of -- or

18   from where the turbines are to where they would be able

19   to use their equipment; is that correct?

20                     MS. MOON:  So I'm not sure if that's

21   quite how that should be interpreted, and there may be

22   somebody on the line from DNR that could respond to that.

23   I took the answer as one to two tower heights above the

24   project, but it could be like you posed, outside the

25   project limits.  I could certainly follow up on that.
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 1                     CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  Do we have

 2   somebody online to answer questions?  Okay.  That would

 3   be helpful because I was looking at it similarly to how

 4   we look at the distance between a turbine and a

 5   neighboring resident, so that would be good to clarify.

 6                     MS. MOON:  I will do that.  And any

 7   other questions on this?

 8                     MR. LIVINGSTON:  This is new

 9   information for Council to consider.  We have been

10   working through with Staff on the mitigation, initial

11   mitigation we might want to apply around the final EIS,

12   so how should we anticipate when we use this information

13   to looking at, you know, various turbines and how to

14   propose the mitigation?

15                     MS. MOON:  That is a fairly complex

16   question, Mr. Livingston.  Ami Hafkemeyer might be able

17   to help out on this or Sean Greene.  We are looking at

18   more dialogue with the DNR on their answers to this, and

19   particularly on whether they have a mitigation measure

20   ideas or criteria, and we will -- I'm hoping that I can

21   report that back to you in January, but as of yet, partly

22   due to the holiday season and the end of the year, I

23   wasn't able to have that dialogue with DNR so can we hold

24   a more formal response until January?

25                     MR. LIVINGSTON:  Yes, absolutely.  I
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 1   just wanted to make sure I understood when we might be

 2   able to get that information.  So thank you, Amy, I

 3   appreciate that.

 4                     MS. MOON:  You are welcome.  Any

 5   further questions?

 6                     CHAIR DREW:  If you could pause for a

 7   second.  Ms. Hafkemeyer is trying to ensure her

 8   microphone is on.

 9                     MS. HAFKEMEYER:  I don't think this

10   microphone is on, but can people on the line hear me?

11   All right.  I think I have a working microphone.  Okay.

12       So thank you, Council Member Livingston.  One of the

13   things to continue the discussion, Sean Greene is

14   available this afternoon to discuss some of the

15   mitigation changes that we have heard that Council may

16   want to consider this afternoon.  So if the Council would

17   like to discuss some additional mitigation in response to

18   the concern for additional space, either around or above

19   the footprint of the project, you know, we can certainly

20   work to clarify that.

21       But if the Council would like to consider

22   mitigation, that can be discussed this afternoon when the

23   Council is discussing the other mitigation measures being

24   presented, and when giving Staff direction on what to

25   prepare, we can incorporate some of those details to then
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 1   present to the Council ahead of the January meeting.

 2                     CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  Thank you.  Ms.

 3   Moon, is that the end of your report, and are we ready to

 4   move forward to the mitigation discussion?

 5                     MS. MOON:  That's basically the end of

 6   my report.  I was going to introduce Sean Greene.  He's

 7   available for any questions or dialogue about mitigation

 8   measures.  Also, Staff would like the Council -- well, I

 9   will hold that.  We will go into the mitigation measures

10   so, yes, I'm done.  Thank you.

11                     CHAIR DREW:  Mr. Greene.

12                     MR. GREENE:  Thank you, Chair Drew,

13   and Council members.  For the record, this is Sean

14   Greene, specialist for EFSEC.  There are two sets of

15   proposed changes to mitigation measures that I want to

16   walk you through today.  Both were provided to Council

17   members last week for their review.  I will see if I can

18   get this to work so we can just start going through

19   these.

20       These are all changes that Staff have prepared in

21   response to Council discussions during these two November

22   meetings.  So the first is for Air-1.  There was some

23   Council discussion about how this measure which limits

24   the speed of project vehicles to 15 miles per hour

25   onsite, there was discussion by the Council how this
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 1   would be managed and enforced.  We have proposed changes

 2   that were developed in coordination with our consultants

 3   that would indicate a posting of signage, training for

 4   all employees, periodic speed checks by construction

 5   contractors health and safety officers to be reviewed

 6   monthly, and a requirement be the applicant to notify

 7   EFSEC of any identified routine exceeding of the speed

 8   limit alongside a corrective action plan.

 9                     CHAIR DREW:  Are there any comments or

10   questions about this updated mitigation item?  If not, I

11   think we will just -- I will just ask you to raise your

12   hands if you would like to discuss the changes that were

13   made, and otherwise we will presume that they are

14   understood by the Council.

15                     MR. GREENE:  And just for

16   clarification, does that -- understood by Council, does

17   that indicate that the Council would like the mitigation

18   as it is now proposed to be incorporated in the --

19                     CHAIR DREW:  Yes.  Thank you.  Should

20   they take that action?  Yes.  We haven't gotten that far

21   but, yes.

22                     MR. GREENE:  Okay.  The next measure

23   is in regard to culvert installation best management

24   practices.  There was discussion by Council members as to

25   whether the applicant should be required to adhere to
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 1   WDFW fish passage best management practices in lieu of US

 2   Department of Agricultural best management practices.

 3   And Staff reviewed WDFW BMPs and they exceed all USDA

 4   BMPs.

 5       Okay.  The third measure is Water-6, which deals

 6   with spill response equipment in project vehicles.  There

 7   were Council concerns about which vehicles that would be

 8   present on project areas would be subject to this

 9   requirement.  We have updated the mitigation to indicate

10   that this would apply to project vehicles, specifically

11   vehicles owned by the project that regularly access the

12   site.  It's specifically excluding employee personal

13   vehicles.

14       And there was also some Council discussion about

15   what type of equipment would be required, so there has

16   been some specificity in that regard.

17       The next measure is Vegetation-6, which dealt with

18   how mitigation measures would be updated in the event

19   that legislative requirements change between the point of

20   execution of a potential SCA and the actual time of

21   decommissioning of the project.  And the language has

22   been changed to indicate that if legislative requirements

23   at the time of decommissioning are more restrictive than

24   at time of the execution of the SCA that those higher

25   level of requirements would take precedence.  This also
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 1   clarifies that any potential weakening of legislative

 2   requirements would not undercut any mitigation measures

 3   within the executed SCA.  Any questions here?

 4       All right.  The next is Wildlife-1, which is the

 5   post-construction bird and bat fatality monitoring prom.

 6   This didn't actually come up through Council discussion,

 7   but this was a Staff recognition that at several points

 8   within this mitigation measure duties were assigned to

 9   the technical advisory committee that should have been

10   assigned to the preoperational technical advisory

11   group -- or excuse me, the pre-construction technical

12   advisory group, just based on the timing of when those

13   two technical groups would exist.

14                     CHAIR DREW:  So if I can ask about

15   this one, post-construction bird and bat fatality

16   monitoring, but before the initiation of operations?

17                     MR. GREENE:  Yes.  I can clarify.

18   Part of this mitigation measure involves the development

19   of monitoring plans prior to start of construction, and

20   the development of those plans would be subject to the

21   PTAG for review because at that point in time because the

22   TAC would not exist yet.

23                     CHAIR DREW:  So it would transfer to

24   the new group, correct?

25                     MR. GREENE:  Yes.
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 1                     CHAIR DREW:  Mr. Young, did you have a

 2   question?

 3                     MR. YOUNG:  Yeah, it was just

 4   addressed, the point of clarification I was looking for.

 5                     CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.

 6                     MR. GREENE:  Any further questions on

 7   this change?

 8       Okay.  The next is Habitat-1.  There was -- this is

 9   the mitigation requirement that would not allow project

10   components within areas that have been identified as

11   being very high linkage for wildlife movement corridors.

12   As the mitigation is currently written, there is a

13   process through which the applicant could place project

14   components within those medium to very high linkage areas

15   with additional mitigation and management plans as

16   outlined in the text.

17       There was some Council discussion in the November

18   meetings about whether this avoidance of the movement

19   corridor should be a firm area of nonallowance and

20   without the possibility of exceptions as outlined in the

21   current mitigation, so this is where we would like the

22   Council's guidance on which version they prefer.

23                     CHAIR DREW:  And this is on the

24   movement corridors?

25                     MR. GREENE:  Correct.
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 1                     CHAIR DREW:  Mr. Livingston.

 2                     MR. LIVINGSTON:  Yeah, I appreciate

 3   Staff hearing those concerns, and I like the changes that

 4   have been made throughout.  Thumbs up on that.

 5                     CHAIR DREW:  Mr. Young.

 6                     MR. YOUNG:  Ditto what Mr. Livingston

 7   just said, I prefer the changed version.

 8                     CHAIR DREW:  So one question I have is

 9   that there would be a process if the applicant wants to

10   propose some connective, or some project components,

11   would this eliminate all project components?  Can you

12   talk a little bit about that?

13                     MR. GREENE:  Sure.  As currently

14   written, there is a process through with the applicant

15   could request to site project components within the

16   medium to very high linkage areas for wildlife movement,

17   and there are various steps that they would have to go

18   through in the developments of a corridor mitigation plan

19   that would need EFSEC approval prior to the allowance of

20   any project components in those areas under the current

21   mitigation.

22       With the changes that are being presented to Council

23   here, that process does not exist and no project

24   components would be allowed to be sited within medium to

25   very high linkage areas.  And in the email that Council
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 1   members received last weak that included the presentation

 2   and subsequent one, there was some data indicating how

 3   much of the project is in one of those medium to very

 4   high linkage corridors, just an indication of how much of

 5   the project would actually be excluded.

 6       And there is also the option for Council to suggest

 7   changes here that differ from the changes that are

 8   currently on your screen.

 9                     CHAIR DREW:  Would you happen to have

10   a map of the high?

11                     MR. GREENE:  Yes, I can find one.

12                     CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.  I find that

13   helpful.

14                     MR. GREENE:  So the areas highlighted

15   on the map in yellow are rated as medium linkage.  There

16   is a light red are high linkage, and dark red are very

17   high linkage.  There is no area of very high linkage

18   within the project boundary.

19                     CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  And that would

20   include linking up to any transmission throughout the

21   project as well?

22                     MR. GREENE:  With the change that is

23   currently on that presentation that the Council has

24   access to, that would include all project components.

25   There is potential, if the Council wishes, to allow
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 1   certain necessary project components or interconnecting

 2   transmission lines if the Council wants to give us

 3   direction on that.

 4                     CHAIR DREW:  Mr. Livingston or Mr.

 5   Young, thoughts?

 6                     MR. YOUNG:  Looking at this map and,

 7   Chair Drew, reflecting your question, we might want to be

 8   able to consider a proposal from the applicant for an

 9   exception in the medium, but I would be -- I would be

10   opposed to anything in the high or very high.

11                     CHAIR DREW:  And the high or very high

12   is the darker color, which to me looks like orange on the

13   screen.

14                     MR. YOUNG:  Yes, it looks like orange.

15   What I'm specifically looking at is that area kind of in

16   the middle of what we are looking at right now, that

17   looks like a yellow area between the orange to the south

18   and orange to the north, and if the applicant felt it was

19   absolutely critical to somehow connect the eastern and

20   western parts of the project through that yellow area, we

21   might -- we might want to allow the applicant to propose

22   an exception in that area, but not in the orange.  Just

23   putting this out for conversation.

24                     CHAIR DREW:  Right.  And the criteria

25   would have to be made that as to why that would be
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 1   needed.  Mr. Livingston?

 2                     MR. LIVINGSTON:  Are we talking

 3   transmission or are we talking turbine strings or talking

 4   all project components?

 5                     CHAIR DREW:  We can define it as

 6   transmission components if you like.

 7                     MR. YOUNG:  Yeah, that's what's in

 8   line with what I'm just thinking after looking at this is

 9   it would not include turbines or fixed infrastructure,

10   but if there was some transmission connecting between the

11   eastern and western portions of the project.  Again, not

12   saying this would definitely be allowed, but it would be

13   something that we could mirror that language where the

14   applicant could propose and we would look at whether or

15   not that would be something that would be approved.

16                     CHAIR DREW:  That makes sense to me as

17   to what I was wanting to look at.  So let's say exception

18   potentially, based on the information and whether or

19   not -- what the impact is on wildlife or transmission

20   components.

21                     MR. GREENE:  Okay.  And for my own

22   clarification, it would be disallowance of any project

23   components other than transmission lines in any areas

24   within the medium or above linkage, but the exception

25   process with the movement mitigation plan could be
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 1   allowed for transmission components only within the

 2   medium linkage?

 3                     CHAIR DREW:  Yes.

 4                     MR. GREENE:  Okay.  We can prepare a

 5   version incorporating those details.

 6                     CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.

 7                     MR. GREENE:  Any further questions on

 8   this change?  Okay.  So the next is Species-5, which is

 9   the species specific mitigation for the ferruginous hawk.

10   There are two versions that were prepared based on the

11   Council's input, the first of which essentially turns the

12   two-mile buffer area surrounding the ferruginous hawk

13   nests into a firm buffer and not allowing any project

14   components within that two-mile radius under any

15   condition, as opposed to the original version which

16   allowed for the siting of project components within the

17   two-mile buffer if the applicant can demonstrate that the

18   nesting site and the nesting habitat within that area was

19   no longer viable for the species.

20                     CHAIR DREW:  So let's talk about what

21   this includes.  Project components are no solar arrays,

22   no turbines, and no transmission, as well as battery

23   storage and roads?

24                     MR. GREENE:  Yes.  With the change

25   before you, those would include all project components.
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 1   So, again, the Council can provide directions if they

 2   want exceptions for some components or others or

 3   maintaining the original version.

 4                     CHAIR DREW:  Do you have a map

 5   which -- I don't know that we have one that would

 6   identify all the project components, but perhaps one of

 7   the ones that we have indicates turbines in red that are

 8   with -- one of the criteria is -- there we go.

 9                     MR. GREENE:  So Council has a version

10   of this map available to them that includes the actual

11   locations or the buffers of the ferruginous hawk nests.

12   This is the publication version that is present within

13   the EIS.  And one of the criteria that went into

14   identifying which of these turbines -- they are

15   classified by level of impact, and one of the criteria

16   that went into identifying their level of impact was

17   their proximity to ferruginous hawk nests.

18                     CHAIR DREW:  So can you kind of circle

19   the area that we just looked at if you can transpose from

20   that to the other where that wildlife corridor is.  Where

21   is the highway?  Where is Highway 82?

22                     MR. GREENE:  So Highway 82 is this

23   band right here, so it's east of the movement corridor

24   for wildlife.

25                     CHAIR DREW:  And where does -- oh,
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 1   here we are.

 2                     MR. GREENE:  It is right here.

 3                     CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  And yet on the

 4   east side of I-82 we still have ferruginous hawk impact

 5   or other impact?  We are not just saying that's

 6   ferruginous hawk, right?

 7                     MR. GREENE:  Yes.  Those are what are

 8   defined here as a Class 3 impact.  The Council has

 9   confidential versions that show buffers around

10   ferruginous hawk nests so they can see for themselves

11   which of these turbines are actually within --

12                     CHAIR DREW:  Well, my point in

13   bringing this up is that I actually want to bring up the

14   east solar field.  I believe that the east solar field,

15   which -- and if the applicant has already removed the

16   portions that are west of I-82, but right there on the

17   map you can see those portions of the east solar field,

18   and I -- if we go forward with this proposal, my belief,

19   correct me if I'm wrong, is that that would be a project

20   component which would not be allowed?

21                     MR. GREENE:  If the changes that were

22   shown to Species-5 are implemented creating a firm buffer

23   around -- two miles around a ferruginous hawk nests, and

24   the east solar field is within one of those buffers then

25   it would be prohibited.
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 1                     CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  So I actually want

 2   to make that clear, and I support that for a couple of

 3   reasons.  And I think I asked you also to have a map

 4   ready to show the Council as to why.  I also wanted to

 5   make it clear to the Council that we were also

 6   potentially talking about -- we were talking about the

 7   rest of the east solar field, so this is a picture from

 8   the initial application which shows habitat types.  The

 9   break in between the two pieces, and I believe that's

10   I-82 again, and the western portion has already been

11   eliminated from the project by the applicant in terms

12   of --

13                     MR. GREENE:  This is indicative of the

14   area -- the areas highlighted in green are areas the

15   applicant has already committed to, including the --

16                     CHAIR DREW:  Oh, All the areas in

17   green?

18                     MR. GREENE:  Correct.  So it is

19   essentially limited to, as their current proposal is,

20   these two locations, this location, and essentially this

21   much of those two locations.

22                     CHAIR DREW:  And what I want to draw

23   your attention to for the Council members is the two that

24   have a background color of green and kind of brown, which

25   currently, if you look at the habitat types, that's not

0037

 1   agricultural land.  That is other kinds of habitats as

 2   shrubsteppe -- well, not necessarily shrubsteppe, but --

 3                     MR. GREENE:  They are classified here

 4   as unidentified as shrub and unidentified grassland.

 5                     CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.  I was trying

 6   to read the very small print.  And so for those reasons,

 7   I am concerned about a number of things, including within

 8   those areas that perhaps the hawk might be most likely to

 9   forage on areas that have not been developed, as well as

10   traditional cultural properties and impact on cultural

11   resources.

12       So I want to make it -- I guess I want to make a

13   statement that I support the elimination of the east

14   solar field from consideration.  I went back and I looked

15   at the original application and read that the applicant

16   is currently studying -- this was, again, from the

17   original application, multiple potential solar array

18   sites, one on the east side of the project Lease

19   Boundary, and up to two potential sites on the west side.

20   A determination of which of these potential solar array

21   sites would be chosen has not yet been made.

22       So considering all of that, I'm proposing that the

23   east solar field be removed as a condition for approval

24   for the project.  Are there any other questions or

25   comments?
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 1                     MR. GREENE:  So is it Council's

 2   direction we incorporate that as a condition of an SCA?

 3                     CHAIR DREW:  Council members, do you

 4   want to -- if they are not speaking we will assume it is

 5   agreed.

 6                     MR. GREENE:  Okay.

 7                     CHAIR DREW:  Lenny.

 8                     MR. YOUNG:  I support what Chair Drew

 9   just described.

10                     CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.

11                     MR. GREENE:  Okay.  Returning to

12   Species-5, are there any questions or comments from

13   Council on this first version of the potential changes to

14   ferruginous hawk mitigation?

15                     MS. BREWSTER:  This is Stacey

16   Brewster.  I just throw my support behind this version of

17   the mitigation that the boundaries are firm and there

18   will be no encroachment in the nest area.

19                     MR. GREENE:  Okay.  Would Council like

20   to apply this to all project components or portions?

21                     CHAIR DREW:  Mr. Young.

22                     MR. YOUNG:  Yeah, I also support the

23   change.  I would say it applies to all project

24   components.  And I think it's important that we note that

25   when we are talking about the two-mile radius, it's
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 1   not -- we are talking about everything within that

 2   two-mile radius, all the ground, and we were not just

 3   talking about areas that have a dedication type that is

 4   thought to be foraging habitat or something that's

 5   specifically used by the hawks.  The way this is written,

 6   and the way I believe it's intended is that it covers the

 7   entire area within that two-mile radius.

 8                     MR. GREENE:  Yes.  That was another

 9   change to the mitigation based on Council last time they

10   used the word habitat, and, of course, that has been

11   changed to area just to make it abundantly clear.

12                     CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.  The only

13   question I have remaining is thinking through whether

14   there would need to be any consideration of any

15   transmission connected if it completely bisects the

16   project.  Mr. Livingston.

17                     MR. LIVINGSTON:  Yeah, so the red dots

18   on the map that Sean is showing right now are those Class

19   3 impacts, so those are multiple impacts not necessarily

20   just for ferruginous hawks, you know, and I understand

21   why we are doing it this way, but it's really difficult

22   to understand by looking at this map what it exactly

23   means for all project components, right?  I just wanted

24   the highlight that.

25       You know, transmission lines, power lines, I would
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 1   feel more comfortable in saying that is not an absolute

 2   not on that.  I would feel more comfortable if EFSEC

 3   Staff reached out to WDFW and asked that question about

 4   the concerns with the turbines, the primary concern loss

 5   of -- direct loss of habitat from the solar arrays are

 6   another concern, transmission lines may or may not be in

 7   this expansive of an area, so I would like to hear how

 8   they would respond to that question.

 9       I really appreciate removing the uncertainty that

10   this had before because I just didn't know what I would

11   be voting for.  If I voted yes, I didn't know what I

12   would be voting for in the final outcome of the project

13   so this is certainly helpful for me.

14                     CHAIR DREW:  Ms. Hafkemeyer.

15                     MS. HAFKEMEYER:  Would the Council be

16   interested in reviewing, prior to the January meeting, a

17   revised mitigation as discussed today, including

18   additional feedback from WDFW subject matter experts?

19                     CHAIR DREW:  Is that what you are

20   asking for, Mr. Livingston?

21                     MR. LIVINGSTON:  Yes.

22                     CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  So let's proceed

23   with -- if we are to move forward with the conditions of

24   the project, let's proceed with this as the revised

25   written.  Certainly, if we want to -- if we go in that
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 1   direction and we want to tweak it in January we still can

 2   to that.  Is that agreeable to Council members?

 3                     MR. GREENE:  Are there any further

 4   questions on this version of Species-5?  We can probably

 5   skip the second version of Species-5 then.  That

 6   primarily just replaced the role of the PTAG and the

 7   administration of this measure with WDFW based on

 8   Council's thoughts.

 9                     CHAIR DREW:  I agree.  We can skip

10   that.

11                     MR. GREENE:  Next is Species-8, the

12   prairie falcon.  The Council had indicated that they

13   would like to see pre-construction surveys be performed

14   for this species and that's been added.  Any questions

15   for those changes?

16       Species-13 for the pronghorn antelope, there was

17   Council discussion about whether the database of

18   observations that the applicant maintained during

19   operations should be confidential or not, with the

20   understanding that the final determination would be made

21   between discussions with the applicant, and Council

22   language has been added here to indicate that the

23   database may be determined to be confidential when

24   developed.  Any questions here?

25       Energy-6 which deals with the recycling of project
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 1   components.  There was a question from the Council as to

 2   whether EFSEC or the applicant would be responsible for

 3   determining the recyclability of the components so

 4   language has been added that the applicant has to provide

 5   justification for the nonrecycling of any project

 6   components to EFSEC, and EFSEC will have the final

 7   determination about whether or not the component can be

 8   recycled, and if so, it would be required to be.  Any

 9   questions here?

10       The next is Recreation-1, which involves

11   recreational activity coordination.  There's two parts

12   here.  The first was a concern expressed that DNR was

13   more involved in this measure than the necessarily should

14   be, and DNR only maintains responsibility for impacts to

15   its own land, so language has been added to indicate that

16   entities may only be consulted for impacts to recreation

17   impacts to their own administered land.

18       The second part of Council's concern was whether or

19   not additional entities should be added for coordination.

20   BLM was one of the suggestions, so the potential for

21   additional entities has been added to the language as

22   well.  Are there any questions for this measure?

23       Next is the recreation safety management plan.  The

24   Council had questions about what EFSEC's role would be in

25   regulating the accomplishment of this mitigation, so
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 1   language has been added indicating that EFSEC would be

 2   responsible for determining whether or not the applicant

 3   has sufficiently coordinated with all relevant entities

 4   that promote recreational activities within the Lease

 5   Boundary to clarify the regulatory role for EFSEC.  Are

 6   there any questions here?

 7                     CHAIR DREW:  Just to make sure I

 8   understand what area we are talking about, we are talking

 9   about within the project area, the Lease Boundary of the

10   project area which is larger than the siting corridor in

11   the project components, but all the area which is leased?

12                     MR. GREENE:  Correct.  The applicant

13   is a responsible for all impacts within the Lease

14   Boundary, which are all lands that have been leased by

15   the applicant, whether or not they site project

16   components on them.  Any questions?

17       This is the final change from the Council

18   suggestions, which involves the requirement for

19   decommissioning housing survey to be performed prior to

20   the start of decommissioning.  There was a Council

21   request that this analysis be consistent with Washington

22   Department of Labor & Industries guidelines, so that has

23   been added to the mitigation.  Are there any questions

24   here?

25                     MR. GREENE:  Okay.  I would like to
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 1   begin the other list of changes, potential changes to

 2   mitigation that the Council was provided with last week.

 3   These are changes that Staff have come up with following

 4   discussions with the applicant, and are primarily meant

 5   to clarify mitigation measures that might be -- that

 6   there are no changes here that Staff believes materially

 7   weaken any mitigation measures.

 8       The first was a requirement that the applicant

 9   adhere to least risk fish windows for all work within the

10   ephemeral and intermittent streams.  Following discussion

11   with the applicant and WDFW determined that the least

12   risk fish windows are intended only to be used to apply

13   to in water work in streams with flowing water, so the

14   language has been changed to indicate that these windows

15   would be maintained during periods when these ephemeral

16   and intermittent streams actually have water in them.

17       Any questions about this change?  Okay.

18       The next is Vegetation-9, which deals with the

19   maintenance of vegetation on the solar array fencing.

20   There was a request from the applicant to establish a

21   more specific protocol for fence clearing, and in

22   conversation with our consultant, we developed this

23   language that indicates that a monthly fence survey would

24   be conducted during periods where wildfire danger rating

25   as determined by the DNR is assessed as low, and when
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 1   that rating assessment is moderate or higher then weekly

 2   surveys would be required.  And surveys would include

 3   removal of any built up vegetation.  Any questions?

 4       Okay.  The next is the species specific mitigation

 5   for Townsend's ground squirrels.  As it was initially

 6   written the mitigation measure required surveys for

 7   Townsend's ground squirrel colonies within the Lease

 8   Boundary and the ZOI, the zone of influence.  As defined

 9   in the EIS, the zone of influence is a half mile buffer

10   around the Lease Boundary.  This mitigation measure would

11   require the applicant to have access and have people

12   access the areas outside of site control, so the

13   requirement for surveys within the ZOI has been removed

14   from this version.  Staff believes that the mitigation

15   measure remains effective as mitigating impacts to the

16   species with this change.  Any questions on this

17   potential change?

18       Okay.  The next is Visual-3, which requires that

19   turbines themselves be maintained to be clean to avoid

20   any buildup of fluids or dirt.  The applicant had

21   indicated that turbine cleanings are generally done in

22   batches and not one at a time, so they requested a

23   version of this mitigation that would allow for cleanings

24   only to take place when a specific number of turbines

25   have been determined to be not clean.  They also
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 1   requested for clarification about how to define clean,

 2   and this version of mitigation allows for EFSEC to make

 3   those determinations, both whether or not a turbine is

 4   clean, and how many turbines would not need to be -- need

 5   to not be cleaned before requiring a cleaning crew to be

 6   dispatched.

 7                     MS. BREWSTER:  This is Stacey

 8   Brewster.  Just one question.  Is this something that is

 9   determined throughout the life of the project or is it

10   set in place prior to approval?

11                     MR. GREENE:  In terms of the numbers,

12   it would be a process that we would work with the

13   applicant in determining how it's defined clean, and then

14   the actual numbers of turbines that would be necessary to

15   not clean before requiring a cleaning crew is something

16   we would also work together in the life of the project,

17   so higher number in a more condensed area -- or pardon

18   me, a lower number in a more condensed area may require a

19   crew whereas a higher number in a more dispersed area

20   it's open to that kind of ongoing discussion.

21                     MS. BREWSTER:  Thank you.

22                     CHAIR DREW:  Do we know if there's

23   best practice regarding --

24                     MR. GREENE:  So regarding?

25                     CHAIR DREW:  Cleaning of nacelles and
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 1   towers.  I mean, I expect there are.  There are a lot of

 2   wind farms across the country.

 3                     MR. GREENE:  I don't know specific

 4   best management practices for the actual process of the

 5   cleaning.

 6                     CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  I'm sure that we

 7   will have a chance perhaps to look into that.

 8                     MR. GREENE:  Okay.  Any further

 9   questions on this measure?

10       The next is Visual-5, which is a requirement or

11   opaque fencing within half a mile of any -- in the

12   original language observation points.  To add clarity to

13   this measure, we removed the reference to observation

14   points and replaced it with linear viewpoints and

15   residences, just to clarify it does apply to all such

16   receptor sites, not just those that were specifically

17   identified in initial simulations.

18       Any questions on this measure?

19       Okay.  Next is the shadow flicker mitigation.  There

20   are two parts here.  The first is the initial language

21   included the phrase -- or included a requirement that the

22   blades of the turbines be stopped during periods of

23   perceptible shadow flicker.  As explained to the

24   applicant, stopping or locking the turbine blades for an

25   extended period of time or during high winds can result
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 1   in significant damage to turbines, and in previous

 2   projects we have not required that the blades themselves

 3   be stopped.  We have required that operations of the

 4   turbines be stopped to allow the blades to flow freely in

 5   the wind, so they will still be moving at a much lower

 6   speed and as a result cause let shadow flicker.

 7       The second part of this is an acknowledgement that

 8   shadow flicker as a phenomenon is fairly limited.  It's

 9   based on the angle of the sun, the wind speed, and the

10   sky conditions, whether cloudy or clear skies, just to

11   indicate that not all shadows pass by these turbines are

12   necessarily qualified as shadow flicker.

13       Any further questions on these changes?  Okay.

14       The next is Recreation-1.  There have already been

15   changes to this measure that Council has proposed so we

16   can merge these changes.  The applicant was concerned

17   that the measure was unbounded, that it had not

18   guidelines for how it would be to have been determined to

19   be successfully achieved, so language has been added that

20   indicated that EFSEC would be responsible for determining

21   whether the applicant has sufficiently coordinated with

22   all relevant entities to promote recreational activities

23   within the vicinity of the Lease Boundary.

24                     CHAIR DREW:  Mr. Young.

25                     MR. YOUNG:  This language on the
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 1   right-hand side that changed the way the previous section

 2   on recreation was to not seem to indicate that it is DNR

 3   and Benton County who are somehow jointly managing all

 4   the recreation in the project area.  Could we go back and

 5   bring in some of that other language to modify this a

 6   little bit more?

 7                     MR. GREENE:  Yes, absolutely.  We can

 8   merge the changes here with the change that was proposed

 9   by the Council for the same mitigation measure and use

10   that as the version of the text to incorporate into an

11   SCA should one be developed.

12                     MR. YOUNG:  That's fine.  Thank you.

13                     MR. GREENE:  Okay.  Any other

14   questions on this measure?

15       The next concern that the applicant had were fairly

16   similar to the recreation safety management plan.  This

17   is a measure where the Council had recommended changes of

18   their own so if the Council desires we can merge the

19   changes.

20       The applicant was concerned that the measure was

21   unbounded and had not set guidelines for how it would be

22   determined it had been achieved, and similar language has

23   been added here indicating that EFSEC would make that

24   determination as to whether or not the applicant has

25   sufficiently coordinated with all relevant entities.  Any
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 1   questions about these changes?

 2                     CHAIR DREW:  Mr. Young.

 3                     MR. YOUNG:  Again, some type of

 4   language merger would seem to be helpful here.

 5                     MR. GREENE:  And if you want, I can

 6   bring up the Council's version so you can see where it

 7   was --

 8                     CHAIR DREW:  I think we will just look

 9   for it to be merged and then have a chance to see it.

10                     MR. GREENE:  Okay.  And I think that's

11   it.  Those are all the changes that were proposed by the

12   Council or were arrived at by Staff through discussions

13   with the applicant.

14                     CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.  We are now at

15   the point in our meeting today where our next step would

16   be to ask the Staff to prepare the documents for a

17   recommendation to the governor.  Previous Councils have

18   used the intent section of the EFSEC statute, RCW

19   80.50.010, to guide their decisionmaking process.  So I

20   have asked for Ms. Grantham to put that RCW section on

21   our screen.

22       I think the focus, in terms of legislative findings,

23   as you can zero in on the words that start about three

24   fourths from the bottom, "Such action will be based on

25   these premises," do you see that?  Can you enlarge that
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 1   so that we are looking at that.  There we go.  I think

 2   there's one more.  Oh, six is on the next page.  Sorry

 3   about that.  It ended up on the same page as mine.

 4       As we look at what step we want to take, I will just

 5   briefly verbally go over the directions in our statute.

 6       To assure citizens, where applicable, that

 7   operational safeguards are at least as stringent as the

 8   federal government.

 9       To preserve and protect the quality of the

10   environment.

11       To enhance the public's opportunity to enjoy the

12   aesthetic and recreational benefits of the air, water,

13   and land resources, to promote air cleanliness, to pursue

14   beneficial changes in the environment, and to promote

15   environmental justice for overburdened communities.

16       To encourage the development and integration of

17   clean energy sources, to provide abundant clean energy at

18   reasonable cost.

19       To avoid costs of complete site restoration and

20   demolition of improvement and infrastructure at

21   unfinished nuclear energy sites.  That's not part of what

22   we are looking at here.

23       And to avoid costly duplication in the siting

24   process, and ensure that decisions are made timely and

25   without unnecessary delay, while also encouraging
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 1   meaningful public comment and participation in energy

 2   facility decision.

 3       So that's our charge as we move to the next phase of

 4   consideration.  I don't know if anybody has questions

 5   about that.  As you can see, and as I think we are well

 6   aware, those require looking both at the environmental

 7   impacts, the need for clean energy, the impact on

 8   communities and on overburdened -- environmental justice

 9   for overburdened communities as well.

10       So I just wanted to bring that forward as we move to

11   thinking about all that we have learned from reviewing

12   this project, from the many public comments/concerns that

13   have been raised, from the adjudication, and our

14   consideration of all that has been brought up there, and

15   from our environmental impact statement, and the

16   mitigations that are brought forward in the final

17   environmental impact statement as we have reviewed and

18   modified them.

19       To prepare for our final recommendations to the

20   governor, we need to ask the Staff to prepare those

21   documents.  As you can see, we want to make sure when we

22   are talking about conditions that we fully understand

23   what those conditions might be if we are moving in that

24   direction.  And that would provide us with the basis for

25   further deliberations and a final vote on the
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 1   recommendation to the governor at a later meeting.

 2       In my view, we have three options.  One option is to

 3   ask the Staff to prepare documents to approve the Horse

 4   Heaven project as the applicant has modified it.

 5       A second is to ask the Staff to prepare the

 6   documents to reject the Horse Heaven project.

 7       And a third option is to ask the Staff to prepare

 8   documents to approve the Horse Heaven project with the

 9   conditions that were identified in the final EIS as we

10   have discussed and modified them during today's

11   discussion.

12       So I would ask Council members if they have -- if

13   you have a preferred option you want to consider at this

14   point in time.  Mr. Young.

15                     MR. YOUNG:  Chair Drew, I'm not sure

16   we are ready to make that decision today.  We haven't had

17   any discussion about mitigation of impacts to TCP, to

18   traditional cultural properties.  And I personally have

19   not thoroughly read what the FEIS is specifying on that

20   topic.  How do you think that factors in to where we are

21   today?

22                     CHAIR DREW:  That's a really good

23   question.  And I guess myself I have spent a fair --

24   quite a fair amount of time reviewing the map that we

25   saw.  Perhaps that map can be brought up again.  That
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 1   identified the most impactful turbines are identified in

 2   red.  What I understand we have done would be included as

 3   a condition, would be to eliminate all of the turbines on

 4   this map from consideration because they are within --

 5   they are highly impactful in a number of ways.

 6       One way we specifically talked about is that they

 7   are within the two-mile buffer of the ferruginous hawk.

 8   They also impact cultural resources.  We have the

 9   confidential maps that we have looked at in terms of the

10   impact on a number of traditional cultural properties, so

11   elimination of these turbines won't eliminate all impacts

12   to traditional cultural properties, but will eliminate a

13   significant -- will eliminate impacts.  I don't feel that

14   I can qualify that in a very specific way.

15       In addition to that, eliminating these turbines, if

16   you are to look at those turbines that have the most

17   impact on the community in terms of visual resources, the

18   community at large, I'm not talking about just -- not

19   just -- but I'm not talking about specific residences

20   that are in the area, but as you can see from this map,

21   this is the face to the larger -- to the community at

22   large, and so that will significantly reduce the visual

23   impact.  It will reduce the number of turbines close to

24   the ridge line for firefighting purposes as we look at

25   those issues as we continue to look at that with the help
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 1   of the Department of Natural Resources.

 2       Turbines would be further away from -- we understand

 3   that we would not expect to have drones and other aerial

 4   firefighting equipment within where the turbines are, but

 5   this moves them away from the slope of a hill which is

 6   really where that equipment, as I understand it from the

 7   testimony we have had, has been used in the past.

 8       So as I look at the map -- and thank you for asking

 9   me the question because that all is in my mind from the

10   review that we have conducted, and we talked about the

11   wildlife corridors as well, and therefore, I do think, in

12   my opinion, that we can move forward at this point to ask

13   the Staff to prepare documents to condition the project

14   in this way.  I would like to hear other opinions.

15                     MR. YOUNG:  I would ask if we have

16   Staff prepare a couple of variants.  And one variant that

17   I would like to see us at least think about at this point

18   would be eliminating all the turbines and all the work

19   east of Straub Canyon, which is roughly in the middle of

20   the project running generally north/south.  And my

21   primary push around that is around that TCP.

22                     CHAIR DREW:  Mr. Livingston.

23                     MR. LIVINGSTON:  At this point, I'm

24   where Lenny is.  We talked about some additional

25   restrictions on the project.  I can't put all those
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 1   pieces together looking at this map and what we talked

 2   about.  The wildfire fighting, this is something, you

 3   know, I would like to see what that looks like, and just

 4   assure that we have those covered where there might be

 5   setbacks.  The wildlife corridor, it would be very

 6   helpful to see that, you know, how does that affect the

 7   various turbines.

 8       And then the other question are we -- are you, Chair

 9   Drew, as far as the yellow, so the two impacts those

10   areas versus the three impacts with the red, you know,

11   you say you removed those Class 2 impacts as well or

12   three?  Those are just a few things for me right now that

13   I feel like I would like to see another iteration before

14   I provide my input on which direction to go.

15                     CHAIR DREW:  So I'm certainly open to

16   the Class 2 impacts, and even the Class 1 impacts.  I'm

17   primarily, I guess, looking because its easier to see the

18   color green on here and the color red than it is to see

19   those, but I do want to know if you are talking about

20   where the canyon is.  Maybe Staff can help me with that.

21                     MR. GREENE:  Sure. Straub Canyon is

22   this roughly north/south canyon that goes through here.

23                     CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  Thank you.  Other

24   comments?

25                     MS. BREWSTER:  This is Stacey
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 1   Brewster.  I guess, just a question about the -- if we

 2   move today to have Staff prepare a document with the

 3   conditions that we have laid out so far is how malleable

 4   is that document?  As we consider it a bit further, are

 5   changes still able to be made?

 6                     CHAIR DREW:  Ms. Hafkemeyer.

 7                     MS. HAFKEMEYER:  So what Staff can do

 8   is prepare documents, including maybe some placeholders

 9   for some different conditions where we have highlighted,

10   you know, different degrees of specificity -- not degrees

11   of specificity, but where the Council would like to

12   consider potential different exclusions and conditions as

13   we get responses from DNR on aerial firefighting, and as

14   we get information from WDFW on potentially making

15   allowances for ancillary infrastructure, such as

16   transmission, and generally prepare documents to

17   condition the project and have placeholders for some of

18   that variation to allow the Council to review those

19   distinctions ahead of the January meeting.  And then if

20   the Council would like to discuss further at the January

21   meeting and provide staff with the sort of, you know,

22   ultimate direction based on those options or another

23   variation thereof based on your discussion.  Staff could

24   then make those edits following your discussion on the

25   January 24th meeting.  I think that we would want to
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 1   frame the discussion at that time so that Staff has clear

 2   direction on what the Council would ultimately like to

 3   see so that we can have everything submitted ahead of our

 4   January 31st deadline for recommendation to the governor.

 5                     MS. DREW:  I will comment a little bit

 6   about that.  That is one of the drivers, but I think that

 7   if it happens that we don't make that deadline we will

 8   figure out how to adjust that because I think we will be

 9   pretty close.

10       What I do hear, and I appreciate it, is I hear the

11   Council coalescing, and tell me if I'm wrong, around the

12   option three to approve the project potentially as long

13   as we address the conditions that I have heard everybody

14   talking about even in this conversation.  That doesn't

15   mean that we can't go back and say, you know, no, it

16   doesn't work, right.  But if we ask the Staff to start

17   working on a potential recommendation, that would include

18   options.  Does that meet the needs of Council members?

19   Mr. Young?

20                     MR. YOUNG:  Yeah.  I would say yes.  I

21   certainly do not favor the option you mentioned of --

22   that we would proceed thinking we could approve the

23   project the way it's been described by the applicant.

24   And I don't think we are at a absolute no, there's no

25   part of this that could ever be done.  We are in that
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 1   middle ground area.

 2                     CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  Do we need

 3   further -- I guess we will move forward and have a motion

 4   to ask the Staff to prepare documents to approve the

 5   project with the conditions we have talked about, and

 6   with options as we have discussed in preparation for a

 7   more final decision in January.  Do you need more

 8   specificity than that?

 9                     MS. HAFKEMEYER:  I would also like to

10   ask the Council if they would like Staff to incorporate

11   the other mitigation measures in the final EIS that were

12   not discussed for revision.  Would the Council like to

13   see those included in draft documents as well as they are

14   in the FEIS?

15                     CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.  So we would

16   have the documents with the conditions identified as

17   mitigations in the final EIS, plus the ones that we have

18   refined and the ones that we may have some options on

19   moving forward.  Yes, we would want all of those

20   conditions included.

21       Okay.  Is there a motion then to ask the Staff to

22   prepare these documents to approve the Horse Heaven

23   project with the conditions that were identified in the

24   final EIS, and with the refinements that were made today,

25   allowing for some options to be considered in a future
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 1   meeting?

 2                     MS. BREWSTER:  Stacey Brewster, so

 3   moved.

 4                     CHAIR DREW:  Mr. Young.

 5                     MR. LEVITT:  Eli Levitt, second.

 6                     MR. YOUNG:  I will jump in here as now

 7   we have a motion on the table.  I could like to ensure

 8   that the option we are asking Staff to develop, whether

 9   it's a sub option or what, but that one of the things

10   that is being considered in what Staff puts together is

11   what I asked before is excluding all of the project as

12   described.

13                     CHAIR DREW:  Friendly amendment.  Is

14   there any discussion?  Any further discussion?  Okay.

15   It's a lot of information that we have received and a lot

16   of considerations moving forward.  I appreciate

17   everybody's work individually and the Staff's work on

18   this.  All those in favor of this motion, please signify

19   by saying eye.  And anyone opposed to this motion please

20   nay.  The motion is adopted.  Thank you.

21       At this point in time we have an employee update.

22   Go ahead Ms. Masengale.

23                     MS. MASENGALE:  Thank you, Chair Drew.

24   I'm Lisa Masengale.  I am the Public Records Officer and

25   the Records Program Manager for EFSEC.  I am very pleased
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 1   to introduce Audra Allen, our new Records Analyst 3.  She

 2   joins EFSEC from DSHS, so she has over five years of

 3   experience in public disclosure.  I will go ahead and

 4   pass the microphone to Audra to introduce herself to the

 5   Council.

 6                     MS. ALLEN:  I moved to Washington five

 7   years ago from Austin, Texas.  I have been working for

 8   the State since then.  I'm very happy to be here and look

 9   forward to meeting everyone.

10                     CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.  And welcome

11   to the Staff.  I appreciate that.

12       If there's nothing further to come before the

13   Council, our meeting is adjourned.

14

15                           (Adjourned at 3:13 p.m.)
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 1   STATE OF WASHINGTON )    I, Christy Sheppard, CCR, RPR,

                         ) ss a certified court reporter

 2   County of Pierce    )    in the State of Washington, do

                              hereby certify:

 3
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          That the foregoing transcript of the EFSEC Monthly

 5   Council Meeting was taken before me at 621 Woodland Square
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		209						LN		8		22		false		           22      ago, probably six months after operational phase we				false

		210						LN		8		23		false		           23      implemented a system that automatically curtailed a				false

		211						LN		8		24		false		           24      couple of turbines that were known to have caused shadow				false

		212						LN		8		25		false		           25      flicker.  The system is fully automatic and it runs on a				false

		213						PG		9		0		false		page 9				false

		214						LN		9		1		false		            1      schedule.  Daylight saving time ended on November 5th and				false

		215						LN		9		2		false		            2      the complaint came in on November 7th, and it was due to				false

		216						LN		9		3		false		            3      the failure of the automated system to follow the time				false

		217						LN		9		4		false		            4      change.  We had it corrected and it's been working fine				false

		218						LN		9		5		false		            5      ever since.  We continue to monitor it, but it was just a				false

		219						LN		9		6		false		            6      flip of the controller.				false

		220						LN		9		7		false		            7                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.				false

		221						LN		9		8		false		            8                        MR. MELBARDIS:  Any questions about				false

		222						LN		9		9		false		            9      that?				false

		223						LN		9		10		false		           10                        CHAIR DREW:  Any questions from				false

		224						LN		9		11		false		           11      Council members?  Thank you.  And thank you for				false

		225						LN		9		12		false		           12      correcting it and finding that quickly.				false

		226						LN		9		13		false		           13          Moving on to Wild Horse Wind Power project, Ms.				false

		227						LN		9		14		false		           14      Galbraith.				false

		228						LN		9		15		false		           15                        MS. GALBRAITH:  Thank you, Chair Drew,				false

		229						LN		9		16		false		           16      Council members and Staff.  This is Jennifer Galbraith				false

		230						LN		9		17		false		           17      with Puget Sound Energy representing the Wild Horse Wind				false

		231						LN		9		18		false		           18      facility.  I have one nonroutine update for the month of				false

		232						LN		9		19		false		           19      November.  In accordance with the fire control plan and				false

		233						LN		9		20		false		           20      the fire services agreement with Kittitas Valley Fire				false

		234						LN		9		21		false		           21      District No. 2, PSE and the District met to review and				false

		235						LN		9		22		false		           22      train on the fire safety plan, including site orientation				false

		236						LN		9		23		false		           23      map, site access, identification of potential electrical				false

		237						LN		9		24		false		           24      hazards, and lessons learned from the 2022 Vantage fire,				false

		238						LN		9		25		false		           25      and that's all I have.				false

		239						PG		10		0		false		page 10				false

		240						LN		10		1		false		            1                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.  Chehalis				false

		241						LN		10		2		false		            2      Generation Facility, Is Mr. Smith online?				false

		242						LN		10		3		false		            3                        MR. SMITH:  Yes.				false

		243						LN		10		4		false		            4                        CHAIR DREW:  Go ahead.				false

		244						LN		10		5		false		            5                        MR. SMITH:  Good afternoon, Chair				false

		245						LN		10		6		false		            6      Drew, Council members and Staff.  This is Jeremy Smith,				false

		246						LN		10		7		false		            7      the operations manager representing the Chehalis				false

		247						LN		10		8		false		            8      Generation Facility.  I have nothing nonroutine to note				false

		248						LN		10		9		false		            9      for the month of November.				false

		249						LN		10		10		false		           10                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.  Grays Harbor				false

		250						LN		10		11		false		           11      Energy Center, Mr. Sherin.				false

		251						LN		10		12		false		           12                        MR. SHERIN:  Good afternoon, Chair				false

		252						LN		10		13		false		           13      Drew, Council members and Staff.  This is Chris Sherin				false

		253						LN		10		14		false		           14      for the Grays Harbor Energy Center, and I have nothing				false

		254						LN		10		15		false		           15      nonroutine to report for the month of November either.				false

		255						LN		10		16		false		           16                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.  Columbia				false

		256						LN		10		17		false		           17      Solar, is Mr. Cushing there or Ms. Randolph?				false

		257						LN		10		18		false		           18                        MS. RANDOLPH:  Thank you.  Good				false

		258						LN		10		19		false		           19      afternoon, Chair Drew, Council members and Staff.  For				false

		259						LN		10		20		false		           20      the record, this is Sara Randolph, site specialist,				false

		260						LN		10		21		false		           21      providing an update for Columbia Solar.  The facility				false

		261						LN		10		22		false		           22      update is provided in your packet.  There were no				false

		262						LN		10		23		false		           23      nonroutine updates to report.				false

		263						LN		10		24		false		           24                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.  Columbia				false

		264						LN		10		25		false		           25      Generating Station, Ms. Najera-Paxton.				false

		265						PG		11		0		false		page 11				false

		266						LN		11		1		false		            1                        MS. NAJERA-PAXTON:  Good afternoon,				false

		267						LN		11		2		false		            2      Chair Drew, Council members and Staff, this is Felicia				false

		268						LN		11		3		false		            3      Najera-Paxton providing updates for Energy Northwest				false

		269						LN		11		4		false		            4      Columbia Generating Station.  In November we had routine				false

		270						LN		11		5		false		            5      operations.  On November 20th we did have one update that				false

		271						LN		11		6		false		            6      EFSEC provided additional questions on the June 2023				false

		272						LN		11		7		false		            7      circulating water/oil release that occurred.  Energy				false

		273						LN		11		8		false		            8      Northwest submitted follow-up information on that				false

		274						LN		11		9		false		            9      incident to EFSEC as requested on December 12th, 2023.				false

		275						LN		11		10		false		           10                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.  Goose Prairie				false

		276						LN		11		11		false		           11      Solar, Mr. Christ.				false

		277						LN		11		12		false		           12                        MR. CHRIST:  Good afternoon, Chair				false

		278						LN		11		13		false		           13      Drew, EFSEC Council and Staff.  Jacob Christ, senior				false

		279						LN		11		14		false		           14      project manager on behalf of Brookfield Renewable Goose				false

		280						LN		11		15		false		           15      Prairie Solar project update.  For construction update,				false

		281						LN		11		16		false		           16      starting with the substation reported last month that we				false

		282						LN		11		17		false		           17      were still waiting on a PT delivery so we can say that we				false

		283						LN		11		18		false		           18      successfully had both PTs delivered and the buildout is				false

		284						LN		11		19		false		           19      complete, so that the substation buildout for the rest of				false

		285						LN		11		20		false		           20      the remaining structures will now continue in				false

		286						LN		11		21		false		           21      anticipation for the remaining gear that we expect to				false

		287						LN		11		22		false		           22      receive sometime early next year.				false

		288						LN		11		23		false		           23          Predrilling activities on the job site is complete.				false

		289						LN		11		24		false		           24      Pile driving and perimeter fence continue along with				false

		290						LN		11		25		false		           25      medium voltage cable install, and all three of those				false

		291						PG		12		0		false		page 12				false

		292						LN		12		1		false		            1      activities are nearing completion.				false

		293						LN		12		2		false		            2          Racking installation started last month.  And then				false

		294						LN		12		3		false		            3      looking ahead to January we have got some modular				false

		295						LN		12		4		false		            4      inverter install that will start in early January.				false

		296						LN		12		5		false		            5          We do continue with ongoing environmental				false

		297						LN		12		6		false		            6      inspections weekly by WSP, and a weekly call with the				false

		298						LN		12		7		false		            7      EFSEC specialist.				false

		299						LN		12		8		false		            8          And then for public outreach update, I don't have				false

		300						LN		12		9		false		            9      the final numbers yet but we did successfully complete a				false

		301						LN		12		10		false		           10      project with monetary donations and toys both.  I'm just				false

		302						LN		12		11		false		           11      awaiting final numbers on that so I can report in the				false

		303						LN		12		12		false		           12      January meeting to the Council.  Any questions?				false

		304						LN		12		13		false		           13                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.  Are there any				false

		305						LN		12		14		false		           14      questions for Mr. Christ?  Thank you.				false

		306						LN		12		15		false		           15          High Top and Ostrea, Ms. Randolph.				false

		307						LN		12		16		false		           16                        MS. RANDOLPH:  Thank you.  For the				false

		308						LN		12		17		false		           17      record, this is Sara Randolph, site specialist for High				false

		309						LN		12		18		false		           18      Top and Ostrea.  EFSEC Staff are continuing to work the				false

		310						LN		12		19		false		           19      developer on the construction requirements and plans.  We				false

		311						LN		12		20		false		           20      have no other updates at this time.				false

		312						LN		12		21		false		           21                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.  Whistling				false

		313						LN		12		22		false		           22      Ridge, Ms. Barnes are you giving Mr. Caputo's update?				false

		314						LN		12		23		false		           23                        MR. BARNES:  Yes, I am, Chair Drew.				false

		315						LN		12		24		false		           24      Thank you, Chair Drew, and Council members.  This is John				false

		316						LN		12		25		false		           25      Barnes on behalf of Lance Caputo, who is the site				false

		317						PG		13		0		false		page 13				false

		318						LN		13		1		false		            1      specialist for this project.  Staff are working to				false

		319						LN		13		2		false		            2      schedule the hearing for the Whistling Ridge extension				false

		320						LN		13		3		false		            3      request and transfer request.  Details of the hearing				false

		321						LN		13		4		false		            4      will be announced once they are available.				false

		322						LN		13		5		false		            5                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.  Desert Claim				false

		323						LN		13		6		false		            6      project update, Ms. Moon.				false

		324						LN		13		7		false		            7                        MS. MOON:  Good afternoon, Chair Drew				false

		325						LN		13		8		false		            8      and Council members.  For the record, this is Amy Moon				false

		326						LN		13		9		false		            9      providing a project update on Desert Claim.  The Desert				false

		327						LN		13		10		false		           10      Claim Site Certification Agreement, Amendment No. 2, as				false

		328						LN		13		11		false		           11      approved by the Council at the November 15th, 2023				false

		329						LN		13		12		false		           12      council meeting, has been finalized and posted to the				false

		330						LN		13		13		false		           13      EFSEC Desert Claim Site Certification Agreement public				false

		331						LN		13		14		false		           14      website.  There are no further project updates at this				false

		332						LN		13		15		false		           15      time.				false

		333						LN		13		16		false		           16          Does the Council have any questions?				false

		334						LN		13		17		false		           17                        CHAIR DREW:  Any questions for Ms.				false

		335						LN		13		18		false		           18      Moon?  Okay.  Thank you.				false

		336						LN		13		19		false		           19          I apologize.  I'm trying to figure out how to get us				false

		337						LN		13		20		false		           20      out of this dark that I see on our screen here because				false

		338						LN		13		21		false		           21      there's lack of light.  It's one image that is a dark				false

		339						LN		13		22		false		           22      area.  I apologize for the momentary delay.  Thank you.				false

		340						LN		13		23		false		           23          Moving on to Badger Mountain project update, Ms.				false

		341						LN		13		24		false		           24      Snarski.				false

		342						LN		13		25		false		           25                        MS. SNARSKI:  Thank you, Chair Drew,				false

		343						PG		14		0		false		page 14				false

		344						LN		14		1		false		            1      and good afternoon Council members.  For the record, this				false

		345						LN		14		2		false		            2      is Joanne Snarski, the siting specialist for Badger				false

		346						LN		14		3		false		            3      Mountain Solar.  Progress is continuing with the				false

		347						LN		14		4		false		            4      development of the draft environmental impact statement				false

		348						LN		14		5		false		            5      for the proposed Badger Mountain Solar project.				false

		349						LN		14		6		false		            6          Efforts are also continuing on the development of				false

		350						LN		14		7		false		            7      the Supplemental Cultural Resources Survey.  A work plan				false

		351						LN		14		8		false		            8      has been completed for the initial ground survey.				false

		352						LN		14		9		false		            9      Currently, we are looking at the possibility of				false

		353						LN		14		10		false		           10      completing the initial survey work in January if the snow				false

		354						LN		14		11		false		           11      remains at bay in the proposed project boundary.				false

		355						LN		14		12		false		           12          Additionally, we are working with the Department of				false

		356						LN		14		13		false		           13      Natural Resources to obtain an agreement for our				false

		357						LN		14		14		false		           14      subcontractors to gain access to the relatively small				false

		358						LN		14		15		false		           15      portion of the project that is located on state lands.				false

		359						LN		14		16		false		           16          Finally, we hope the more detailed survey work will				false

		360						LN		14		17		false		           17      be completed this spring.  As a reminder, the findings of				false

		361						LN		14		18		false		           18      this survey will inform the cultural resources section of				false

		362						LN		14		19		false		           19      the draft environmental impact statement.  Are there any				false

		363						LN		14		20		false		           20      questions?				false

		364						LN		14		21		false		           21                        CHAIR DREW:  Are there any questions				false

		365						LN		14		22		false		           22      for Ms. Snarski?  Thank you.				false

		366						LN		14		23		false		           23          Wautoma Solar project update, Mr. Barnes.				false

		367						LN		14		24		false		           24                        MR. BARNES:  Thank you, Chair Drew,				false

		368						LN		14		25		false		           25      and Council members.  Once again, this is John Barnes on				false

		369						PG		15		0		false		page 15				false

		370						LN		15		1		false		            1      behalf of Lance Caputo who is the siting specialist for				false

		371						LN		15		2		false		            2      this project.				false

		372						LN		15		3		false		            3          Applicants for the Wautoma Solar Energy project				false

		373						LN		15		4		false		            4      recently submitted the final Supplemental Cultural				false

		374						LN		15		5		false		            5      Resource Survey requested by EFSEC, and the Department of				false

		375						LN		15		6		false		            6      Archeology, and has started preservation, and we are				false

		376						LN		15		7		false		            7      presently reviewing the report for compliance.				false

		377						LN		15		8		false		            8          Staff are also coordinating with the Yakama Nation's				false

		378						LN		15		9		false		            9      cultural resource program staff on identifying potential				false

		379						LN		15		10		false		           10      mitigation to form our SEPA determination.				false

		380						LN		15		11		false		           11          Lastly, Staff are currently working with our AAGs				false

		381						LN		15		12		false		           12      and the Office of Administrative Hearings to ensure that				false

		382						LN		15		13		false		           13      we are prepared for the forthcoming adjudicative				false

		383						LN		15		14		false		           14      proceeding for this project.				false

		384						LN		15		15		false		           15                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.  Hop Hill				false

		385						LN		15		16		false		           16      Solar, Mr. Barnes.				false

		386						LN		15		17		false		           17                        MR. BARNES:  Thank you, Chair Drew,				false

		387						LN		15		18		false		           18      and Council members.  For the record, this is John				false

		388						LN		15		19		false		           19      Barnes, EFSEC staff, for the Hop Hill application.  We				false

		389						LN		15		20		false		           20      are continuing to coordinate and review of the				false

		390						LN		15		21		false		           21      application with our contractor, contracted agencies, and				false

		391						LN		15		22		false		           22      tribal governments.  At this time the applicant would				false

		392						LN		15		23		false		           23      like to request a 12-month application review extension.				false

		393						LN		15		24		false		           24          The original application review deadline was set to				false

		394						LN		15		25		false		           25      expire December 22nd, 2023.  The 12-month extension would				false

		395						PG		16		0		false		page 16				false

		396						LN		16		1		false		            1      allow the applicant to complete data collection studies				false

		397						LN		16		2		false		            2      needed for EFSEC to be able to conduct our SEPA review				false

		398						LN		16		3		false		            3      and determination.				false

		399						LN		16		4		false		            4          The applicant has drafted an application review				false

		400						LN		16		5		false		            5      extension letter that has been placed on the EFSEC				false

		401						LN		16		6		false		            6      website for public review and comments ahead of the				false

		402						LN		16		7		false		            7      meeting from December 11th through December 15th.  No				false

		403						LN		16		8		false		            8      comments were received.  If granted, the new application				false

		404						LN		16		9		false		            9      deadline would become December 22, 2024.				false

		405						LN		16		10		false		           10          At this time Staff recommends the Council to vote to				false

		406						LN		16		11		false		           11      approve the application extension now in front of you.				false

		407						LN		16		12		false		           12      Are there any questions?				false

		408						LN		16		13		false		           13                        CHAIR DREW:  Are there any questions				false

		409						LN		16		14		false		           14      for Mr. Barnes?  The letter is in your packet and on the				false

		410						LN		16		15		false		           15      screen.  Are there any comments by Council members?  Is				false

		411						LN		16		16		false		           16      there a motion to approve the extension request from				false

		412						LN		16		17		false		           17      Bright Night for the Hop Hill Solar application?				false

		413						LN		16		18		false		           18                        MR. YOUNG:  Lenny Young, I move to				false

		414						LN		16		19		false		           19      approve the extension request.				false

		415						LN		16		20		false		           20                        CHAIR DREW:  Second?				false

		416						LN		16		21		false		           21                        MR. LEVITT:  Eli Levitt, second.				false

		417						LN		16		22		false		           22                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.  Discussion?				false

		418						LN		16		23		false		           23      Hearing none, all those in favor please say aye.				false

		419						LN		16		24		false		           24      Opposed?  The extension request is approved.  Thank you.				false

		420						LN		16		25		false		           25          Carriger Solar project, Ms. Snarski.				false

		421						PG		17		0		false		page 17				false

		422						LN		17		1		false		            1                        MS. SNARSKI:  Thank you, Chair Drew,				false

		423						LN		17		2		false		            2      and Council members.  For the record, this is Joanne				false

		424						LN		17		3		false		            3      Snarski, the siting specialist for Carriger Solar.				false

		425						LN		17		4		false		            4          EFSEC Staff continue to work with Carriger Solar				false

		426						LN		17		5		false		            5      applicant to address anticipated visual impacts from the				false

		427						LN		17		6		false		            6      proposed project.  In accordance with RCW 80.50.080 Sub				false

		428						LN		17		7		false		            7      3, Sub A, the applicant is allowed to provide				false

		429						LN		17		8		false		            8      clarification or make changes to the proposal to mitigate				false

		430						LN		17		9		false		            9      the anticipated environmental impacts.				false

		431						LN		17		10		false		           10          We recently agreed on a few supplemental visual				false

		432						LN		17		11		false		           11      simulations that we believe will help us better				false

		433						LN		17		12		false		           12      understand the potential options for mitigating visual				false

		434						LN		17		13		false		           13      impacts.  When received, these new simulations will lead				false

		435						LN		17		14		false		           14      to further discussions with the applicant, and will				false

		436						LN		17		15		false		           15      hopefully result in a formal written response from the				false

		437						LN		17		16		false		           16      applicant for initial SEPA notification to them.				false

		438						LN		17		17		false		           17          Staff, with support from our Assistant Attorney				false

		439						LN		17		18		false		           18      General, are very near final execution of an interagency				false

		440						LN		17		19		false		           19      agreement for the completion of a traditional cultural				false

		441						LN		17		20		false		           20      properties study by the Yakama Nation for this site.				false

		442						LN		17		21		false		           21          All of the language in the contract has been				false

		443						LN		17		22		false		           22      mutually agreed to and is currently with the Yakama				false

		444						LN		17		23		false		           23      Nation for their processing and their signature.  This				false

		445						LN		17		24		false		           24      contract will also now serve as a model for additional				false

		446						LN		17		25		false		           25      TCP studies at other proposed facilities with tribal				false

		447						PG		18		0		false		page 18				false

		448						LN		18		1		false		            1      cultural resource concerns.  Are there any questions?				false

		449						LN		18		2		false		            2                        CHAIR DREW:  Are there any questions				false

		450						LN		18		3		false		            3      for Ms. Snarski?  I don't see any questions from Council				false

		451						LN		18		4		false		            4      members.  Thank you.				false

		452						LN		18		5		false		            5          Moving on to the Horse Heaven Wind Farm project, Ms.				false

		453						LN		18		6		false		            6      Moon, project update.				false

		454						LN		18		7		false		            7                        MS. MOON:  Good afternoon, Council				false

		455						LN		18		8		false		            8      Chair Drew and EFSEC Council members.  For the record,				false

		456						LN		18		9		false		            9      this is Amy Moon providing an update on the Horse Heaven				false

		457						LN		18		10		false		           10      Wind project.				false

		458						LN		18		11		false		           11          Since issuing the Horse Heaven Wind project final				false

		459						LN		18		12		false		           12      environmental site assessment, known as the EIS, on				false

		460						LN		18		13		false		           13      October 31, 2022, EFSEC Staff have been addressing				false

		461						LN		18		14		false		           14      Council feedback and questions posed at the November 15th				false

		462						LN		18		15		false		           15      Council meeting and the November 29th special Council				false

		463						LN		18		16		false		           16      meeting regarding mitigation measures.				false

		464						LN		18		17		false		           17          The follow-up on the questions posed in the November				false

		465						LN		18		18		false		           18      Council meeting regarding the roles of the Washington				false

		466						LN		18		19		false		           19      Department of Natural Resources or DNR and fire response				false

		467						LN		18		20		false		           20      and suppression, EFSEC Staff sent the questions to DNR				false

		468						LN		18		21		false		           21      and I want to go over those questions an responses from				false

		469						LN		18		22		false		           22      the DNR.  There's five in total.				false

		470						LN		18		23		false		           23          Question one, we asked if DNR had any project				false

		471						LN		18		24		false		           24      specific concerns regarding fire suppression, for				false

		472						LN		18		25		false		           25      example, access to the site or access to fire suppression				false
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		474						LN		19		1		false		            1      materials, and the DNR response was, "DNR does not have				false

		475						LN		19		2		false		            2      the direct fire protection responsibility for the				false

		476						LN		19		3		false		            3      proposed project area."				false

		477						LN		19		4		false		            4          Second question we asked, Would DNR be one of the				false

		478						LN		19		5		false		            5      potential responders to a range fire in the Horse Heaven				false

		479						LN		19		6		false		            6      Hills, specifically within the proposed project location?				false

		480						LN		19		7		false		            7          The DNR response, "DNR could be a potential				false

		481						LN		19		8		false		            8      responder through agreements with fire districts and/or				false

		482						LN		19		9		false		            9      state mobilization.  DNR is the primary responder for				false

		483						LN		19		10		false		           10      wildfire aviation on nonfederal lands statewide."				false

		484						LN		19		11		false		           11          The third question from the Council was, Would the				false

		485						LN		19		12		false		           12      proposed turbine height of the 657 feet maximum total				false

		486						LN		19		13		false		           13      height, ground to blade tip, affect fire suppression				false

		487						LN		19		14		false		           14      methodology?				false

		488						LN		19		15		false		           15          The DNR response, Turbines up to 657 feet would				false

		489						LN		19		16		false		           16      severely restrict or prohibit the use of tactical				false

		490						LN		19		17		false		           17      aircraft, known as UAS, which is unmanned aircraft system				false

		491						LN		19		18		false		           18      and we could probably just call it a drone, so turbines				false

		492						LN		19		19		false		           19      up to that 657 foot height would severely restrict or				false

		493						LN		19		20		false		           20      prohibit the use of drones for tactical fire suppression.				false

		494						LN		19		21		false		           21          Question four, What is the typical height planes and				false

		495						LN		19		22		false		           22      helicopters fly when responding to a range fire for				false

		496						LN		19		23		false		           23      suppression.				false

		497						LN		19		24		false		           24          DNR responded, "Nearly all tactical wildland				false

		498						LN		19		25		false		           25      missions are conducted below 500 feet above ground				false
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		500						LN		20		1		false		            1      level."				false

		501						LN		20		2		false		            2          And the last question, five, Are there any other				false

		502						LN		20		3		false		            3      aerial criteria or accommodation for planes or				false

		503						LN		20		4		false		            4      helicopters that will require DNR fire response related				false

		504						LN		20		5		false		            5      to access to water and/or fire retardants, and the				false

		505						LN		20		6		false		            6      follow-up, is there any specific turnaround criteria for				false

		506						LN		20		7		false		            7      the aircraft?				false

		507						LN		20		8		false		            8          The DNR response, "Nothing specific.  The density				false

		508						LN		20		9		false		            9      and spacing of the towers would essentially create a no				false

		509						LN		20		10		false		           10      fly zone over the entire project area.  We would require				false

		510						LN		20		11		false		           11      an additional safety buffer of one to two tower heights				false

		511						LN		20		12		false		           12      around the project to ensure safe separation for aircraft				false

		512						LN		20		13		false		           13      operations."				false

		513						LN		20		14		false		           14          And I also want to mention that before this meeting				false

		514						LN		20		15		false		           15      we did post to the website that the Council may be taking				false

		515						LN		20		16		false		           16      action, and we did receive nine comments from the public.				false

		516						LN		20		17		false		           17      They were general comments against the project.				false

		517						LN		20		18		false		           18          Are there any questions on those DNR questions and				false

		518						LN		20		19		false		           19      responses?				false

		519						LN		20		20		false		           20                        CHAIR DREW:  Are there any questions				false

		520						LN		20		21		false		           21      from Council members?				false

		521						LN		20		22		false		           22                        MR. LIVINGSTON:  Amy, could you reread				false

		522						LN		20		23		false		           23      the third question response?				false

		523						LN		20		24		false		           24                        MS. MOON:  Okay.  Turbines up to 657				false

		524						LN		20		25		false		           25      feet would severely restrict or prohibit the use of				false
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		526						LN		21		1		false		            1      tactical aircraft, and unmanned aircraft systems known as				false

		527						LN		21		2		false		            2      drones, for tactical fire suppression.				false

		528						LN		21		3		false		            3                        MR. LIVINGSTON:  Thank you for				false

		529						LN		21		4		false		            4      rereading it.  The first time around I didn't quite get				false

		530						LN		21		5		false		            5      it, but the response actually deals with two different				false

		531						LN		21		6		false		            6      things, tactical aircraft, which are different from				false

		532						LN		21		7		false		            7      unmanned aerial systems, so it's both piloted aircraft				false

		533						LN		21		8		false		            8      and drones that would be involved here?				false

		534						LN		21		9		false		            9                        MS. MOON:  Yes, I believe that's the				false

		535						LN		21		10		false		           10      answer.  I did kind of flub my acronyms and explaining				false

		536						LN		21		11		false		           11      when I first read that so thank you for asking again.				false

		537						LN		21		12		false		           12                        CHAIR DREW:  Ms. Moon, what I heard				false

		538						LN		21		13		false		           13      from the collection of questions, and thank you for				false

		539						LN		21		14		false		           14      getting those, certainly is that in the area that on the				false

		540						LN		21		15		false		           15      project itself that would be a nonfly zone; however, they				false

		541						LN		21		16		false		           16      would consider one to two turbine lengths from the				false

		542						LN		21		17		false		           17      closest turbine as their safety zone outside of -- or				false

		543						LN		21		18		false		           18      from where the turbines are to where they would be able				false

		544						LN		21		19		false		           19      to use their equipment; is that correct?				false

		545						LN		21		20		false		           20                        MS. MOON:  So I'm not sure if that's				false

		546						LN		21		21		false		           21      quite how that should be interpreted, and there may be				false

		547						LN		21		22		false		           22      somebody on the line from DNR that could respond to that.				false

		548						LN		21		23		false		           23      I took the answer as one to two tower heights above the				false

		549						LN		21		24		false		           24      project, but it could be like you posed, outside the				false

		550						LN		21		25		false		           25      project limits.  I could certainly follow up on that.				false

		551						PG		22		0		false		page 22				false

		552						LN		22		1		false		            1                        CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  Do we have				false

		553						LN		22		2		false		            2      somebody online to answer questions?  Okay.  That would				false

		554						LN		22		3		false		            3      be helpful because I was looking at it similarly to how				false

		555						LN		22		4		false		            4      we look at the distance between a turbine and a				false

		556						LN		22		5		false		            5      neighboring resident, so that would be good to clarify.				false

		557						LN		22		6		false		            6                        MS. MOON:  I will do that.  And any				false

		558						LN		22		7		false		            7      other questions on this?				false

		559						LN		22		8		false		            8                        MR. LIVINGSTON:  This is new				false

		560						LN		22		9		false		            9      information for Council to consider.  We have been				false

		561						LN		22		10		false		           10      working through with Staff on the mitigation, initial				false

		562						LN		22		11		false		           11      mitigation we might want to apply around the final EIS,				false

		563						LN		22		12		false		           12      so how should we anticipate when we use this information				false

		564						LN		22		13		false		           13      to looking at, you know, various turbines and how to				false

		565						LN		22		14		false		           14      propose the mitigation?				false

		566						LN		22		15		false		           15                        MS. MOON:  That is a fairly complex				false

		567						LN		22		16		false		           16      question, Mr. Livingston.  Ami Hafkemeyer might be able				false

		568						LN		22		17		false		           17      to help out on this or Sean Greene.  We are looking at				false

		569						LN		22		18		false		           18      more dialogue with the DNR on their answers to this, and				false

		570						LN		22		19		false		           19      particularly on whether they have a mitigation measure				false

		571						LN		22		20		false		           20      ideas or criteria, and we will -- I'm hoping that I can				false

		572						LN		22		21		false		           21      report that back to you in January, but as of yet, partly				false

		573						LN		22		22		false		           22      due to the holiday season and the end of the year, I				false

		574						LN		22		23		false		           23      wasn't able to have that dialogue with DNR so can we hold				false

		575						LN		22		24		false		           24      a more formal response until January?				false

		576						LN		22		25		false		           25                        MR. LIVINGSTON:  Yes, absolutely.  I				false
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		578						LN		23		1		false		            1      just wanted to make sure I understood when we might be				false

		579						LN		23		2		false		            2      able to get that information.  So thank you, Amy, I				false

		580						LN		23		3		false		            3      appreciate that.				false

		581						LN		23		4		false		            4                        MS. MOON:  You are welcome.  Any				false

		582						LN		23		5		false		            5      further questions?				false

		583						LN		23		6		false		            6                        CHAIR DREW:  If you could pause for a				false

		584						LN		23		7		false		            7      second.  Ms. Hafkemeyer is trying to ensure her				false

		585						LN		23		8		false		            8      microphone is on.				false

		586						LN		23		9		false		            9                        MS. HAFKEMEYER:  I don't think this				false

		587						LN		23		10		false		           10      microphone is on, but can people on the line hear me?				false

		588						LN		23		11		false		           11      All right.  I think I have a working microphone.  Okay.				false

		589						LN		23		12		false		           12          So thank you, Council Member Livingston.  One of the				false

		590						LN		23		13		false		           13      things to continue the discussion, Sean Greene is				false

		591						LN		23		14		false		           14      available this afternoon to discuss some of the				false

		592						LN		23		15		false		           15      mitigation changes that we have heard that Council may				false

		593						LN		23		16		false		           16      want to consider this afternoon.  So if the Council would				false

		594						LN		23		17		false		           17      like to discuss some additional mitigation in response to				false

		595						LN		23		18		false		           18      the concern for additional space, either around or above				false

		596						LN		23		19		false		           19      the footprint of the project, you know, we can certainly				false

		597						LN		23		20		false		           20      work to clarify that.				false

		598						LN		23		21		false		           21          But if the Council would like to consider				false

		599						LN		23		22		false		           22      mitigation, that can be discussed this afternoon when the				false

		600						LN		23		23		false		           23      Council is discussing the other mitigation measures being				false

		601						LN		23		24		false		           24      presented, and when giving Staff direction on what to				false

		602						LN		23		25		false		           25      prepare, we can incorporate some of those details to then				false
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		604						LN		24		1		false		            1      present to the Council ahead of the January meeting.				false

		605						LN		24		2		false		            2                        CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  Thank you.  Ms.				false

		606						LN		24		3		false		            3      Moon, is that the end of your report, and are we ready to				false

		607						LN		24		4		false		            4      move forward to the mitigation discussion?				false

		608						LN		24		5		false		            5                        MS. MOON:  That's basically the end of				false

		609						LN		24		6		false		            6      my report.  I was going to introduce Sean Greene.  He's				false

		610						LN		24		7		false		            7      available for any questions or dialogue about mitigation				false

		611						LN		24		8		false		            8      measures.  Also, Staff would like the Council -- well, I				false

		612						LN		24		9		false		            9      will hold that.  We will go into the mitigation measures				false

		613						LN		24		10		false		           10      so, yes, I'm done.  Thank you.				false

		614						LN		24		11		false		           11                        CHAIR DREW:  Mr. Greene.				false

		615						LN		24		12		false		           12                        MR. GREENE:  Thank you, Chair Drew,				false

		616						LN		24		13		false		           13      and Council members.  For the record, this is Sean				false

		617						LN		24		14		false		           14      Greene, specialist for EFSEC.  There are two sets of				false

		618						LN		24		15		false		           15      proposed changes to mitigation measures that I want to				false

		619						LN		24		16		false		           16      walk you through today.  Both were provided to Council				false

		620						LN		24		17		false		           17      members last week for their review.  I will see if I can				false

		621						LN		24		18		false		           18      get this to work so we can just start going through				false

		622						LN		24		19		false		           19      these.				false

		623						LN		24		20		false		           20          These are all changes that Staff have prepared in				false

		624						LN		24		21		false		           21      response to Council discussions during these two November				false

		625						LN		24		22		false		           22      meetings.  So the first is for Air-1.  There was some				false

		626						LN		24		23		false		           23      Council discussion about how this measure which limits				false

		627						LN		24		24		false		           24      the speed of project vehicles to 15 miles per hour				false

		628						LN		24		25		false		           25      onsite, there was discussion by the Council how this				false
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		630						LN		25		1		false		            1      would be managed and enforced.  We have proposed changes				false

		631						LN		25		2		false		            2      that were developed in coordination with our consultants				false

		632						LN		25		3		false		            3      that would indicate a posting of signage, training for				false

		633						LN		25		4		false		            4      all employees, periodic speed checks by construction				false

		634						LN		25		5		false		            5      contractors health and safety officers to be reviewed				false

		635						LN		25		6		false		            6      monthly, and a requirement be the applicant to notify				false

		636						LN		25		7		false		            7      EFSEC of any identified routine exceeding of the speed				false

		637						LN		25		8		false		            8      limit alongside a corrective action plan.				false

		638						LN		25		9		false		            9                        CHAIR DREW:  Are there any comments or				false

		639						LN		25		10		false		           10      questions about this updated mitigation item?  If not, I				false

		640						LN		25		11		false		           11      think we will just -- I will just ask you to raise your				false

		641						LN		25		12		false		           12      hands if you would like to discuss the changes that were				false

		642						LN		25		13		false		           13      made, and otherwise we will presume that they are				false

		643						LN		25		14		false		           14      understood by the Council.				false

		644						LN		25		15		false		           15                        MR. GREENE:  And just for				false

		645						LN		25		16		false		           16      clarification, does that -- understood by Council, does				false

		646						LN		25		17		false		           17      that indicate that the Council would like the mitigation				false

		647						LN		25		18		false		           18      as it is now proposed to be incorporated in the --				false

		648						LN		25		19		false		           19                        CHAIR DREW:  Yes.  Thank you.  Should				false

		649						LN		25		20		false		           20      they take that action?  Yes.  We haven't gotten that far				false

		650						LN		25		21		false		           21      but, yes.				false

		651						LN		25		22		false		           22                        MR. GREENE:  Okay.  The next measure				false

		652						LN		25		23		false		           23      is in regard to culvert installation best management				false

		653						LN		25		24		false		           24      practices.  There was discussion by Council members as to				false

		654						LN		25		25		false		           25      whether the applicant should be required to adhere to				false
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		656						LN		26		1		false		            1      WDFW fish passage best management practices in lieu of US				false

		657						LN		26		2		false		            2      Department of Agricultural best management practices.				false

		658						LN		26		3		false		            3      And Staff reviewed WDFW BMPs and they exceed all USDA				false

		659						LN		26		4		false		            4      BMPs.				false

		660						LN		26		5		false		            5          Okay.  The third measure is Water-6, which deals				false

		661						LN		26		6		false		            6      with spill response equipment in project vehicles.  There				false

		662						LN		26		7		false		            7      were Council concerns about which vehicles that would be				false

		663						LN		26		8		false		            8      present on project areas would be subject to this				false

		664						LN		26		9		false		            9      requirement.  We have updated the mitigation to indicate				false

		665						LN		26		10		false		           10      that this would apply to project vehicles, specifically				false

		666						LN		26		11		false		           11      vehicles owned by the project that regularly access the				false

		667						LN		26		12		false		           12      site.  It's specifically excluding employee personal				false

		668						LN		26		13		false		           13      vehicles.				false

		669						LN		26		14		false		           14          And there was also some Council discussion about				false

		670						LN		26		15		false		           15      what type of equipment would be required, so there has				false

		671						LN		26		16		false		           16      been some specificity in that regard.				false

		672						LN		26		17		false		           17          The next measure is Vegetation-6, which dealt with				false

		673						LN		26		18		false		           18      how mitigation measures would be updated in the event				false

		674						LN		26		19		false		           19      that legislative requirements change between the point of				false

		675						LN		26		20		false		           20      execution of a potential SCA and the actual time of				false

		676						LN		26		21		false		           21      decommissioning of the project.  And the language has				false

		677						LN		26		22		false		           22      been changed to indicate that if legislative requirements				false

		678						LN		26		23		false		           23      at the time of decommissioning are more restrictive than				false

		679						LN		26		24		false		           24      at time of the execution of the SCA that those higher				false

		680						LN		26		25		false		           25      level of requirements would take precedence.  This also				false

		681						PG		27		0		false		page 27				false

		682						LN		27		1		false		            1      clarifies that any potential weakening of legislative				false

		683						LN		27		2		false		            2      requirements would not undercut any mitigation measures				false

		684						LN		27		3		false		            3      within the executed SCA.  Any questions here?				false

		685						LN		27		4		false		            4          All right.  The next is Wildlife-1, which is the				false

		686						LN		27		5		false		            5      post-construction bird and bat fatality monitoring prom.				false

		687						LN		27		6		false		            6      This didn't actually come up through Council discussion,				false

		688						LN		27		7		false		            7      but this was a Staff recognition that at several points				false

		689						LN		27		8		false		            8      within this mitigation measure duties were assigned to				false

		690						LN		27		9		false		            9      the technical advisory committee that should have been				false

		691						LN		27		10		false		           10      assigned to the preoperational technical advisory				false

		692						LN		27		11		false		           11      group -- or excuse me, the pre-construction technical				false

		693						LN		27		12		false		           12      advisory group, just based on the timing of when those				false

		694						LN		27		13		false		           13      two technical groups would exist.				false

		695						LN		27		14		false		           14                        CHAIR DREW:  So if I can ask about				false

		696						LN		27		15		false		           15      this one, post-construction bird and bat fatality				false

		697						LN		27		16		false		           16      monitoring, but before the initiation of operations?				false

		698						LN		27		17		false		           17                        MR. GREENE:  Yes.  I can clarify.				false

		699						LN		27		18		false		           18      Part of this mitigation measure involves the development				false

		700						LN		27		19		false		           19      of monitoring plans prior to start of construction, and				false

		701						LN		27		20		false		           20      the development of those plans would be subject to the				false

		702						LN		27		21		false		           21      PTAG for review because at that point in time because the				false

		703						LN		27		22		false		           22      TAC would not exist yet.				false

		704						LN		27		23		false		           23                        CHAIR DREW:  So it would transfer to				false

		705						LN		27		24		false		           24      the new group, correct?				false

		706						LN		27		25		false		           25                        MR. GREENE:  Yes.				false

		707						PG		28		0		false		page 28				false

		708						LN		28		1		false		            1                        CHAIR DREW:  Mr. Young, did you have a				false

		709						LN		28		2		false		            2      question?				false

		710						LN		28		3		false		            3                        MR. YOUNG:  Yeah, it was just				false

		711						LN		28		4		false		            4      addressed, the point of clarification I was looking for.				false

		712						LN		28		5		false		            5                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.				false

		713						LN		28		6		false		            6                        MR. GREENE:  Any further questions on				false

		714						LN		28		7		false		            7      this change?				false

		715						LN		28		8		false		            8          Okay.  The next is Habitat-1.  There was -- this is				false

		716						LN		28		9		false		            9      the mitigation requirement that would not allow project				false

		717						LN		28		10		false		           10      components within areas that have been identified as				false

		718						LN		28		11		false		           11      being very high linkage for wildlife movement corridors.				false

		719						LN		28		12		false		           12      As the mitigation is currently written, there is a				false

		720						LN		28		13		false		           13      process through which the applicant could place project				false

		721						LN		28		14		false		           14      components within those medium to very high linkage areas				false

		722						LN		28		15		false		           15      with additional mitigation and management plans as				false

		723						LN		28		16		false		           16      outlined in the text.				false

		724						LN		28		17		false		           17          There was some Council discussion in the November				false

		725						LN		28		18		false		           18      meetings about whether this avoidance of the movement				false

		726						LN		28		19		false		           19      corridor should be a firm area of nonallowance and				false

		727						LN		28		20		false		           20      without the possibility of exceptions as outlined in the				false

		728						LN		28		21		false		           21      current mitigation, so this is where we would like the				false

		729						LN		28		22		false		           22      Council's guidance on which version they prefer.				false

		730						LN		28		23		false		           23                        CHAIR DREW:  And this is on the				false

		731						LN		28		24		false		           24      movement corridors?				false

		732						LN		28		25		false		           25                        MR. GREENE:  Correct.				false

		733						PG		29		0		false		page 29				false

		734						LN		29		1		false		            1                        CHAIR DREW:  Mr. Livingston.				false

		735						LN		29		2		false		            2                        MR. LIVINGSTON:  Yeah, I appreciate				false

		736						LN		29		3		false		            3      Staff hearing those concerns, and I like the changes that				false

		737						LN		29		4		false		            4      have been made throughout.  Thumbs up on that.				false

		738						LN		29		5		false		            5                        CHAIR DREW:  Mr. Young.				false

		739						LN		29		6		false		            6                        MR. YOUNG:  Ditto what Mr. Livingston				false

		740						LN		29		7		false		            7      just said, I prefer the changed version.				false

		741						LN		29		8		false		            8                        CHAIR DREW:  So one question I have is				false

		742						LN		29		9		false		            9      that there would be a process if the applicant wants to				false

		743						LN		29		10		false		           10      propose some connective, or some project components,				false

		744						LN		29		11		false		           11      would this eliminate all project components?  Can you				false

		745						LN		29		12		false		           12      talk a little bit about that?				false

		746						LN		29		13		false		           13                        MR. GREENE:  Sure.  As currently				false

		747						LN		29		14		false		           14      written, there is a process through with the applicant				false

		748						LN		29		15		false		           15      could request to site project components within the				false

		749						LN		29		16		false		           16      medium to very high linkage areas for wildlife movement,				false

		750						LN		29		17		false		           17      and there are various steps that they would have to go				false

		751						LN		29		18		false		           18      through in the developments of a corridor mitigation plan				false

		752						LN		29		19		false		           19      that would need EFSEC approval prior to the allowance of				false

		753						LN		29		20		false		           20      any project components in those areas under the current				false

		754						LN		29		21		false		           21      mitigation.				false

		755						LN		29		22		false		           22          With the changes that are being presented to Council				false

		756						LN		29		23		false		           23      here, that process does not exist and no project				false

		757						LN		29		24		false		           24      components would be allowed to be sited within medium to				false

		758						LN		29		25		false		           25      very high linkage areas.  And in the email that Council				false

		759						PG		30		0		false		page 30				false

		760						LN		30		1		false		            1      members received last weak that included the presentation				false

		761						LN		30		2		false		            2      and subsequent one, there was some data indicating how				false

		762						LN		30		3		false		            3      much of the project is in one of those medium to very				false

		763						LN		30		4		false		            4      high linkage corridors, just an indication of how much of				false

		764						LN		30		5		false		            5      the project would actually be excluded.				false

		765						LN		30		6		false		            6          And there is also the option for Council to suggest				false

		766						LN		30		7		false		            7      changes here that differ from the changes that are				false

		767						LN		30		8		false		            8      currently on your screen.				false

		768						LN		30		9		false		            9                        CHAIR DREW:  Would you happen to have				false

		769						LN		30		10		false		           10      a map of the high?				false

		770						LN		30		11		false		           11                        MR. GREENE:  Yes, I can find one.				false

		771						LN		30		12		false		           12                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.  I find that				false

		772						LN		30		13		false		           13      helpful.				false

		773						LN		30		14		false		           14                        MR. GREENE:  So the areas highlighted				false

		774						LN		30		15		false		           15      on the map in yellow are rated as medium linkage.  There				false

		775						LN		30		16		false		           16      is a light red are high linkage, and dark red are very				false

		776						LN		30		17		false		           17      high linkage.  There is no area of very high linkage				false

		777						LN		30		18		false		           18      within the project boundary.				false

		778						LN		30		19		false		           19                        CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  And that would				false

		779						LN		30		20		false		           20      include linking up to any transmission throughout the				false

		780						LN		30		21		false		           21      project as well?				false

		781						LN		30		22		false		           22                        MR. GREENE:  With the change that is				false

		782						LN		30		23		false		           23      currently on that presentation that the Council has				false

		783						LN		30		24		false		           24      access to, that would include all project components.				false

		784						LN		30		25		false		           25      There is potential, if the Council wishes, to allow				false

		785						PG		31		0		false		page 31				false

		786						LN		31		1		false		            1      certain necessary project components or interconnecting				false

		787						LN		31		2		false		            2      transmission lines if the Council wants to give us				false

		788						LN		31		3		false		            3      direction on that.				false

		789						LN		31		4		false		            4                        CHAIR DREW:  Mr. Livingston or Mr.				false

		790						LN		31		5		false		            5      Young, thoughts?				false

		791						LN		31		6		false		            6                        MR. YOUNG:  Looking at this map and,				false

		792						LN		31		7		false		            7      Chair Drew, reflecting your question, we might want to be				false

		793						LN		31		8		false		            8      able to consider a proposal from the applicant for an				false

		794						LN		31		9		false		            9      exception in the medium, but I would be -- I would be				false

		795						LN		31		10		false		           10      opposed to anything in the high or very high.				false

		796						LN		31		11		false		           11                        CHAIR DREW:  And the high or very high				false

		797						LN		31		12		false		           12      is the darker color, which to me looks like orange on the				false

		798						LN		31		13		false		           13      screen.				false

		799						LN		31		14		false		           14                        MR. YOUNG:  Yes, it looks like orange.				false

		800						LN		31		15		false		           15      What I'm specifically looking at is that area kind of in				false

		801						LN		31		16		false		           16      the middle of what we are looking at right now, that				false

		802						LN		31		17		false		           17      looks like a yellow area between the orange to the south				false

		803						LN		31		18		false		           18      and orange to the north, and if the applicant felt it was				false

		804						LN		31		19		false		           19      absolutely critical to somehow connect the eastern and				false

		805						LN		31		20		false		           20      western parts of the project through that yellow area, we				false

		806						LN		31		21		false		           21      might -- we might want to allow the applicant to propose				false

		807						LN		31		22		false		           22      an exception in that area, but not in the orange.  Just				false

		808						LN		31		23		false		           23      putting this out for conversation.				false

		809						LN		31		24		false		           24                        CHAIR DREW:  Right.  And the criteria				false

		810						LN		31		25		false		           25      would have to be made that as to why that would be				false

		811						PG		32		0		false		page 32				false

		812						LN		32		1		false		            1      needed.  Mr. Livingston?				false

		813						LN		32		2		false		            2                        MR. LIVINGSTON:  Are we talking				false

		814						LN		32		3		false		            3      transmission or are we talking turbine strings or talking				false

		815						LN		32		4		false		            4      all project components?				false

		816						LN		32		5		false		            5                        CHAIR DREW:  We can define it as				false

		817						LN		32		6		false		            6      transmission components if you like.				false

		818						LN		32		7		false		            7                        MR. YOUNG:  Yeah, that's what's in				false

		819						LN		32		8		false		            8      line with what I'm just thinking after looking at this is				false

		820						LN		32		9		false		            9      it would not include turbines or fixed infrastructure,				false

		821						LN		32		10		false		           10      but if there was some transmission connecting between the				false

		822						LN		32		11		false		           11      eastern and western portions of the project.  Again, not				false

		823						LN		32		12		false		           12      saying this would definitely be allowed, but it would be				false

		824						LN		32		13		false		           13      something that we could mirror that language where the				false

		825						LN		32		14		false		           14      applicant could propose and we would look at whether or				false

		826						LN		32		15		false		           15      not that would be something that would be approved.				false

		827						LN		32		16		false		           16                        CHAIR DREW:  That makes sense to me as				false

		828						LN		32		17		false		           17      to what I was wanting to look at.  So let's say exception				false

		829						LN		32		18		false		           18      potentially, based on the information and whether or				false

		830						LN		32		19		false		           19      not -- what the impact is on wildlife or transmission				false

		831						LN		32		20		false		           20      components.				false

		832						LN		32		21		false		           21                        MR. GREENE:  Okay.  And for my own				false

		833						LN		32		22		false		           22      clarification, it would be disallowance of any project				false

		834						LN		32		23		false		           23      components other than transmission lines in any areas				false

		835						LN		32		24		false		           24      within the medium or above linkage, but the exception				false

		836						LN		32		25		false		           25      process with the movement mitigation plan could be				false

		837						PG		33		0		false		page 33				false

		838						LN		33		1		false		            1      allowed for transmission components only within the				false

		839						LN		33		2		false		            2      medium linkage?				false

		840						LN		33		3		false		            3                        CHAIR DREW:  Yes.				false

		841						LN		33		4		false		            4                        MR. GREENE:  Okay.  We can prepare a				false

		842						LN		33		5		false		            5      version incorporating those details.				false

		843						LN		33		6		false		            6                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.				false

		844						LN		33		7		false		            7                        MR. GREENE:  Any further questions on				false

		845						LN		33		8		false		            8      this change?  Okay.  So the next is Species-5, which is				false

		846						LN		33		9		false		            9      the species specific mitigation for the ferruginous hawk.				false

		847						LN		33		10		false		           10      There are two versions that were prepared based on the				false

		848						LN		33		11		false		           11      Council's input, the first of which essentially turns the				false

		849						LN		33		12		false		           12      two-mile buffer area surrounding the ferruginous hawk				false

		850						LN		33		13		false		           13      nests into a firm buffer and not allowing any project				false

		851						LN		33		14		false		           14      components within that two-mile radius under any				false

		852						LN		33		15		false		           15      condition, as opposed to the original version which				false

		853						LN		33		16		false		           16      allowed for the siting of project components within the				false

		854						LN		33		17		false		           17      two-mile buffer if the applicant can demonstrate that the				false

		855						LN		33		18		false		           18      nesting site and the nesting habitat within that area was				false

		856						LN		33		19		false		           19      no longer viable for the species.				false

		857						LN		33		20		false		           20                        CHAIR DREW:  So let's talk about what				false

		858						LN		33		21		false		           21      this includes.  Project components are no solar arrays,				false

		859						LN		33		22		false		           22      no turbines, and no transmission, as well as battery				false

		860						LN		33		23		false		           23      storage and roads?				false

		861						LN		33		24		false		           24                        MR. GREENE:  Yes.  With the change				false

		862						LN		33		25		false		           25      before you, those would include all project components.				false

		863						PG		34		0		false		page 34				false

		864						LN		34		1		false		            1      So, again, the Council can provide directions if they				false

		865						LN		34		2		false		            2      want exceptions for some components or others or				false

		866						LN		34		3		false		            3      maintaining the original version.				false

		867						LN		34		4		false		            4                        CHAIR DREW:  Do you have a map				false

		868						LN		34		5		false		            5      which -- I don't know that we have one that would				false

		869						LN		34		6		false		            6      identify all the project components, but perhaps one of				false

		870						LN		34		7		false		            7      the ones that we have indicates turbines in red that are				false

		871						LN		34		8		false		            8      with -- one of the criteria is -- there we go.				false

		872						LN		34		9		false		            9                        MR. GREENE:  So Council has a version				false

		873						LN		34		10		false		           10      of this map available to them that includes the actual				false

		874						LN		34		11		false		           11      locations or the buffers of the ferruginous hawk nests.				false

		875						LN		34		12		false		           12      This is the publication version that is present within				false

		876						LN		34		13		false		           13      the EIS.  And one of the criteria that went into				false

		877						LN		34		14		false		           14      identifying which of these turbines -- they are				false

		878						LN		34		15		false		           15      classified by level of impact, and one of the criteria				false

		879						LN		34		16		false		           16      that went into identifying their level of impact was				false

		880						LN		34		17		false		           17      their proximity to ferruginous hawk nests.				false

		881						LN		34		18		false		           18                        CHAIR DREW:  So can you kind of circle				false

		882						LN		34		19		false		           19      the area that we just looked at if you can transpose from				false

		883						LN		34		20		false		           20      that to the other where that wildlife corridor is.  Where				false

		884						LN		34		21		false		           21      is the highway?  Where is Highway 82?				false

		885						LN		34		22		false		           22                        MR. GREENE:  So Highway 82 is this				false

		886						LN		34		23		false		           23      band right here, so it's east of the movement corridor				false

		887						LN		34		24		false		           24      for wildlife.				false

		888						LN		34		25		false		           25                        CHAIR DREW:  And where does -- oh,				false

		889						PG		35		0		false		page 35				false

		890						LN		35		1		false		            1      here we are.				false

		891						LN		35		2		false		            2                        MR. GREENE:  It is right here.				false

		892						LN		35		3		false		            3                        CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  And yet on the				false

		893						LN		35		4		false		            4      east side of I-82 we still have ferruginous hawk impact				false

		894						LN		35		5		false		            5      or other impact?  We are not just saying that's				false

		895						LN		35		6		false		            6      ferruginous hawk, right?				false

		896						LN		35		7		false		            7                        MR. GREENE:  Yes.  Those are what are				false

		897						LN		35		8		false		            8      defined here as a Class 3 impact.  The Council has				false

		898						LN		35		9		false		            9      confidential versions that show buffers around				false

		899						LN		35		10		false		           10      ferruginous hawk nests so they can see for themselves				false

		900						LN		35		11		false		           11      which of these turbines are actually within --				false

		901						LN		35		12		false		           12                        CHAIR DREW:  Well, my point in				false

		902						LN		35		13		false		           13      bringing this up is that I actually want to bring up the				false

		903						LN		35		14		false		           14      east solar field.  I believe that the east solar field,				false

		904						LN		35		15		false		           15      which -- and if the applicant has already removed the				false

		905						LN		35		16		false		           16      portions that are west of I-82, but right there on the				false

		906						LN		35		17		false		           17      map you can see those portions of the east solar field,				false

		907						LN		35		18		false		           18      and I -- if we go forward with this proposal, my belief,				false

		908						LN		35		19		false		           19      correct me if I'm wrong, is that that would be a project				false

		909						LN		35		20		false		           20      component which would not be allowed?				false

		910						LN		35		21		false		           21                        MR. GREENE:  If the changes that were				false

		911						LN		35		22		false		           22      shown to Species-5 are implemented creating a firm buffer				false

		912						LN		35		23		false		           23      around -- two miles around a ferruginous hawk nests, and				false

		913						LN		35		24		false		           24      the east solar field is within one of those buffers then				false

		914						LN		35		25		false		           25      it would be prohibited.				false

		915						PG		36		0		false		page 36				false

		916						LN		36		1		false		            1                        CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  So I actually want				false

		917						LN		36		2		false		            2      to make that clear, and I support that for a couple of				false

		918						LN		36		3		false		            3      reasons.  And I think I asked you also to have a map				false

		919						LN		36		4		false		            4      ready to show the Council as to why.  I also wanted to				false

		920						LN		36		5		false		            5      make it clear to the Council that we were also				false

		921						LN		36		6		false		            6      potentially talking about -- we were talking about the				false

		922						LN		36		7		false		            7      rest of the east solar field, so this is a picture from				false

		923						LN		36		8		false		            8      the initial application which shows habitat types.  The				false

		924						LN		36		9		false		            9      break in between the two pieces, and I believe that's				false

		925						LN		36		10		false		           10      I-82 again, and the western portion has already been				false

		926						LN		36		11		false		           11      eliminated from the project by the applicant in terms				false

		927						LN		36		12		false		           12      of --				false

		928						LN		36		13		false		           13                        MR. GREENE:  This is indicative of the				false

		929						LN		36		14		false		           14      area -- the areas highlighted in green are areas the				false

		930						LN		36		15		false		           15      applicant has already committed to, including the --				false

		931						LN		36		16		false		           16                        CHAIR DREW:  Oh, All the areas in				false

		932						LN		36		17		false		           17      green?				false

		933						LN		36		18		false		           18                        MR. GREENE:  Correct.  So it is				false

		934						LN		36		19		false		           19      essentially limited to, as their current proposal is,				false

		935						LN		36		20		false		           20      these two locations, this location, and essentially this				false

		936						LN		36		21		false		           21      much of those two locations.				false

		937						LN		36		22		false		           22                        CHAIR DREW:  And what I want to draw				false

		938						LN		36		23		false		           23      your attention to for the Council members is the two that				false

		939						LN		36		24		false		           24      have a background color of green and kind of brown, which				false

		940						LN		36		25		false		           25      currently, if you look at the habitat types, that's not				false

		941						PG		37		0		false		page 37				false

		942						LN		37		1		false		            1      agricultural land.  That is other kinds of habitats as				false

		943						LN		37		2		false		            2      shrubsteppe -- well, not necessarily shrubsteppe, but --				false

		944						LN		37		3		false		            3                        MR. GREENE:  They are classified here				false

		945						LN		37		4		false		            4      as unidentified as shrub and unidentified grassland.				false

		946						LN		37		5		false		            5                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.  I was trying				false

		947						LN		37		6		false		            6      to read the very small print.  And so for those reasons,				false

		948						LN		37		7		false		            7      I am concerned about a number of things, including within				false

		949						LN		37		8		false		            8      those areas that perhaps the hawk might be most likely to				false

		950						LN		37		9		false		            9      forage on areas that have not been developed, as well as				false

		951						LN		37		10		false		           10      traditional cultural properties and impact on cultural				false

		952						LN		37		11		false		           11      resources.				false

		953						LN		37		12		false		           12          So I want to make it -- I guess I want to make a				false

		954						LN		37		13		false		           13      statement that I support the elimination of the east				false

		955						LN		37		14		false		           14      solar field from consideration.  I went back and I looked				false

		956						LN		37		15		false		           15      at the original application and read that the applicant				false

		957						LN		37		16		false		           16      is currently studying -- this was, again, from the				false

		958						LN		37		17		false		           17      original application, multiple potential solar array				false

		959						LN		37		18		false		           18      sites, one on the east side of the project Lease				false

		960						LN		37		19		false		           19      Boundary, and up to two potential sites on the west side.				false

		961						LN		37		20		false		           20      A determination of which of these potential solar array				false

		962						LN		37		21		false		           21      sites would be chosen has not yet been made.				false

		963						LN		37		22		false		           22          So considering all of that, I'm proposing that the				false

		964						LN		37		23		false		           23      east solar field be removed as a condition for approval				false

		965						LN		37		24		false		           24      for the project.  Are there any other questions or				false

		966						LN		37		25		false		           25      comments?				false

		967						PG		38		0		false		page 38				false

		968						LN		38		1		false		            1                        MR. GREENE:  So is it Council's				false

		969						LN		38		2		false		            2      direction we incorporate that as a condition of an SCA?				false

		970						LN		38		3		false		            3                        CHAIR DREW:  Council members, do you				false

		971						LN		38		4		false		            4      want to -- if they are not speaking we will assume it is				false

		972						LN		38		5		false		            5      agreed.				false

		973						LN		38		6		false		            6                        MR. GREENE:  Okay.				false

		974						LN		38		7		false		            7                        CHAIR DREW:  Lenny.				false

		975						LN		38		8		false		            8                        MR. YOUNG:  I support what Chair Drew				false

		976						LN		38		9		false		            9      just described.				false

		977						LN		38		10		false		           10                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.				false

		978						LN		38		11		false		           11                        MR. GREENE:  Okay.  Returning to				false

		979						LN		38		12		false		           12      Species-5, are there any questions or comments from				false

		980						LN		38		13		false		           13      Council on this first version of the potential changes to				false

		981						LN		38		14		false		           14      ferruginous hawk mitigation?				false

		982						LN		38		15		false		           15                        MS. BREWSTER:  This is Stacey				false

		983						LN		38		16		false		           16      Brewster.  I just throw my support behind this version of				false

		984						LN		38		17		false		           17      the mitigation that the boundaries are firm and there				false

		985						LN		38		18		false		           18      will be no encroachment in the nest area.				false

		986						LN		38		19		false		           19                        MR. GREENE:  Okay.  Would Council like				false

		987						LN		38		20		false		           20      to apply this to all project components or portions?				false

		988						LN		38		21		false		           21                        CHAIR DREW:  Mr. Young.				false

		989						LN		38		22		false		           22                        MR. YOUNG:  Yeah, I also support the				false

		990						LN		38		23		false		           23      change.  I would say it applies to all project				false

		991						LN		38		24		false		           24      components.  And I think it's important that we note that				false

		992						LN		38		25		false		           25      when we are talking about the two-mile radius, it's				false

		993						PG		39		0		false		page 39				false

		994						LN		39		1		false		            1      not -- we are talking about everything within that				false

		995						LN		39		2		false		            2      two-mile radius, all the ground, and we were not just				false

		996						LN		39		3		false		            3      talking about areas that have a dedication type that is				false

		997						LN		39		4		false		            4      thought to be foraging habitat or something that's				false

		998						LN		39		5		false		            5      specifically used by the hawks.  The way this is written,				false

		999						LN		39		6		false		            6      and the way I believe it's intended is that it covers the				false

		1000						LN		39		7		false		            7      entire area within that two-mile radius.				false

		1001						LN		39		8		false		            8                        MR. GREENE:  Yes.  That was another				false

		1002						LN		39		9		false		            9      change to the mitigation based on Council last time they				false

		1003						LN		39		10		false		           10      used the word habitat, and, of course, that has been				false

		1004						LN		39		11		false		           11      changed to area just to make it abundantly clear.				false

		1005						LN		39		12		false		           12                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.  The only				false

		1006						LN		39		13		false		           13      question I have remaining is thinking through whether				false

		1007						LN		39		14		false		           14      there would need to be any consideration of any				false

		1008						LN		39		15		false		           15      transmission connected if it completely bisects the				false

		1009						LN		39		16		false		           16      project.  Mr. Livingston.				false

		1010						LN		39		17		false		           17                        MR. LIVINGSTON:  Yeah, so the red dots				false

		1011						LN		39		18		false		           18      on the map that Sean is showing right now are those Class				false

		1012						LN		39		19		false		           19      3 impacts, so those are multiple impacts not necessarily				false

		1013						LN		39		20		false		           20      just for ferruginous hawks, you know, and I understand				false

		1014						LN		39		21		false		           21      why we are doing it this way, but it's really difficult				false

		1015						LN		39		22		false		           22      to understand by looking at this map what it exactly				false

		1016						LN		39		23		false		           23      means for all project components, right?  I just wanted				false

		1017						LN		39		24		false		           24      the highlight that.				false

		1018						LN		39		25		false		           25          You know, transmission lines, power lines, I would				false

		1019						PG		40		0		false		page 40				false

		1020						LN		40		1		false		            1      feel more comfortable in saying that is not an absolute				false

		1021						LN		40		2		false		            2      not on that.  I would feel more comfortable if EFSEC				false

		1022						LN		40		3		false		            3      Staff reached out to WDFW and asked that question about				false

		1023						LN		40		4		false		            4      the concerns with the turbines, the primary concern loss				false

		1024						LN		40		5		false		            5      of -- direct loss of habitat from the solar arrays are				false

		1025						LN		40		6		false		            6      another concern, transmission lines may or may not be in				false

		1026						LN		40		7		false		            7      this expansive of an area, so I would like to hear how				false

		1027						LN		40		8		false		            8      they would respond to that question.				false

		1028						LN		40		9		false		            9          I really appreciate removing the uncertainty that				false

		1029						LN		40		10		false		           10      this had before because I just didn't know what I would				false

		1030						LN		40		11		false		           11      be voting for.  If I voted yes, I didn't know what I				false

		1031						LN		40		12		false		           12      would be voting for in the final outcome of the project				false

		1032						LN		40		13		false		           13      so this is certainly helpful for me.				false

		1033						LN		40		14		false		           14                        CHAIR DREW:  Ms. Hafkemeyer.				false

		1034						LN		40		15		false		           15                        MS. HAFKEMEYER:  Would the Council be				false

		1035						LN		40		16		false		           16      interested in reviewing, prior to the January meeting, a				false

		1036						LN		40		17		false		           17      revised mitigation as discussed today, including				false

		1037						LN		40		18		false		           18      additional feedback from WDFW subject matter experts?				false

		1038						LN		40		19		false		           19                        CHAIR DREW:  Is that what you are				false

		1039						LN		40		20		false		           20      asking for, Mr. Livingston?				false

		1040						LN		40		21		false		           21                        MR. LIVINGSTON:  Yes.				false

		1041						LN		40		22		false		           22                        CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  So let's proceed				false

		1042						LN		40		23		false		           23      with -- if we are to move forward with the conditions of				false

		1043						LN		40		24		false		           24      the project, let's proceed with this as the revised				false

		1044						LN		40		25		false		           25      written.  Certainly, if we want to -- if we go in that				false

		1045						PG		41		0		false		page 41				false

		1046						LN		41		1		false		            1      direction and we want to tweak it in January we still can				false

		1047						LN		41		2		false		            2      to that.  Is that agreeable to Council members?				false

		1048						LN		41		3		false		            3                        MR. GREENE:  Are there any further				false

		1049						LN		41		4		false		            4      questions on this version of Species-5?  We can probably				false

		1050						LN		41		5		false		            5      skip the second version of Species-5 then.  That				false

		1051						LN		41		6		false		            6      primarily just replaced the role of the PTAG and the				false

		1052						LN		41		7		false		            7      administration of this measure with WDFW based on				false

		1053						LN		41		8		false		            8      Council's thoughts.				false

		1054						LN		41		9		false		            9                        CHAIR DREW:  I agree.  We can skip				false

		1055						LN		41		10		false		           10      that.				false

		1056						LN		41		11		false		           11                        MR. GREENE:  Next is Species-8, the				false

		1057						LN		41		12		false		           12      prairie falcon.  The Council had indicated that they				false

		1058						LN		41		13		false		           13      would like to see pre-construction surveys be performed				false

		1059						LN		41		14		false		           14      for this species and that's been added.  Any questions				false

		1060						LN		41		15		false		           15      for those changes?				false

		1061						LN		41		16		false		           16          Species-13 for the pronghorn antelope, there was				false

		1062						LN		41		17		false		           17      Council discussion about whether the database of				false

		1063						LN		41		18		false		           18      observations that the applicant maintained during				false

		1064						LN		41		19		false		           19      operations should be confidential or not, with the				false

		1065						LN		41		20		false		           20      understanding that the final determination would be made				false

		1066						LN		41		21		false		           21      between discussions with the applicant, and Council				false

		1067						LN		41		22		false		           22      language has been added here to indicate that the				false

		1068						LN		41		23		false		           23      database may be determined to be confidential when				false

		1069						LN		41		24		false		           24      developed.  Any questions here?				false

		1070						LN		41		25		false		           25          Energy-6 which deals with the recycling of project				false

		1071						PG		42		0		false		page 42				false

		1072						LN		42		1		false		            1      components.  There was a question from the Council as to				false

		1073						LN		42		2		false		            2      whether EFSEC or the applicant would be responsible for				false

		1074						LN		42		3		false		            3      determining the recyclability of the components so				false

		1075						LN		42		4		false		            4      language has been added that the applicant has to provide				false

		1076						LN		42		5		false		            5      justification for the nonrecycling of any project				false

		1077						LN		42		6		false		            6      components to EFSEC, and EFSEC will have the final				false

		1078						LN		42		7		false		            7      determination about whether or not the component can be				false

		1079						LN		42		8		false		            8      recycled, and if so, it would be required to be.  Any				false

		1080						LN		42		9		false		            9      questions here?				false

		1081						LN		42		10		false		           10          The next is Recreation-1, which involves				false

		1082						LN		42		11		false		           11      recreational activity coordination.  There's two parts				false

		1083						LN		42		12		false		           12      here.  The first was a concern expressed that DNR was				false

		1084						LN		42		13		false		           13      more involved in this measure than the necessarily should				false

		1085						LN		42		14		false		           14      be, and DNR only maintains responsibility for impacts to				false

		1086						LN		42		15		false		           15      its own land, so language has been added to indicate that				false

		1087						LN		42		16		false		           16      entities may only be consulted for impacts to recreation				false

		1088						LN		42		17		false		           17      impacts to their own administered land.				false

		1089						LN		42		18		false		           18          The second part of Council's concern was whether or				false

		1090						LN		42		19		false		           19      not additional entities should be added for coordination.				false

		1091						LN		42		20		false		           20      BLM was one of the suggestions, so the potential for				false

		1092						LN		42		21		false		           21      additional entities has been added to the language as				false

		1093						LN		42		22		false		           22      well.  Are there any questions for this measure?				false

		1094						LN		42		23		false		           23          Next is the recreation safety management plan.  The				false

		1095						LN		42		24		false		           24      Council had questions about what EFSEC's role would be in				false

		1096						LN		42		25		false		           25      regulating the accomplishment of this mitigation, so				false

		1097						PG		43		0		false		page 43				false

		1098						LN		43		1		false		            1      language has been added indicating that EFSEC would be				false

		1099						LN		43		2		false		            2      responsible for determining whether or not the applicant				false

		1100						LN		43		3		false		            3      has sufficiently coordinated with all relevant entities				false

		1101						LN		43		4		false		            4      that promote recreational activities within the Lease				false

		1102						LN		43		5		false		            5      Boundary to clarify the regulatory role for EFSEC.  Are				false

		1103						LN		43		6		false		            6      there any questions here?				false

		1104						LN		43		7		false		            7                        CHAIR DREW:  Just to make sure I				false

		1105						LN		43		8		false		            8      understand what area we are talking about, we are talking				false

		1106						LN		43		9		false		            9      about within the project area, the Lease Boundary of the				false

		1107						LN		43		10		false		           10      project area which is larger than the siting corridor in				false

		1108						LN		43		11		false		           11      the project components, but all the area which is leased?				false

		1109						LN		43		12		false		           12                        MR. GREENE:  Correct.  The applicant				false

		1110						LN		43		13		false		           13      is a responsible for all impacts within the Lease				false

		1111						LN		43		14		false		           14      Boundary, which are all lands that have been leased by				false

		1112						LN		43		15		false		           15      the applicant, whether or not they site project				false

		1113						LN		43		16		false		           16      components on them.  Any questions?				false

		1114						LN		43		17		false		           17          This is the final change from the Council				false

		1115						LN		43		18		false		           18      suggestions, which involves the requirement for				false

		1116						LN		43		19		false		           19      decommissioning housing survey to be performed prior to				false

		1117						LN		43		20		false		           20      the start of decommissioning.  There was a Council				false

		1118						LN		43		21		false		           21      request that this analysis be consistent with Washington				false

		1119						LN		43		22		false		           22      Department of Labor & Industries guidelines, so that has				false

		1120						LN		43		23		false		           23      been added to the mitigation.  Are there any questions				false

		1121						LN		43		24		false		           24      here?				false

		1122						LN		43		25		false		           25                        MR. GREENE:  Okay.  I would like to				false

		1123						PG		44		0		false		page 44				false

		1124						LN		44		1		false		            1      begin the other list of changes, potential changes to				false

		1125						LN		44		2		false		            2      mitigation that the Council was provided with last week.				false

		1126						LN		44		3		false		            3      These are changes that Staff have come up with following				false

		1127						LN		44		4		false		            4      discussions with the applicant, and are primarily meant				false

		1128						LN		44		5		false		            5      to clarify mitigation measures that might be -- that				false

		1129						LN		44		6		false		            6      there are no changes here that Staff believes materially				false

		1130						LN		44		7		false		            7      weaken any mitigation measures.				false

		1131						LN		44		8		false		            8          The first was a requirement that the applicant				false

		1132						LN		44		9		false		            9      adhere to least risk fish windows for all work within the				false

		1133						LN		44		10		false		           10      ephemeral and intermittent streams.  Following discussion				false

		1134						LN		44		11		false		           11      with the applicant and WDFW determined that the least				false

		1135						LN		44		12		false		           12      risk fish windows are intended only to be used to apply				false

		1136						LN		44		13		false		           13      to in water work in streams with flowing water, so the				false

		1137						LN		44		14		false		           14      language has been changed to indicate that these windows				false

		1138						LN		44		15		false		           15      would be maintained during periods when these ephemeral				false

		1139						LN		44		16		false		           16      and intermittent streams actually have water in them.				false

		1140						LN		44		17		false		           17          Any questions about this change?  Okay.				false

		1141						LN		44		18		false		           18          The next is Vegetation-9, which deals with the				false

		1142						LN		44		19		false		           19      maintenance of vegetation on the solar array fencing.				false

		1143						LN		44		20		false		           20      There was a request from the applicant to establish a				false

		1144						LN		44		21		false		           21      more specific protocol for fence clearing, and in				false

		1145						LN		44		22		false		           22      conversation with our consultant, we developed this				false

		1146						LN		44		23		false		           23      language that indicates that a monthly fence survey would				false

		1147						LN		44		24		false		           24      be conducted during periods where wildfire danger rating				false

		1148						LN		44		25		false		           25      as determined by the DNR is assessed as low, and when				false

		1149						PG		45		0		false		page 45				false

		1150						LN		45		1		false		            1      that rating assessment is moderate or higher then weekly				false

		1151						LN		45		2		false		            2      surveys would be required.  And surveys would include				false

		1152						LN		45		3		false		            3      removal of any built up vegetation.  Any questions?				false

		1153						LN		45		4		false		            4          Okay.  The next is the species specific mitigation				false

		1154						LN		45		5		false		            5      for Townsend's ground squirrels.  As it was initially				false

		1155						LN		45		6		false		            6      written the mitigation measure required surveys for				false

		1156						LN		45		7		false		            7      Townsend's ground squirrel colonies within the Lease				false

		1157						LN		45		8		false		            8      Boundary and the ZOI, the zone of influence.  As defined				false

		1158						LN		45		9		false		            9      in the EIS, the zone of influence is a half mile buffer				false

		1159						LN		45		10		false		           10      around the Lease Boundary.  This mitigation measure would				false

		1160						LN		45		11		false		           11      require the applicant to have access and have people				false

		1161						LN		45		12		false		           12      access the areas outside of site control, so the				false

		1162						LN		45		13		false		           13      requirement for surveys within the ZOI has been removed				false

		1163						LN		45		14		false		           14      from this version.  Staff believes that the mitigation				false

		1164						LN		45		15		false		           15      measure remains effective as mitigating impacts to the				false

		1165						LN		45		16		false		           16      species with this change.  Any questions on this				false

		1166						LN		45		17		false		           17      potential change?				false

		1167						LN		45		18		false		           18          Okay.  The next is Visual-3, which requires that				false

		1168						LN		45		19		false		           19      turbines themselves be maintained to be clean to avoid				false

		1169						LN		45		20		false		           20      any buildup of fluids or dirt.  The applicant had				false

		1170						LN		45		21		false		           21      indicated that turbine cleanings are generally done in				false

		1171						LN		45		22		false		           22      batches and not one at a time, so they requested a				false

		1172						LN		45		23		false		           23      version of this mitigation that would allow for cleanings				false

		1173						LN		45		24		false		           24      only to take place when a specific number of turbines				false

		1174						LN		45		25		false		           25      have been determined to be not clean.  They also				false

		1175						PG		46		0		false		page 46				false

		1176						LN		46		1		false		            1      requested for clarification about how to define clean,				false

		1177						LN		46		2		false		            2      and this version of mitigation allows for EFSEC to make				false

		1178						LN		46		3		false		            3      those determinations, both whether or not a turbine is				false

		1179						LN		46		4		false		            4      clean, and how many turbines would not need to be -- need				false

		1180						LN		46		5		false		            5      to not be cleaned before requiring a cleaning crew to be				false

		1181						LN		46		6		false		            6      dispatched.				false

		1182						LN		46		7		false		            7                        MS. BREWSTER:  This is Stacey				false

		1183						LN		46		8		false		            8      Brewster.  Just one question.  Is this something that is				false

		1184						LN		46		9		false		            9      determined throughout the life of the project or is it				false

		1185						LN		46		10		false		           10      set in place prior to approval?				false

		1186						LN		46		11		false		           11                        MR. GREENE:  In terms of the numbers,				false

		1187						LN		46		12		false		           12      it would be a process that we would work with the				false

		1188						LN		46		13		false		           13      applicant in determining how it's defined clean, and then				false

		1189						LN		46		14		false		           14      the actual numbers of turbines that would be necessary to				false

		1190						LN		46		15		false		           15      not clean before requiring a cleaning crew is something				false

		1191						LN		46		16		false		           16      we would also work together in the life of the project,				false

		1192						LN		46		17		false		           17      so higher number in a more condensed area -- or pardon				false

		1193						LN		46		18		false		           18      me, a lower number in a more condensed area may require a				false

		1194						LN		46		19		false		           19      crew whereas a higher number in a more dispersed area				false

		1195						LN		46		20		false		           20      it's open to that kind of ongoing discussion.				false

		1196						LN		46		21		false		           21                        MS. BREWSTER:  Thank you.				false

		1197						LN		46		22		false		           22                        CHAIR DREW:  Do we know if there's				false

		1198						LN		46		23		false		           23      best practice regarding --				false

		1199						LN		46		24		false		           24                        MR. GREENE:  So regarding?				false

		1200						LN		46		25		false		           25                        CHAIR DREW:  Cleaning of nacelles and				false

		1201						PG		47		0		false		page 47				false

		1202						LN		47		1		false		            1      towers.  I mean, I expect there are.  There are a lot of				false

		1203						LN		47		2		false		            2      wind farms across the country.				false

		1204						LN		47		3		false		            3                        MR. GREENE:  I don't know specific				false

		1205						LN		47		4		false		            4      best management practices for the actual process of the				false

		1206						LN		47		5		false		            5      cleaning.				false

		1207						LN		47		6		false		            6                        CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  I'm sure that we				false

		1208						LN		47		7		false		            7      will have a chance perhaps to look into that.				false

		1209						LN		47		8		false		            8                        MR. GREENE:  Okay.  Any further				false

		1210						LN		47		9		false		            9      questions on this measure?				false

		1211						LN		47		10		false		           10          The next is Visual-5, which is a requirement or				false

		1212						LN		47		11		false		           11      opaque fencing within half a mile of any -- in the				false

		1213						LN		47		12		false		           12      original language observation points.  To add clarity to				false

		1214						LN		47		13		false		           13      this measure, we removed the reference to observation				false

		1215						LN		47		14		false		           14      points and replaced it with linear viewpoints and				false

		1216						LN		47		15		false		           15      residences, just to clarify it does apply to all such				false

		1217						LN		47		16		false		           16      receptor sites, not just those that were specifically				false

		1218						LN		47		17		false		           17      identified in initial simulations.				false

		1219						LN		47		18		false		           18          Any questions on this measure?				false

		1220						LN		47		19		false		           19          Okay.  Next is the shadow flicker mitigation.  There				false

		1221						LN		47		20		false		           20      are two parts here.  The first is the initial language				false

		1222						LN		47		21		false		           21      included the phrase -- or included a requirement that the				false

		1223						LN		47		22		false		           22      blades of the turbines be stopped during periods of				false

		1224						LN		47		23		false		           23      perceptible shadow flicker.  As explained to the				false

		1225						LN		47		24		false		           24      applicant, stopping or locking the turbine blades for an				false

		1226						LN		47		25		false		           25      extended period of time or during high winds can result				false

		1227						PG		48		0		false		page 48				false

		1228						LN		48		1		false		            1      in significant damage to turbines, and in previous				false

		1229						LN		48		2		false		            2      projects we have not required that the blades themselves				false

		1230						LN		48		3		false		            3      be stopped.  We have required that operations of the				false

		1231						LN		48		4		false		            4      turbines be stopped to allow the blades to flow freely in				false

		1232						LN		48		5		false		            5      the wind, so they will still be moving at a much lower				false

		1233						LN		48		6		false		            6      speed and as a result cause let shadow flicker.				false

		1234						LN		48		7		false		            7          The second part of this is an acknowledgement that				false

		1235						LN		48		8		false		            8      shadow flicker as a phenomenon is fairly limited.  It's				false

		1236						LN		48		9		false		            9      based on the angle of the sun, the wind speed, and the				false

		1237						LN		48		10		false		           10      sky conditions, whether cloudy or clear skies, just to				false

		1238						LN		48		11		false		           11      indicate that not all shadows pass by these turbines are				false

		1239						LN		48		12		false		           12      necessarily qualified as shadow flicker.				false

		1240						LN		48		13		false		           13          Any further questions on these changes?  Okay.				false

		1241						LN		48		14		false		           14          The next is Recreation-1.  There have already been				false

		1242						LN		48		15		false		           15      changes to this measure that Council has proposed so we				false

		1243						LN		48		16		false		           16      can merge these changes.  The applicant was concerned				false

		1244						LN		48		17		false		           17      that the measure was unbounded, that it had not				false

		1245						LN		48		18		false		           18      guidelines for how it would be to have been determined to				false

		1246						LN		48		19		false		           19      be successfully achieved, so language has been added that				false

		1247						LN		48		20		false		           20      indicated that EFSEC would be responsible for determining				false

		1248						LN		48		21		false		           21      whether the applicant has sufficiently coordinated with				false

		1249						LN		48		22		false		           22      all relevant entities to promote recreational activities				false

		1250						LN		48		23		false		           23      within the vicinity of the Lease Boundary.				false

		1251						LN		48		24		false		           24                        CHAIR DREW:  Mr. Young.				false

		1252						LN		48		25		false		           25                        MR. YOUNG:  This language on the				false

		1253						PG		49		0		false		page 49				false

		1254						LN		49		1		false		            1      right-hand side that changed the way the previous section				false

		1255						LN		49		2		false		            2      on recreation was to not seem to indicate that it is DNR				false

		1256						LN		49		3		false		            3      and Benton County who are somehow jointly managing all				false

		1257						LN		49		4		false		            4      the recreation in the project area.  Could we go back and				false

		1258						LN		49		5		false		            5      bring in some of that other language to modify this a				false

		1259						LN		49		6		false		            6      little bit more?				false

		1260						LN		49		7		false		            7                        MR. GREENE:  Yes, absolutely.  We can				false

		1261						LN		49		8		false		            8      merge the changes here with the change that was proposed				false

		1262						LN		49		9		false		            9      by the Council for the same mitigation measure and use				false

		1263						LN		49		10		false		           10      that as the version of the text to incorporate into an				false

		1264						LN		49		11		false		           11      SCA should one be developed.				false

		1265						LN		49		12		false		           12                        MR. YOUNG:  That's fine.  Thank you.				false

		1266						LN		49		13		false		           13                        MR. GREENE:  Okay.  Any other				false

		1267						LN		49		14		false		           14      questions on this measure?				false

		1268						LN		49		15		false		           15          The next concern that the applicant had were fairly				false

		1269						LN		49		16		false		           16      similar to the recreation safety management plan.  This				false

		1270						LN		49		17		false		           17      is a measure where the Council had recommended changes of				false

		1271						LN		49		18		false		           18      their own so if the Council desires we can merge the				false

		1272						LN		49		19		false		           19      changes.				false

		1273						LN		49		20		false		           20          The applicant was concerned that the measure was				false

		1274						LN		49		21		false		           21      unbounded and had not set guidelines for how it would be				false

		1275						LN		49		22		false		           22      determined it had been achieved, and similar language has				false

		1276						LN		49		23		false		           23      been added here indicating that EFSEC would make that				false

		1277						LN		49		24		false		           24      determination as to whether or not the applicant has				false

		1278						LN		49		25		false		           25      sufficiently coordinated with all relevant entities.  Any				false

		1279						PG		50		0		false		page 50				false

		1280						LN		50		1		false		            1      questions about these changes?				false

		1281						LN		50		2		false		            2                        CHAIR DREW:  Mr. Young.				false

		1282						LN		50		3		false		            3                        MR. YOUNG:  Again, some type of				false

		1283						LN		50		4		false		            4      language merger would seem to be helpful here.				false

		1284						LN		50		5		false		            5                        MR. GREENE:  And if you want, I can				false

		1285						LN		50		6		false		            6      bring up the Council's version so you can see where it				false

		1286						LN		50		7		false		            7      was --				false

		1287						LN		50		8		false		            8                        CHAIR DREW:  I think we will just look				false

		1288						LN		50		9		false		            9      for it to be merged and then have a chance to see it.				false

		1289						LN		50		10		false		           10                        MR. GREENE:  Okay.  And I think that's				false

		1290						LN		50		11		false		           11      it.  Those are all the changes that were proposed by the				false

		1291						LN		50		12		false		           12      Council or were arrived at by Staff through discussions				false

		1292						LN		50		13		false		           13      with the applicant.				false

		1293						LN		50		14		false		           14                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.  We are now at				false

		1294						LN		50		15		false		           15      the point in our meeting today where our next step would				false

		1295						LN		50		16		false		           16      be to ask the Staff to prepare the documents for a				false

		1296						LN		50		17		false		           17      recommendation to the governor.  Previous Councils have				false

		1297						LN		50		18		false		           18      used the intent section of the EFSEC statute, RCW				false

		1298						LN		50		19		false		           19      80.50.010, to guide their decisionmaking process.  So I				false

		1299						LN		50		20		false		           20      have asked for Ms. Grantham to put that RCW section on				false

		1300						LN		50		21		false		           21      our screen.				false

		1301						LN		50		22		false		           22          I think the focus, in terms of legislative findings,				false

		1302						LN		50		23		false		           23      as you can zero in on the words that start about three				false

		1303						LN		50		24		false		           24      fourths from the bottom, "Such action will be based on				false

		1304						LN		50		25		false		           25      these premises," do you see that?  Can you enlarge that				false

		1305						PG		51		0		false		page 51				false

		1306						LN		51		1		false		            1      so that we are looking at that.  There we go.  I think				false

		1307						LN		51		2		false		            2      there's one more.  Oh, six is on the next page.  Sorry				false

		1308						LN		51		3		false		            3      about that.  It ended up on the same page as mine.				false

		1309						LN		51		4		false		            4          As we look at what step we want to take, I will just				false

		1310						LN		51		5		false		            5      briefly verbally go over the directions in our statute.				false

		1311						LN		51		6		false		            6          To assure citizens, where applicable, that				false

		1312						LN		51		7		false		            7      operational safeguards are at least as stringent as the				false

		1313						LN		51		8		false		            8      federal government.				false

		1314						LN		51		9		false		            9          To preserve and protect the quality of the				false

		1315						LN		51		10		false		           10      environment.				false

		1316						LN		51		11		false		           11          To enhance the public's opportunity to enjoy the				false

		1317						LN		51		12		false		           12      aesthetic and recreational benefits of the air, water,				false

		1318						LN		51		13		false		           13      and land resources, to promote air cleanliness, to pursue				false

		1319						LN		51		14		false		           14      beneficial changes in the environment, and to promote				false

		1320						LN		51		15		false		           15      environmental justice for overburdened communities.				false

		1321						LN		51		16		false		           16          To encourage the development and integration of				false

		1322						LN		51		17		false		           17      clean energy sources, to provide abundant clean energy at				false

		1323						LN		51		18		false		           18      reasonable cost.				false

		1324						LN		51		19		false		           19          To avoid costs of complete site restoration and				false

		1325						LN		51		20		false		           20      demolition of improvement and infrastructure at				false

		1326						LN		51		21		false		           21      unfinished nuclear energy sites.  That's not part of what				false

		1327						LN		51		22		false		           22      we are looking at here.				false

		1328						LN		51		23		false		           23          And to avoid costly duplication in the siting				false

		1329						LN		51		24		false		           24      process, and ensure that decisions are made timely and				false

		1330						LN		51		25		false		           25      without unnecessary delay, while also encouraging				false

		1331						PG		52		0		false		page 52				false

		1332						LN		52		1		false		            1      meaningful public comment and participation in energy				false

		1333						LN		52		2		false		            2      facility decision.				false

		1334						LN		52		3		false		            3          So that's our charge as we move to the next phase of				false

		1335						LN		52		4		false		            4      consideration.  I don't know if anybody has questions				false

		1336						LN		52		5		false		            5      about that.  As you can see, and as I think we are well				false

		1337						LN		52		6		false		            6      aware, those require looking both at the environmental				false

		1338						LN		52		7		false		            7      impacts, the need for clean energy, the impact on				false

		1339						LN		52		8		false		            8      communities and on overburdened -- environmental justice				false

		1340						LN		52		9		false		            9      for overburdened communities as well.				false

		1341						LN		52		10		false		           10          So I just wanted to bring that forward as we move to				false

		1342						LN		52		11		false		           11      thinking about all that we have learned from reviewing				false

		1343						LN		52		12		false		           12      this project, from the many public comments/concerns that				false

		1344						LN		52		13		false		           13      have been raised, from the adjudication, and our				false

		1345						LN		52		14		false		           14      consideration of all that has been brought up there, and				false

		1346						LN		52		15		false		           15      from our environmental impact statement, and the				false

		1347						LN		52		16		false		           16      mitigations that are brought forward in the final				false

		1348						LN		52		17		false		           17      environmental impact statement as we have reviewed and				false

		1349						LN		52		18		false		           18      modified them.				false

		1350						LN		52		19		false		           19          To prepare for our final recommendations to the				false

		1351						LN		52		20		false		           20      governor, we need to ask the Staff to prepare those				false

		1352						LN		52		21		false		           21      documents.  As you can see, we want to make sure when we				false

		1353						LN		52		22		false		           22      are talking about conditions that we fully understand				false

		1354						LN		52		23		false		           23      what those conditions might be if we are moving in that				false

		1355						LN		52		24		false		           24      direction.  And that would provide us with the basis for				false

		1356						LN		52		25		false		           25      further deliberations and a final vote on the				false

		1357						PG		53		0		false		page 53				false

		1358						LN		53		1		false		            1      recommendation to the governor at a later meeting.				false

		1359						LN		53		2		false		            2          In my view, we have three options.  One option is to				false

		1360						LN		53		3		false		            3      ask the Staff to prepare documents to approve the Horse				false

		1361						LN		53		4		false		            4      Heaven project as the applicant has modified it.				false

		1362						LN		53		5		false		            5          A second is to ask the Staff to prepare the				false

		1363						LN		53		6		false		            6      documents to reject the Horse Heaven project.				false

		1364						LN		53		7		false		            7          And a third option is to ask the Staff to prepare				false

		1365						LN		53		8		false		            8      documents to approve the Horse Heaven project with the				false

		1366						LN		53		9		false		            9      conditions that were identified in the final EIS as we				false

		1367						LN		53		10		false		           10      have discussed and modified them during today's				false

		1368						LN		53		11		false		           11      discussion.				false

		1369						LN		53		12		false		           12          So I would ask Council members if they have -- if				false

		1370						LN		53		13		false		           13      you have a preferred option you want to consider at this				false

		1371						LN		53		14		false		           14      point in time.  Mr. Young.				false

		1372						LN		53		15		false		           15                        MR. YOUNG:  Chair Drew, I'm not sure				false

		1373						LN		53		16		false		           16      we are ready to make that decision today.  We haven't had				false

		1374						LN		53		17		false		           17      any discussion about mitigation of impacts to TCP, to				false

		1375						LN		53		18		false		           18      traditional cultural properties.  And I personally have				false

		1376						LN		53		19		false		           19      not thoroughly read what the FEIS is specifying on that				false

		1377						LN		53		20		false		           20      topic.  How do you think that factors in to where we are				false

		1378						LN		53		21		false		           21      today?				false

		1379						LN		53		22		false		           22                        CHAIR DREW:  That's a really good				false

		1380						LN		53		23		false		           23      question.  And I guess myself I have spent a fair --				false

		1381						LN		53		24		false		           24      quite a fair amount of time reviewing the map that we				false

		1382						LN		53		25		false		           25      saw.  Perhaps that map can be brought up again.  That				false

		1383						PG		54		0		false		page 54				false

		1384						LN		54		1		false		            1      identified the most impactful turbines are identified in				false

		1385						LN		54		2		false		            2      red.  What I understand we have done would be included as				false

		1386						LN		54		3		false		            3      a condition, would be to eliminate all of the turbines on				false

		1387						LN		54		4		false		            4      this map from consideration because they are within --				false

		1388						LN		54		5		false		            5      they are highly impactful in a number of ways.				false

		1389						LN		54		6		false		            6          One way we specifically talked about is that they				false

		1390						LN		54		7		false		            7      are within the two-mile buffer of the ferruginous hawk.				false

		1391						LN		54		8		false		            8      They also impact cultural resources.  We have the				false

		1392						LN		54		9		false		            9      confidential maps that we have looked at in terms of the				false

		1393						LN		54		10		false		           10      impact on a number of traditional cultural properties, so				false

		1394						LN		54		11		false		           11      elimination of these turbines won't eliminate all impacts				false

		1395						LN		54		12		false		           12      to traditional cultural properties, but will eliminate a				false

		1396						LN		54		13		false		           13      significant -- will eliminate impacts.  I don't feel that				false

		1397						LN		54		14		false		           14      I can qualify that in a very specific way.				false

		1398						LN		54		15		false		           15          In addition to that, eliminating these turbines, if				false

		1399						LN		54		16		false		           16      you are to look at those turbines that have the most				false

		1400						LN		54		17		false		           17      impact on the community in terms of visual resources, the				false

		1401						LN		54		18		false		           18      community at large, I'm not talking about just -- not				false

		1402						LN		54		19		false		           19      just -- but I'm not talking about specific residences				false

		1403						LN		54		20		false		           20      that are in the area, but as you can see from this map,				false

		1404						LN		54		21		false		           21      this is the face to the larger -- to the community at				false

		1405						LN		54		22		false		           22      large, and so that will significantly reduce the visual				false

		1406						LN		54		23		false		           23      impact.  It will reduce the number of turbines close to				false

		1407						LN		54		24		false		           24      the ridge line for firefighting purposes as we look at				false

		1408						LN		54		25		false		           25      those issues as we continue to look at that with the help				false

		1409						PG		55		0		false		page 55				false

		1410						LN		55		1		false		            1      of the Department of Natural Resources.				false

		1411						LN		55		2		false		            2          Turbines would be further away from -- we understand				false

		1412						LN		55		3		false		            3      that we would not expect to have drones and other aerial				false

		1413						LN		55		4		false		            4      firefighting equipment within where the turbines are, but				false

		1414						LN		55		5		false		            5      this moves them away from the slope of a hill which is				false

		1415						LN		55		6		false		            6      really where that equipment, as I understand it from the				false

		1416						LN		55		7		false		            7      testimony we have had, has been used in the past.				false

		1417						LN		55		8		false		            8          So as I look at the map -- and thank you for asking				false

		1418						LN		55		9		false		            9      me the question because that all is in my mind from the				false

		1419						LN		55		10		false		           10      review that we have conducted, and we talked about the				false

		1420						LN		55		11		false		           11      wildlife corridors as well, and therefore, I do think, in				false

		1421						LN		55		12		false		           12      my opinion, that we can move forward at this point to ask				false

		1422						LN		55		13		false		           13      the Staff to prepare documents to condition the project				false

		1423						LN		55		14		false		           14      in this way.  I would like to hear other opinions.				false

		1424						LN		55		15		false		           15                        MR. YOUNG:  I would ask if we have				false

		1425						LN		55		16		false		           16      Staff prepare a couple of variants.  And one variant that				false

		1426						LN		55		17		false		           17      I would like to see us at least think about at this point				false

		1427						LN		55		18		false		           18      would be eliminating all the turbines and all the work				false

		1428						LN		55		19		false		           19      east of Straub Canyon, which is roughly in the middle of				false

		1429						LN		55		20		false		           20      the project running generally north/south.  And my				false
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            1                        CHAIR DREW:  Good afternoon.  This is



            2      Kathleen Drew, Chair of the Energy Facility Site



            3      Evaluation Council calling our December 20th, December



            4      regular monthly meeting to order.



            5          Ms. Grantham, will you call the roll?



            6                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Department of Commerce?



            7                        MS. OSBORNE:  Elizabeth Osborne,



            8      present.



            9                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Department of Ecology?



           10                        MR. LEVITT:  Eli Levitt, present.



           11                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Department of Fish and



           12      Wildlife?



           13                        MR. LIVINGSTON:  Mike Livingston,



           14      present.



           15                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Department of Natural



           16      Resources?



           17                        MR. YOUNG:  Lenny Young, present.



           18                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Utilities and



           19      Transportation Commission?



           20                        MS. BREWSTER:  Stacey Brewster,



           21      present.



           22                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Local government and



           23      option state agencies for the Horse Heaven project for



           24      Benton County, Ed Brost?



           25                        MR. BROST:  Ed Brost is present.
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            1                        MS. GRANTHAM:  For the Badger Mountain



            2      project for Douglas County, Jordyn Guilio?



            3                        MS. GUILIO:  Jordyn Guilio.



            4                        MS. GRANTHAM:  For the Wautoma Solar



            5      project for Benton County, Dave Sharp?



            6          The Washington State Department of Transportation,



            7      Paul Gonseth?



            8                        MR. GONSETH:  Paul Gonseth, present.



            9                        MS. GRANTHAM:  For the Hop Hill Solar



           10      project for Benton County, Paul Krupin?



           11                        MR. KRUPIN:  Paul Krupin, present.



           12                        MS. GRANTHAM:  For the Carriger Solar



           13      project for Klickitat County, Matt Chiles?



           14                        MR. CHILES:  Matt Chiles, present.



           15                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Assistant Attorney



           16      General, Jon Thompson?



           17                        MR. THOMPSON:  Present.



           18                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Jenna Slocum?



           19                        MS. SLOCUM:  Present.



           20                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Zack Packer?



           21                        MR. PACKER:  Present.



           22                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Administrative Law



           23      Judges, Adam Torem?



           24                        JUDGE TOREM:  This is Judge Torem,



           25      present.
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            1                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Laura Bradley?  Dan



            2      Gerard?  Joni Derifield?



            3          And for Council Staff, Sonia Bumpus?  Ami



            4      Hafkemeyer?



            5                        MS. HAFKEMEYER:  Present.



            6                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Amy Moon?



            7                        MS. MOON:  Amy Moon, present.



            8                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Stew Henderson?



            9                        MR. HENDERSON:  Present.



           10                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Joan Owens?



           11                        MS. OWENS:  Present.



           12                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Dave walker?



           13                        MR. WALKER:  Present.



           14                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Sonja Skaland?



           15                        MS. SKALAND:  Present.



           16                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Lisa Masengale?



           17                        MS. MASENGALE:  Present.



           18                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Sara Randolph.



           19                        MS. RANDOLPH:  Present.



           20                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Sean Greene?



           21                        MR. GREENE:  Present.



           22                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Lance Caputo?



           23                        MR. CAPUTO:  Present.



           24                        MS. GRANTHAM:  John Barnes?



           25                        MR. BARNES:  Present.
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            1                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Joanne Snarski?



            2                        MS. SNARSKI:  Present.



            3                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Alex Shiley?



            4                        MS. SHILEY:  Alex Shiley is present.



            5                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Ali Smith?



            6                        MS. SMITH:  Ali Smith, present.



            7                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Karl Holappa?



            8                        MR. HOLAPPA:  Karl Holappa, present.



            9                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Audra Allen?



           10                        MS. ALLEN:  Present.



           11                        MS. GRANTHAM:  For Operation Updates,



           12      Kittitas Valley Wind project?



           13                        MR. MELBARDIS:  Eric Melbardis,



           14      present.



           15                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Wild Horse Wind Power



           16      project?



           17                        MS. GALBRAITH:  Jennifer Galbraith,



           18      present.



           19                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Grays Harbor Energy



           20      Center?



           21                        MR. SHERIN:  Chris Sherin, present.



           22                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Chehalis Generation



           23      Facility?



           24          Columbia Generating Station?



           25                        MS. NAJERA-PAXTON:  Felicia
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            1      Najera-Paxton, present.



            2                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Columbia Solar?  Goose



            3      Prairie Solar?



            4                        MR. CHRIST:  Jacob Christ, present.



            5                        MS. GRANTHAM:  And do we have someone



            6      for the Counsel for the Environment?



            7                        MS. REYNEVELD:  Yes, Sarah Reyneveld,



            8      present.



            9                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Chair Drew, there is a



           10      quorum for the regular Council and all of the outside



           11      councils.



           12                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.  Next item on



           13      our agenda is the proposed agenda you have in front of



           14      you.  That proposed agenda, is there a motion to approve



           15      the proposed agenda?



           16                        MR. YOUNG:  Lenny Young, so moved.



           17                        MS. BREWSTER:  Stacey Brewster,



           18      second.



           19                        CHAIR DREW:  Any discussion?  All



           20      those in favor say aye.  Opposed?  The agenda is adopted.



           21          Moving on to the meeting minutes from November 15th,



           22      2023, the monthly meeting minutes, you have the draft in



           23      front of you.  Is there a motion to approve the meeting



           24      minutes from November 15th?



           25                        MS. OSBORNE:  This is Liz Osborne, so





                                                                            7

�







            1      moved.



            2                        CHAIR DREW:  Second?



            3                        MS. BREWSTER:  Stacey Brewster,



            4      second.



            5                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.  I have one



            6      correction or Page 22, Line 4, Within 60 days of receipt



            7      of the Council's recommendation, the "governor" and not



            8      the "government," will take one of three actions.  That's



            9      my only correction.  Any others?



           10                        MS. BREWSTER:  Yes, this is Stacey



           11      Brewster on Page 42, Line 12, it says "shrub set" and I



           12      believe that should say "shrubsteppe."



           13                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.  In favor of



           14      adopting the minutes with those two changes please say



           15      aye.  Opposed?  The minutes are adopted.



           16          Project updates, Kittitas Valley, Mr. Melbardis.



           17                        MR. MELBARDIS:  Good afternoon, Chair



           18      Drew, EFSEC and Council Staff.  For the reporting period



           19      of November I did have a nonroutine item to report.  It



           20      was a neighboring nonparticipating landowner complaint.



           21      The complaint was for shadow flicker.  Many, many years



           22      ago, probably six months after operational phase we



           23      implemented a system that automatically curtailed a



           24      couple of turbines that were known to have caused shadow



           25      flicker.  The system is fully automatic and it runs on a
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            1      schedule.  Daylight saving time ended on November 5th and



            2      the complaint came in on November 7th, and it was due to



            3      the failure of the automated system to follow the time



            4      change.  We had it corrected and it's been working fine



            5      ever since.  We continue to monitor it, but it was just a



            6      flip of the controller.



            7                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.



            8                        MR. MELBARDIS:  Any questions about



            9      that?



           10                        CHAIR DREW:  Any questions from



           11      Council members?  Thank you.  And thank you for



           12      correcting it and finding that quickly.



           13          Moving on to Wild Horse Wind Power project, Ms.



           14      Galbraith.



           15                        MS. GALBRAITH:  Thank you, Chair Drew,



           16      Council members and Staff.  This is Jennifer Galbraith



           17      with Puget Sound Energy representing the Wild Horse Wind



           18      facility.  I have one nonroutine update for the month of



           19      November.  In accordance with the fire control plan and



           20      the fire services agreement with Kittitas Valley Fire



           21      District No. 2, PSE and the District met to review and



           22      train on the fire safety plan, including site orientation



           23      map, site access, identification of potential electrical



           24      hazards, and lessons learned from the 2022 Vantage fire,



           25      and that's all I have.





                                                                            9

�







            1                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.  Chehalis



            2      Generation Facility, Is Mr. Smith online?



            3                        MR. SMITH:  Yes.



            4                        CHAIR DREW:  Go ahead.



            5                        MR. SMITH:  Good afternoon, Chair



            6      Drew, Council members and Staff.  This is Jeremy Smith,



            7      the operations manager representing the Chehalis



            8      Generation Facility.  I have nothing nonroutine to note



            9      for the month of November.



           10                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.  Grays Harbor



           11      Energy Center, Mr. Sherin.



           12                        MR. SHERIN:  Good afternoon, Chair



           13      Drew, Council members and Staff.  This is Chris Sherin



           14      for the Grays Harbor Energy Center, and I have nothing



           15      nonroutine to report for the month of November either.



           16                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.  Columbia



           17      Solar, is Mr. Cushing there or Ms. Randolph?



           18                        MS. RANDOLPH:  Thank you.  Good



           19      afternoon, Chair Drew, Council members and Staff.  For



           20      the record, this is Sara Randolph, site specialist,



           21      providing an update for Columbia Solar.  The facility



           22      update is provided in your packet.  There were no



           23      nonroutine updates to report.



           24                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.  Columbia



           25      Generating Station, Ms. Najera-Paxton.
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            1                        MS. NAJERA-PAXTON:  Good afternoon,



            2      Chair Drew, Council members and Staff, this is Felicia



            3      Najera-Paxton providing updates for Energy Northwest



            4      Columbia Generating Station.  In November we had routine



            5      operations.  On November 20th we did have one update that



            6      EFSEC provided additional questions on the June 2023



            7      circulating water/oil release that occurred.  Energy



            8      Northwest submitted follow-up information on that



            9      incident to EFSEC as requested on December 12th, 2023.



           10                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.  Goose Prairie



           11      Solar, Mr. Christ.



           12                        MR. CHRIST:  Good afternoon, Chair



           13      Drew, EFSEC Council and Staff.  Jacob Christ, senior



           14      project manager on behalf of Brookfield Renewable Goose



           15      Prairie Solar project update.  For construction update,



           16      starting with the substation reported last month that we



           17      were still waiting on a PT delivery so we can say that we



           18      successfully had both PTs delivered and the buildout is



           19      complete, so that the substation buildout for the rest of



           20      the remaining structures will now continue in



           21      anticipation for the remaining gear that we expect to



           22      receive sometime early next year.



           23          Predrilling activities on the job site is complete.



           24      Pile driving and perimeter fence continue along with



           25      medium voltage cable install, and all three of those
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            1      activities are nearing completion.



            2          Racking installation started last month.  And then



            3      looking ahead to January we have got some modular



            4      inverter install that will start in early January.



            5          We do continue with ongoing environmental



            6      inspections weekly by WSP, and a weekly call with the



            7      EFSEC specialist.



            8          And then for public outreach update, I don't have



            9      the final numbers yet but we did successfully complete a



           10      project with monetary donations and toys both.  I'm just



           11      awaiting final numbers on that so I can report in the



           12      January meeting to the Council.  Any questions?



           13                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.  Are there any



           14      questions for Mr. Christ?  Thank you.



           15          High Top and Ostrea, Ms. Randolph.



           16                        MS. RANDOLPH:  Thank you.  For the



           17      record, this is Sara Randolph, site specialist for High



           18      Top and Ostrea.  EFSEC Staff are continuing to work the



           19      developer on the construction requirements and plans.  We



           20      have no other updates at this time.



           21                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.  Whistling



           22      Ridge, Ms. Barnes are you giving Mr. Caputo's update?



           23                        MR. BARNES:  Yes, I am, Chair Drew.



           24      Thank you, Chair Drew, and Council members.  This is John



           25      Barnes on behalf of Lance Caputo, who is the site
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            1      specialist for this project.  Staff are working to



            2      schedule the hearing for the Whistling Ridge extension



            3      request and transfer request.  Details of the hearing



            4      will be announced once they are available.



            5                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.  Desert Claim



            6      project update, Ms. Moon.



            7                        MS. MOON:  Good afternoon, Chair Drew



            8      and Council members.  For the record, this is Amy Moon



            9      providing a project update on Desert Claim.  The Desert



           10      Claim Site Certification Agreement, Amendment No. 2, as



           11      approved by the Council at the November 15th, 2023



           12      council meeting, has been finalized and posted to the



           13      EFSEC Desert Claim Site Certification Agreement public



           14      website.  There are no further project updates at this



           15      time.



           16          Does the Council have any questions?



           17                        CHAIR DREW:  Any questions for Ms.



           18      Moon?  Okay.  Thank you.



           19          I apologize.  I'm trying to figure out how to get us



           20      out of this dark that I see on our screen here because



           21      there's lack of light.  It's one image that is a dark



           22      area.  I apologize for the momentary delay.  Thank you.



           23          Moving on to Badger Mountain project update, Ms.



           24      Snarski.



           25                        MS. SNARSKI:  Thank you, Chair Drew,
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            1      and good afternoon Council members.  For the record, this



            2      is Joanne Snarski, the siting specialist for Badger



            3      Mountain Solar.  Progress is continuing with the



            4      development of the draft environmental impact statement



            5      for the proposed Badger Mountain Solar project.



            6          Efforts are also continuing on the development of



            7      the Supplemental Cultural Resources Survey.  A work plan



            8      has been completed for the initial ground survey.



            9      Currently, we are looking at the possibility of



           10      completing the initial survey work in January if the snow



           11      remains at bay in the proposed project boundary.



           12          Additionally, we are working with the Department of



           13      Natural Resources to obtain an agreement for our



           14      subcontractors to gain access to the relatively small



           15      portion of the project that is located on state lands.



           16          Finally, we hope the more detailed survey work will



           17      be completed this spring.  As a reminder, the findings of



           18      this survey will inform the cultural resources section of



           19      the draft environmental impact statement.  Are there any



           20      questions?



           21                        CHAIR DREW:  Are there any questions



           22      for Ms. Snarski?  Thank you.



           23          Wautoma Solar project update, Mr. Barnes.



           24                        MR. BARNES:  Thank you, Chair Drew,



           25      and Council members.  Once again, this is John Barnes on
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            1      behalf of Lance Caputo who is the siting specialist for



            2      this project.



            3          Applicants for the Wautoma Solar Energy project



            4      recently submitted the final Supplemental Cultural



            5      Resource Survey requested by EFSEC, and the Department of



            6      Archeology, and has started preservation, and we are



            7      presently reviewing the report for compliance.



            8          Staff are also coordinating with the Yakama Nation's



            9      cultural resource program staff on identifying potential



           10      mitigation to form our SEPA determination.



           11          Lastly, Staff are currently working with our AAGs



           12      and the Office of Administrative Hearings to ensure that



           13      we are prepared for the forthcoming adjudicative



           14      proceeding for this project.



           15                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.  Hop Hill



           16      Solar, Mr. Barnes.



           17                        MR. BARNES:  Thank you, Chair Drew,



           18      and Council members.  For the record, this is John



           19      Barnes, EFSEC staff, for the Hop Hill application.  We



           20      are continuing to coordinate and review of the



           21      application with our contractor, contracted agencies, and



           22      tribal governments.  At this time the applicant would



           23      like to request a 12-month application review extension.



           24          The original application review deadline was set to



           25      expire December 22nd, 2023.  The 12-month extension would
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            1      allow the applicant to complete data collection studies



            2      needed for EFSEC to be able to conduct our SEPA review



            3      and determination.



            4          The applicant has drafted an application review



            5      extension letter that has been placed on the EFSEC



            6      website for public review and comments ahead of the



            7      meeting from December 11th through December 15th.  No



            8      comments were received.  If granted, the new application



            9      deadline would become December 22, 2024.



           10          At this time Staff recommends the Council to vote to



           11      approve the application extension now in front of you.



           12      Are there any questions?



           13                        CHAIR DREW:  Are there any questions



           14      for Mr. Barnes?  The letter is in your packet and on the



           15      screen.  Are there any comments by Council members?  Is



           16      there a motion to approve the extension request from



           17      Bright Night for the Hop Hill Solar application?



           18                        MR. YOUNG:  Lenny Young, I move to



           19      approve the extension request.



           20                        CHAIR DREW:  Second?



           21                        MR. LEVITT:  Eli Levitt, second.



           22                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.  Discussion?



           23      Hearing none, all those in favor please say aye.



           24      Opposed?  The extension request is approved.  Thank you.



           25          Carriger Solar project, Ms. Snarski.
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            1                        MS. SNARSKI:  Thank you, Chair Drew,



            2      and Council members.  For the record, this is Joanne



            3      Snarski, the siting specialist for Carriger Solar.



            4          EFSEC Staff continue to work with Carriger Solar



            5      applicant to address anticipated visual impacts from the



            6      proposed project.  In accordance with RCW 80.50.080 Sub



            7      3, Sub A, the applicant is allowed to provide



            8      clarification or make changes to the proposal to mitigate



            9      the anticipated environmental impacts.



           10          We recently agreed on a few supplemental visual



           11      simulations that we believe will help us better



           12      understand the potential options for mitigating visual



           13      impacts.  When received, these new simulations will lead



           14      to further discussions with the applicant, and will



           15      hopefully result in a formal written response from the



           16      applicant for initial SEPA notification to them.



           17          Staff, with support from our Assistant Attorney



           18      General, are very near final execution of an interagency



           19      agreement for the completion of a traditional cultural



           20      properties study by the Yakama Nation for this site.



           21          All of the language in the contract has been



           22      mutually agreed to and is currently with the Yakama



           23      Nation for their processing and their signature.  This



           24      contract will also now serve as a model for additional



           25      TCP studies at other proposed facilities with tribal
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            1      cultural resource concerns.  Are there any questions?



            2                        CHAIR DREW:  Are there any questions



            3      for Ms. Snarski?  I don't see any questions from Council



            4      members.  Thank you.



            5          Moving on to the Horse Heaven Wind Farm project, Ms.



            6      Moon, project update.



            7                        MS. MOON:  Good afternoon, Council



            8      Chair Drew and EFSEC Council members.  For the record,



            9      this is Amy Moon providing an update on the Horse Heaven



           10      Wind project.



           11          Since issuing the Horse Heaven Wind project final



           12      environmental site assessment, known as the EIS, on



           13      October 31, 2022, EFSEC Staff have been addressing



           14      Council feedback and questions posed at the November 15th



           15      Council meeting and the November 29th special Council



           16      meeting regarding mitigation measures.



           17          The follow-up on the questions posed in the November



           18      Council meeting regarding the roles of the Washington



           19      Department of Natural Resources or DNR and fire response



           20      and suppression, EFSEC Staff sent the questions to DNR



           21      and I want to go over those questions an responses from



           22      the DNR.  There's five in total.



           23          Question one, we asked if DNR had any project



           24      specific concerns regarding fire suppression, for



           25      example, access to the site or access to fire suppression
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            1      materials, and the DNR response was, "DNR does not have



            2      the direct fire protection responsibility for the



            3      proposed project area."



            4          Second question we asked, Would DNR be one of the



            5      potential responders to a range fire in the Horse Heaven



            6      Hills, specifically within the proposed project location?



            7          The DNR response, "DNR could be a potential



            8      responder through agreements with fire districts and/or



            9      state mobilization.  DNR is the primary responder for



           10      wildfire aviation on nonfederal lands statewide."



           11          The third question from the Council was, Would the



           12      proposed turbine height of the 657 feet maximum total



           13      height, ground to blade tip, affect fire suppression



           14      methodology?



           15          The DNR response, Turbines up to 657 feet would



           16      severely restrict or prohibit the use of tactical



           17      aircraft, known as UAS, which is unmanned aircraft system



           18      and we could probably just call it a drone, so turbines



           19      up to that 657 foot height would severely restrict or



           20      prohibit the use of drones for tactical fire suppression.



           21          Question four, What is the typical height planes and



           22      helicopters fly when responding to a range fire for



           23      suppression.



           24          DNR responded, "Nearly all tactical wildland



           25      missions are conducted below 500 feet above ground





                                                                           19

�







            1      level."



            2          And the last question, five, Are there any other



            3      aerial criteria or accommodation for planes or



            4      helicopters that will require DNR fire response related



            5      to access to water and/or fire retardants, and the



            6      follow-up, is there any specific turnaround criteria for



            7      the aircraft?



            8          The DNR response, "Nothing specific.  The density



            9      and spacing of the towers would essentially create a no



           10      fly zone over the entire project area.  We would require



           11      an additional safety buffer of one to two tower heights



           12      around the project to ensure safe separation for aircraft



           13      operations."



           14          And I also want to mention that before this meeting



           15      we did post to the website that the Council may be taking



           16      action, and we did receive nine comments from the public.



           17      They were general comments against the project.



           18          Are there any questions on those DNR questions and



           19      responses?



           20                        CHAIR DREW:  Are there any questions



           21      from Council members?



           22                        MR. LIVINGSTON:  Amy, could you reread



           23      the third question response?



           24                        MS. MOON:  Okay.  Turbines up to 657



           25      feet would severely restrict or prohibit the use of
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            1      tactical aircraft, and unmanned aircraft systems known as



            2      drones, for tactical fire suppression.



            3                        MR. LIVINGSTON:  Thank you for



            4      rereading it.  The first time around I didn't quite get



            5      it, but the response actually deals with two different



            6      things, tactical aircraft, which are different from



            7      unmanned aerial systems, so it's both piloted aircraft



            8      and drones that would be involved here?



            9                        MS. MOON:  Yes, I believe that's the



           10      answer.  I did kind of flub my acronyms and explaining



           11      when I first read that so thank you for asking again.



           12                        CHAIR DREW:  Ms. Moon, what I heard



           13      from the collection of questions, and thank you for



           14      getting those, certainly is that in the area that on the



           15      project itself that would be a nonfly zone; however, they



           16      would consider one to two turbine lengths from the



           17      closest turbine as their safety zone outside of -- or



           18      from where the turbines are to where they would be able



           19      to use their equipment; is that correct?



           20                        MS. MOON:  So I'm not sure if that's



           21      quite how that should be interpreted, and there may be



           22      somebody on the line from DNR that could respond to that.



           23      I took the answer as one to two tower heights above the



           24      project, but it could be like you posed, outside the



           25      project limits.  I could certainly follow up on that.
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            1                        CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  Do we have



            2      somebody online to answer questions?  Okay.  That would



            3      be helpful because I was looking at it similarly to how



            4      we look at the distance between a turbine and a



            5      neighboring resident, so that would be good to clarify.



            6                        MS. MOON:  I will do that.  And any



            7      other questions on this?



            8                        MR. LIVINGSTON:  This is new



            9      information for Council to consider.  We have been



           10      working through with Staff on the mitigation, initial



           11      mitigation we might want to apply around the final EIS,



           12      so how should we anticipate when we use this information



           13      to looking at, you know, various turbines and how to



           14      propose the mitigation?



           15                        MS. MOON:  That is a fairly complex



           16      question, Mr. Livingston.  Ami Hafkemeyer might be able



           17      to help out on this or Sean Greene.  We are looking at



           18      more dialogue with the DNR on their answers to this, and



           19      particularly on whether they have a mitigation measure



           20      ideas or criteria, and we will -- I'm hoping that I can



           21      report that back to you in January, but as of yet, partly



           22      due to the holiday season and the end of the year, I



           23      wasn't able to have that dialogue with DNR so can we hold



           24      a more formal response until January?



           25                        MR. LIVINGSTON:  Yes, absolutely.  I
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            1      just wanted to make sure I understood when we might be



            2      able to get that information.  So thank you, Amy, I



            3      appreciate that.



            4                        MS. MOON:  You are welcome.  Any



            5      further questions?



            6                        CHAIR DREW:  If you could pause for a



            7      second.  Ms. Hafkemeyer is trying to ensure her



            8      microphone is on.



            9                        MS. HAFKEMEYER:  I don't think this



           10      microphone is on, but can people on the line hear me?



           11      All right.  I think I have a working microphone.  Okay.



           12          So thank you, Council Member Livingston.  One of the



           13      things to continue the discussion, Sean Greene is



           14      available this afternoon to discuss some of the



           15      mitigation changes that we have heard that Council may



           16      want to consider this afternoon.  So if the Council would



           17      like to discuss some additional mitigation in response to



           18      the concern for additional space, either around or above



           19      the footprint of the project, you know, we can certainly



           20      work to clarify that.



           21          But if the Council would like to consider



           22      mitigation, that can be discussed this afternoon when the



           23      Council is discussing the other mitigation measures being



           24      presented, and when giving Staff direction on what to



           25      prepare, we can incorporate some of those details to then
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            1      present to the Council ahead of the January meeting.



            2                        CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  Thank you.  Ms.



            3      Moon, is that the end of your report, and are we ready to



            4      move forward to the mitigation discussion?



            5                        MS. MOON:  That's basically the end of



            6      my report.  I was going to introduce Sean Greene.  He's



            7      available for any questions or dialogue about mitigation



            8      measures.  Also, Staff would like the Council -- well, I



            9      will hold that.  We will go into the mitigation measures



           10      so, yes, I'm done.  Thank you.



           11                        CHAIR DREW:  Mr. Greene.



           12                        MR. GREENE:  Thank you, Chair Drew,



           13      and Council members.  For the record, this is Sean



           14      Greene, specialist for EFSEC.  There are two sets of



           15      proposed changes to mitigation measures that I want to



           16      walk you through today.  Both were provided to Council



           17      members last week for their review.  I will see if I can



           18      get this to work so we can just start going through



           19      these.



           20          These are all changes that Staff have prepared in



           21      response to Council discussions during these two November



           22      meetings.  So the first is for Air-1.  There was some



           23      Council discussion about how this measure which limits



           24      the speed of project vehicles to 15 miles per hour



           25      onsite, there was discussion by the Council how this
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            1      would be managed and enforced.  We have proposed changes



            2      that were developed in coordination with our consultants



            3      that would indicate a posting of signage, training for



            4      all employees, periodic speed checks by construction



            5      contractors health and safety officers to be reviewed



            6      monthly, and a requirement be the applicant to notify



            7      EFSEC of any identified routine exceeding of the speed



            8      limit alongside a corrective action plan.



            9                        CHAIR DREW:  Are there any comments or



           10      questions about this updated mitigation item?  If not, I



           11      think we will just -- I will just ask you to raise your



           12      hands if you would like to discuss the changes that were



           13      made, and otherwise we will presume that they are



           14      understood by the Council.



           15                        MR. GREENE:  And just for



           16      clarification, does that -- understood by Council, does



           17      that indicate that the Council would like the mitigation



           18      as it is now proposed to be incorporated in the --



           19                        CHAIR DREW:  Yes.  Thank you.  Should



           20      they take that action?  Yes.  We haven't gotten that far



           21      but, yes.



           22                        MR. GREENE:  Okay.  The next measure



           23      is in regard to culvert installation best management



           24      practices.  There was discussion by Council members as to



           25      whether the applicant should be required to adhere to
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            1      WDFW fish passage best management practices in lieu of US



            2      Department of Agricultural best management practices.



            3      And Staff reviewed WDFW BMPs and they exceed all USDA



            4      BMPs.



            5          Okay.  The third measure is Water-6, which deals



            6      with spill response equipment in project vehicles.  There



            7      were Council concerns about which vehicles that would be



            8      present on project areas would be subject to this



            9      requirement.  We have updated the mitigation to indicate



           10      that this would apply to project vehicles, specifically



           11      vehicles owned by the project that regularly access the



           12      site.  It's specifically excluding employee personal



           13      vehicles.



           14          And there was also some Council discussion about



           15      what type of equipment would be required, so there has



           16      been some specificity in that regard.



           17          The next measure is Vegetation-6, which dealt with



           18      how mitigation measures would be updated in the event



           19      that legislative requirements change between the point of



           20      execution of a potential SCA and the actual time of



           21      decommissioning of the project.  And the language has



           22      been changed to indicate that if legislative requirements



           23      at the time of decommissioning are more restrictive than



           24      at time of the execution of the SCA that those higher



           25      level of requirements would take precedence.  This also
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            1      clarifies that any potential weakening of legislative



            2      requirements would not undercut any mitigation measures



            3      within the executed SCA.  Any questions here?



            4          All right.  The next is Wildlife-1, which is the



            5      post-construction bird and bat fatality monitoring prom.



            6      This didn't actually come up through Council discussion,



            7      but this was a Staff recognition that at several points



            8      within this mitigation measure duties were assigned to



            9      the technical advisory committee that should have been



           10      assigned to the preoperational technical advisory



           11      group -- or excuse me, the pre-construction technical



           12      advisory group, just based on the timing of when those



           13      two technical groups would exist.



           14                        CHAIR DREW:  So if I can ask about



           15      this one, post-construction bird and bat fatality



           16      monitoring, but before the initiation of operations?



           17                        MR. GREENE:  Yes.  I can clarify.



           18      Part of this mitigation measure involves the development



           19      of monitoring plans prior to start of construction, and



           20      the development of those plans would be subject to the



           21      PTAG for review because at that point in time because the



           22      TAC would not exist yet.



           23                        CHAIR DREW:  So it would transfer to



           24      the new group, correct?



           25                        MR. GREENE:  Yes.
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            1                        CHAIR DREW:  Mr. Young, did you have a



            2      question?



            3                        MR. YOUNG:  Yeah, it was just



            4      addressed, the point of clarification I was looking for.



            5                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.



            6                        MR. GREENE:  Any further questions on



            7      this change?



            8          Okay.  The next is Habitat-1.  There was -- this is



            9      the mitigation requirement that would not allow project



           10      components within areas that have been identified as



           11      being very high linkage for wildlife movement corridors.



           12      As the mitigation is currently written, there is a



           13      process through which the applicant could place project



           14      components within those medium to very high linkage areas



           15      with additional mitigation and management plans as



           16      outlined in the text.



           17          There was some Council discussion in the November



           18      meetings about whether this avoidance of the movement



           19      corridor should be a firm area of nonallowance and



           20      without the possibility of exceptions as outlined in the



           21      current mitigation, so this is where we would like the



           22      Council's guidance on which version they prefer.



           23                        CHAIR DREW:  And this is on the



           24      movement corridors?



           25                        MR. GREENE:  Correct.
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            1                        CHAIR DREW:  Mr. Livingston.



            2                        MR. LIVINGSTON:  Yeah, I appreciate



            3      Staff hearing those concerns, and I like the changes that



            4      have been made throughout.  Thumbs up on that.



            5                        CHAIR DREW:  Mr. Young.



            6                        MR. YOUNG:  Ditto what Mr. Livingston



            7      just said, I prefer the changed version.



            8                        CHAIR DREW:  So one question I have is



            9      that there would be a process if the applicant wants to



           10      propose some connective, or some project components,



           11      would this eliminate all project components?  Can you



           12      talk a little bit about that?



           13                        MR. GREENE:  Sure.  As currently



           14      written, there is a process through with the applicant



           15      could request to site project components within the



           16      medium to very high linkage areas for wildlife movement,



           17      and there are various steps that they would have to go



           18      through in the developments of a corridor mitigation plan



           19      that would need EFSEC approval prior to the allowance of



           20      any project components in those areas under the current



           21      mitigation.



           22          With the changes that are being presented to Council



           23      here, that process does not exist and no project



           24      components would be allowed to be sited within medium to



           25      very high linkage areas.  And in the email that Council
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            1      members received last weak that included the presentation



            2      and subsequent one, there was some data indicating how



            3      much of the project is in one of those medium to very



            4      high linkage corridors, just an indication of how much of



            5      the project would actually be excluded.



            6          And there is also the option for Council to suggest



            7      changes here that differ from the changes that are



            8      currently on your screen.



            9                        CHAIR DREW:  Would you happen to have



           10      a map of the high?



           11                        MR. GREENE:  Yes, I can find one.



           12                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.  I find that



           13      helpful.



           14                        MR. GREENE:  So the areas highlighted



           15      on the map in yellow are rated as medium linkage.  There



           16      is a light red are high linkage, and dark red are very



           17      high linkage.  There is no area of very high linkage



           18      within the project boundary.



           19                        CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  And that would



           20      include linking up to any transmission throughout the



           21      project as well?



           22                        MR. GREENE:  With the change that is



           23      currently on that presentation that the Council has



           24      access to, that would include all project components.



           25      There is potential, if the Council wishes, to allow
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            1      certain necessary project components or interconnecting



            2      transmission lines if the Council wants to give us



            3      direction on that.



            4                        CHAIR DREW:  Mr. Livingston or Mr.



            5      Young, thoughts?



            6                        MR. YOUNG:  Looking at this map and,



            7      Chair Drew, reflecting your question, we might want to be



            8      able to consider a proposal from the applicant for an



            9      exception in the medium, but I would be -- I would be



           10      opposed to anything in the high or very high.



           11                        CHAIR DREW:  And the high or very high



           12      is the darker color, which to me looks like orange on the



           13      screen.



           14                        MR. YOUNG:  Yes, it looks like orange.



           15      What I'm specifically looking at is that area kind of in



           16      the middle of what we are looking at right now, that



           17      looks like a yellow area between the orange to the south



           18      and orange to the north, and if the applicant felt it was



           19      absolutely critical to somehow connect the eastern and



           20      western parts of the project through that yellow area, we



           21      might -- we might want to allow the applicant to propose



           22      an exception in that area, but not in the orange.  Just



           23      putting this out for conversation.



           24                        CHAIR DREW:  Right.  And the criteria



           25      would have to be made that as to why that would be
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            1      needed.  Mr. Livingston?



            2                        MR. LIVINGSTON:  Are we talking



            3      transmission or are we talking turbine strings or talking



            4      all project components?



            5                        CHAIR DREW:  We can define it as



            6      transmission components if you like.



            7                        MR. YOUNG:  Yeah, that's what's in



            8      line with what I'm just thinking after looking at this is



            9      it would not include turbines or fixed infrastructure,



           10      but if there was some transmission connecting between the



           11      eastern and western portions of the project.  Again, not



           12      saying this would definitely be allowed, but it would be



           13      something that we could mirror that language where the



           14      applicant could propose and we would look at whether or



           15      not that would be something that would be approved.



           16                        CHAIR DREW:  That makes sense to me as



           17      to what I was wanting to look at.  So let's say exception



           18      potentially, based on the information and whether or



           19      not -- what the impact is on wildlife or transmission



           20      components.



           21                        MR. GREENE:  Okay.  And for my own



           22      clarification, it would be disallowance of any project



           23      components other than transmission lines in any areas



           24      within the medium or above linkage, but the exception



           25      process with the movement mitigation plan could be
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            1      allowed for transmission components only within the



            2      medium linkage?



            3                        CHAIR DREW:  Yes.



            4                        MR. GREENE:  Okay.  We can prepare a



            5      version incorporating those details.



            6                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.



            7                        MR. GREENE:  Any further questions on



            8      this change?  Okay.  So the next is Species-5, which is



            9      the species specific mitigation for the ferruginous hawk.



           10      There are two versions that were prepared based on the



           11      Council's input, the first of which essentially turns the



           12      two-mile buffer area surrounding the ferruginous hawk



           13      nests into a firm buffer and not allowing any project



           14      components within that two-mile radius under any



           15      condition, as opposed to the original version which



           16      allowed for the siting of project components within the



           17      two-mile buffer if the applicant can demonstrate that the



           18      nesting site and the nesting habitat within that area was



           19      no longer viable for the species.



           20                        CHAIR DREW:  So let's talk about what



           21      this includes.  Project components are no solar arrays,



           22      no turbines, and no transmission, as well as battery



           23      storage and roads?



           24                        MR. GREENE:  Yes.  With the change



           25      before you, those would include all project components.
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            1      So, again, the Council can provide directions if they



            2      want exceptions for some components or others or



            3      maintaining the original version.



            4                        CHAIR DREW:  Do you have a map



            5      which -- I don't know that we have one that would



            6      identify all the project components, but perhaps one of



            7      the ones that we have indicates turbines in red that are



            8      with -- one of the criteria is -- there we go.



            9                        MR. GREENE:  So Council has a version



           10      of this map available to them that includes the actual



           11      locations or the buffers of the ferruginous hawk nests.



           12      This is the publication version that is present within



           13      the EIS.  And one of the criteria that went into



           14      identifying which of these turbines -- they are



           15      classified by level of impact, and one of the criteria



           16      that went into identifying their level of impact was



           17      their proximity to ferruginous hawk nests.



           18                        CHAIR DREW:  So can you kind of circle



           19      the area that we just looked at if you can transpose from



           20      that to the other where that wildlife corridor is.  Where



           21      is the highway?  Where is Highway 82?



           22                        MR. GREENE:  So Highway 82 is this



           23      band right here, so it's east of the movement corridor



           24      for wildlife.



           25                        CHAIR DREW:  And where does -- oh,
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            1      here we are.



            2                        MR. GREENE:  It is right here.



            3                        CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  And yet on the



            4      east side of I-82 we still have ferruginous hawk impact



            5      or other impact?  We are not just saying that's



            6      ferruginous hawk, right?



            7                        MR. GREENE:  Yes.  Those are what are



            8      defined here as a Class 3 impact.  The Council has



            9      confidential versions that show buffers around



           10      ferruginous hawk nests so they can see for themselves



           11      which of these turbines are actually within --



           12                        CHAIR DREW:  Well, my point in



           13      bringing this up is that I actually want to bring up the



           14      east solar field.  I believe that the east solar field,



           15      which -- and if the applicant has already removed the



           16      portions that are west of I-82, but right there on the



           17      map you can see those portions of the east solar field,



           18      and I -- if we go forward with this proposal, my belief,



           19      correct me if I'm wrong, is that that would be a project



           20      component which would not be allowed?



           21                        MR. GREENE:  If the changes that were



           22      shown to Species-5 are implemented creating a firm buffer



           23      around -- two miles around a ferruginous hawk nests, and



           24      the east solar field is within one of those buffers then



           25      it would be prohibited.
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            1                        CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  So I actually want



            2      to make that clear, and I support that for a couple of



            3      reasons.  And I think I asked you also to have a map



            4      ready to show the Council as to why.  I also wanted to



            5      make it clear to the Council that we were also



            6      potentially talking about -- we were talking about the



            7      rest of the east solar field, so this is a picture from



            8      the initial application which shows habitat types.  The



            9      break in between the two pieces, and I believe that's



           10      I-82 again, and the western portion has already been



           11      eliminated from the project by the applicant in terms



           12      of --



           13                        MR. GREENE:  This is indicative of the



           14      area -- the areas highlighted in green are areas the



           15      applicant has already committed to, including the --



           16                        CHAIR DREW:  Oh, All the areas in



           17      green?



           18                        MR. GREENE:  Correct.  So it is



           19      essentially limited to, as their current proposal is,



           20      these two locations, this location, and essentially this



           21      much of those two locations.



           22                        CHAIR DREW:  And what I want to draw



           23      your attention to for the Council members is the two that



           24      have a background color of green and kind of brown, which



           25      currently, if you look at the habitat types, that's not
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            1      agricultural land.  That is other kinds of habitats as



            2      shrubsteppe -- well, not necessarily shrubsteppe, but --



            3                        MR. GREENE:  They are classified here



            4      as unidentified as shrub and unidentified grassland.



            5                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.  I was trying



            6      to read the very small print.  And so for those reasons,



            7      I am concerned about a number of things, including within



            8      those areas that perhaps the hawk might be most likely to



            9      forage on areas that have not been developed, as well as



           10      traditional cultural properties and impact on cultural



           11      resources.



           12          So I want to make it -- I guess I want to make a



           13      statement that I support the elimination of the east



           14      solar field from consideration.  I went back and I looked



           15      at the original application and read that the applicant



           16      is currently studying -- this was, again, from the



           17      original application, multiple potential solar array



           18      sites, one on the east side of the project Lease



           19      Boundary, and up to two potential sites on the west side.



           20      A determination of which of these potential solar array



           21      sites would be chosen has not yet been made.



           22          So considering all of that, I'm proposing that the



           23      east solar field be removed as a condition for approval



           24      for the project.  Are there any other questions or



           25      comments?
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            1                        MR. GREENE:  So is it Council's



            2      direction we incorporate that as a condition of an SCA?



            3                        CHAIR DREW:  Council members, do you



            4      want to -- if they are not speaking we will assume it is



            5      agreed.



            6                        MR. GREENE:  Okay.



            7                        CHAIR DREW:  Lenny.



            8                        MR. YOUNG:  I support what Chair Drew



            9      just described.



           10                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.



           11                        MR. GREENE:  Okay.  Returning to



           12      Species-5, are there any questions or comments from



           13      Council on this first version of the potential changes to



           14      ferruginous hawk mitigation?



           15                        MS. BREWSTER:  This is Stacey



           16      Brewster.  I just throw my support behind this version of



           17      the mitigation that the boundaries are firm and there



           18      will be no encroachment in the nest area.



           19                        MR. GREENE:  Okay.  Would Council like



           20      to apply this to all project components or portions?



           21                        CHAIR DREW:  Mr. Young.



           22                        MR. YOUNG:  Yeah, I also support the



           23      change.  I would say it applies to all project



           24      components.  And I think it's important that we note that



           25      when we are talking about the two-mile radius, it's
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            1      not -- we are talking about everything within that



            2      two-mile radius, all the ground, and we were not just



            3      talking about areas that have a dedication type that is



            4      thought to be foraging habitat or something that's



            5      specifically used by the hawks.  The way this is written,



            6      and the way I believe it's intended is that it covers the



            7      entire area within that two-mile radius.



            8                        MR. GREENE:  Yes.  That was another



            9      change to the mitigation based on Council last time they



           10      used the word habitat, and, of course, that has been



           11      changed to area just to make it abundantly clear.



           12                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.  The only



           13      question I have remaining is thinking through whether



           14      there would need to be any consideration of any



           15      transmission connected if it completely bisects the



           16      project.  Mr. Livingston.



           17                        MR. LIVINGSTON:  Yeah, so the red dots



           18      on the map that Sean is showing right now are those Class



           19      3 impacts, so those are multiple impacts not necessarily



           20      just for ferruginous hawks, you know, and I understand



           21      why we are doing it this way, but it's really difficult



           22      to understand by looking at this map what it exactly



           23      means for all project components, right?  I just wanted



           24      the highlight that.



           25          You know, transmission lines, power lines, I would
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            1      feel more comfortable in saying that is not an absolute



            2      not on that.  I would feel more comfortable if EFSEC



            3      Staff reached out to WDFW and asked that question about



            4      the concerns with the turbines, the primary concern loss



            5      of -- direct loss of habitat from the solar arrays are



            6      another concern, transmission lines may or may not be in



            7      this expansive of an area, so I would like to hear how



            8      they would respond to that question.



            9          I really appreciate removing the uncertainty that



           10      this had before because I just didn't know what I would



           11      be voting for.  If I voted yes, I didn't know what I



           12      would be voting for in the final outcome of the project



           13      so this is certainly helpful for me.



           14                        CHAIR DREW:  Ms. Hafkemeyer.



           15                        MS. HAFKEMEYER:  Would the Council be



           16      interested in reviewing, prior to the January meeting, a



           17      revised mitigation as discussed today, including



           18      additional feedback from WDFW subject matter experts?



           19                        CHAIR DREW:  Is that what you are



           20      asking for, Mr. Livingston?



           21                        MR. LIVINGSTON:  Yes.



           22                        CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  So let's proceed



           23      with -- if we are to move forward with the conditions of



           24      the project, let's proceed with this as the revised



           25      written.  Certainly, if we want to -- if we go in that
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            1      direction and we want to tweak it in January we still can



            2      to that.  Is that agreeable to Council members?



            3                        MR. GREENE:  Are there any further



            4      questions on this version of Species-5?  We can probably



            5      skip the second version of Species-5 then.  That



            6      primarily just replaced the role of the PTAG and the



            7      administration of this measure with WDFW based on



            8      Council's thoughts.



            9                        CHAIR DREW:  I agree.  We can skip



           10      that.



           11                        MR. GREENE:  Next is Species-8, the



           12      prairie falcon.  The Council had indicated that they



           13      would like to see pre-construction surveys be performed



           14      for this species and that's been added.  Any questions



           15      for those changes?



           16          Species-13 for the pronghorn antelope, there was



           17      Council discussion about whether the database of



           18      observations that the applicant maintained during



           19      operations should be confidential or not, with the



           20      understanding that the final determination would be made



           21      between discussions with the applicant, and Council



           22      language has been added here to indicate that the



           23      database may be determined to be confidential when



           24      developed.  Any questions here?



           25          Energy-6 which deals with the recycling of project
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            1      components.  There was a question from the Council as to



            2      whether EFSEC or the applicant would be responsible for



            3      determining the recyclability of the components so



            4      language has been added that the applicant has to provide



            5      justification for the nonrecycling of any project



            6      components to EFSEC, and EFSEC will have the final



            7      determination about whether or not the component can be



            8      recycled, and if so, it would be required to be.  Any



            9      questions here?



           10          The next is Recreation-1, which involves



           11      recreational activity coordination.  There's two parts



           12      here.  The first was a concern expressed that DNR was



           13      more involved in this measure than the necessarily should



           14      be, and DNR only maintains responsibility for impacts to



           15      its own land, so language has been added to indicate that



           16      entities may only be consulted for impacts to recreation



           17      impacts to their own administered land.



           18          The second part of Council's concern was whether or



           19      not additional entities should be added for coordination.



           20      BLM was one of the suggestions, so the potential for



           21      additional entities has been added to the language as



           22      well.  Are there any questions for this measure?



           23          Next is the recreation safety management plan.  The



           24      Council had questions about what EFSEC's role would be in



           25      regulating the accomplishment of this mitigation, so
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            1      language has been added indicating that EFSEC would be



            2      responsible for determining whether or not the applicant



            3      has sufficiently coordinated with all relevant entities



            4      that promote recreational activities within the Lease



            5      Boundary to clarify the regulatory role for EFSEC.  Are



            6      there any questions here?



            7                        CHAIR DREW:  Just to make sure I



            8      understand what area we are talking about, we are talking



            9      about within the project area, the Lease Boundary of the



           10      project area which is larger than the siting corridor in



           11      the project components, but all the area which is leased?



           12                        MR. GREENE:  Correct.  The applicant



           13      is a responsible for all impacts within the Lease



           14      Boundary, which are all lands that have been leased by



           15      the applicant, whether or not they site project



           16      components on them.  Any questions?



           17          This is the final change from the Council



           18      suggestions, which involves the requirement for



           19      decommissioning housing survey to be performed prior to



           20      the start of decommissioning.  There was a Council



           21      request that this analysis be consistent with Washington



           22      Department of Labor & Industries guidelines, so that has



           23      been added to the mitigation.  Are there any questions



           24      here?



           25                        MR. GREENE:  Okay.  I would like to
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            1      begin the other list of changes, potential changes to



            2      mitigation that the Council was provided with last week.



            3      These are changes that Staff have come up with following



            4      discussions with the applicant, and are primarily meant



            5      to clarify mitigation measures that might be -- that



            6      there are no changes here that Staff believes materially



            7      weaken any mitigation measures.



            8          The first was a requirement that the applicant



            9      adhere to least risk fish windows for all work within the



           10      ephemeral and intermittent streams.  Following discussion



           11      with the applicant and WDFW determined that the least



           12      risk fish windows are intended only to be used to apply



           13      to in water work in streams with flowing water, so the



           14      language has been changed to indicate that these windows



           15      would be maintained during periods when these ephemeral



           16      and intermittent streams actually have water in them.



           17          Any questions about this change?  Okay.



           18          The next is Vegetation-9, which deals with the



           19      maintenance of vegetation on the solar array fencing.



           20      There was a request from the applicant to establish a



           21      more specific protocol for fence clearing, and in



           22      conversation with our consultant, we developed this



           23      language that indicates that a monthly fence survey would



           24      be conducted during periods where wildfire danger rating



           25      as determined by the DNR is assessed as low, and when
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            1      that rating assessment is moderate or higher then weekly



            2      surveys would be required.  And surveys would include



            3      removal of any built up vegetation.  Any questions?



            4          Okay.  The next is the species specific mitigation



            5      for Townsend's ground squirrels.  As it was initially



            6      written the mitigation measure required surveys for



            7      Townsend's ground squirrel colonies within the Lease



            8      Boundary and the ZOI, the zone of influence.  As defined



            9      in the EIS, the zone of influence is a half mile buffer



           10      around the Lease Boundary.  This mitigation measure would



           11      require the applicant to have access and have people



           12      access the areas outside of site control, so the



           13      requirement for surveys within the ZOI has been removed



           14      from this version.  Staff believes that the mitigation



           15      measure remains effective as mitigating impacts to the



           16      species with this change.  Any questions on this



           17      potential change?



           18          Okay.  The next is Visual-3, which requires that



           19      turbines themselves be maintained to be clean to avoid



           20      any buildup of fluids or dirt.  The applicant had



           21      indicated that turbine cleanings are generally done in



           22      batches and not one at a time, so they requested a



           23      version of this mitigation that would allow for cleanings



           24      only to take place when a specific number of turbines



           25      have been determined to be not clean.  They also
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            1      requested for clarification about how to define clean,



            2      and this version of mitigation allows for EFSEC to make



            3      those determinations, both whether or not a turbine is



            4      clean, and how many turbines would not need to be -- need



            5      to not be cleaned before requiring a cleaning crew to be



            6      dispatched.



            7                        MS. BREWSTER:  This is Stacey



            8      Brewster.  Just one question.  Is this something that is



            9      determined throughout the life of the project or is it



           10      set in place prior to approval?



           11                        MR. GREENE:  In terms of the numbers,



           12      it would be a process that we would work with the



           13      applicant in determining how it's defined clean, and then



           14      the actual numbers of turbines that would be necessary to



           15      not clean before requiring a cleaning crew is something



           16      we would also work together in the life of the project,



           17      so higher number in a more condensed area -- or pardon



           18      me, a lower number in a more condensed area may require a



           19      crew whereas a higher number in a more dispersed area



           20      it's open to that kind of ongoing discussion.



           21                        MS. BREWSTER:  Thank you.



           22                        CHAIR DREW:  Do we know if there's



           23      best practice regarding --



           24                        MR. GREENE:  So regarding?



           25                        CHAIR DREW:  Cleaning of nacelles and
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            1      towers.  I mean, I expect there are.  There are a lot of



            2      wind farms across the country.



            3                        MR. GREENE:  I don't know specific



            4      best management practices for the actual process of the



            5      cleaning.



            6                        CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  I'm sure that we



            7      will have a chance perhaps to look into that.



            8                        MR. GREENE:  Okay.  Any further



            9      questions on this measure?



           10          The next is Visual-5, which is a requirement or



           11      opaque fencing within half a mile of any -- in the



           12      original language observation points.  To add clarity to



           13      this measure, we removed the reference to observation



           14      points and replaced it with linear viewpoints and



           15      residences, just to clarify it does apply to all such



           16      receptor sites, not just those that were specifically



           17      identified in initial simulations.



           18          Any questions on this measure?



           19          Okay.  Next is the shadow flicker mitigation.  There



           20      are two parts here.  The first is the initial language



           21      included the phrase -- or included a requirement that the



           22      blades of the turbines be stopped during periods of



           23      perceptible shadow flicker.  As explained to the



           24      applicant, stopping or locking the turbine blades for an



           25      extended period of time or during high winds can result
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            1      in significant damage to turbines, and in previous



            2      projects we have not required that the blades themselves



            3      be stopped.  We have required that operations of the



            4      turbines be stopped to allow the blades to flow freely in



            5      the wind, so they will still be moving at a much lower



            6      speed and as a result cause let shadow flicker.



            7          The second part of this is an acknowledgement that



            8      shadow flicker as a phenomenon is fairly limited.  It's



            9      based on the angle of the sun, the wind speed, and the



           10      sky conditions, whether cloudy or clear skies, just to



           11      indicate that not all shadows pass by these turbines are



           12      necessarily qualified as shadow flicker.



           13          Any further questions on these changes?  Okay.



           14          The next is Recreation-1.  There have already been



           15      changes to this measure that Council has proposed so we



           16      can merge these changes.  The applicant was concerned



           17      that the measure was unbounded, that it had not



           18      guidelines for how it would be to have been determined to



           19      be successfully achieved, so language has been added that



           20      indicated that EFSEC would be responsible for determining



           21      whether the applicant has sufficiently coordinated with



           22      all relevant entities to promote recreational activities



           23      within the vicinity of the Lease Boundary.



           24                        CHAIR DREW:  Mr. Young.



           25                        MR. YOUNG:  This language on the
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            1      right-hand side that changed the way the previous section



            2      on recreation was to not seem to indicate that it is DNR



            3      and Benton County who are somehow jointly managing all



            4      the recreation in the project area.  Could we go back and



            5      bring in some of that other language to modify this a



            6      little bit more?



            7                        MR. GREENE:  Yes, absolutely.  We can



            8      merge the changes here with the change that was proposed



            9      by the Council for the same mitigation measure and use



           10      that as the version of the text to incorporate into an



           11      SCA should one be developed.



           12                        MR. YOUNG:  That's fine.  Thank you.



           13                        MR. GREENE:  Okay.  Any other



           14      questions on this measure?



           15          The next concern that the applicant had were fairly



           16      similar to the recreation safety management plan.  This



           17      is a measure where the Council had recommended changes of



           18      their own so if the Council desires we can merge the



           19      changes.



           20          The applicant was concerned that the measure was



           21      unbounded and had not set guidelines for how it would be



           22      determined it had been achieved, and similar language has



           23      been added here indicating that EFSEC would make that



           24      determination as to whether or not the applicant has



           25      sufficiently coordinated with all relevant entities.  Any
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            1      questions about these changes?



            2                        CHAIR DREW:  Mr. Young.



            3                        MR. YOUNG:  Again, some type of



            4      language merger would seem to be helpful here.



            5                        MR. GREENE:  And if you want, I can



            6      bring up the Council's version so you can see where it



            7      was --



            8                        CHAIR DREW:  I think we will just look



            9      for it to be merged and then have a chance to see it.



           10                        MR. GREENE:  Okay.  And I think that's



           11      it.  Those are all the changes that were proposed by the



           12      Council or were arrived at by Staff through discussions



           13      with the applicant.



           14                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.  We are now at



           15      the point in our meeting today where our next step would



           16      be to ask the Staff to prepare the documents for a



           17      recommendation to the governor.  Previous Councils have



           18      used the intent section of the EFSEC statute, RCW



           19      80.50.010, to guide their decisionmaking process.  So I



           20      have asked for Ms. Grantham to put that RCW section on



           21      our screen.



           22          I think the focus, in terms of legislative findings,



           23      as you can zero in on the words that start about three



           24      fourths from the bottom, "Such action will be based on



           25      these premises," do you see that?  Can you enlarge that
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            1      so that we are looking at that.  There we go.  I think



            2      there's one more.  Oh, six is on the next page.  Sorry



            3      about that.  It ended up on the same page as mine.



            4          As we look at what step we want to take, I will just



            5      briefly verbally go over the directions in our statute.



            6          To assure citizens, where applicable, that



            7      operational safeguards are at least as stringent as the



            8      federal government.



            9          To preserve and protect the quality of the



           10      environment.



           11          To enhance the public's opportunity to enjoy the



           12      aesthetic and recreational benefits of the air, water,



           13      and land resources, to promote air cleanliness, to pursue



           14      beneficial changes in the environment, and to promote



           15      environmental justice for overburdened communities.



           16          To encourage the development and integration of



           17      clean energy sources, to provide abundant clean energy at



           18      reasonable cost.



           19          To avoid costs of complete site restoration and



           20      demolition of improvement and infrastructure at



           21      unfinished nuclear energy sites.  That's not part of what



           22      we are looking at here.



           23          And to avoid costly duplication in the siting



           24      process, and ensure that decisions are made timely and



           25      without unnecessary delay, while also encouraging





                                                                           51

�







            1      meaningful public comment and participation in energy



            2      facility decision.



            3          So that's our charge as we move to the next phase of



            4      consideration.  I don't know if anybody has questions



            5      about that.  As you can see, and as I think we are well



            6      aware, those require looking both at the environmental



            7      impacts, the need for clean energy, the impact on



            8      communities and on overburdened -- environmental justice



            9      for overburdened communities as well.



           10          So I just wanted to bring that forward as we move to



           11      thinking about all that we have learned from reviewing



           12      this project, from the many public comments/concerns that



           13      have been raised, from the adjudication, and our



           14      consideration of all that has been brought up there, and



           15      from our environmental impact statement, and the



           16      mitigations that are brought forward in the final



           17      environmental impact statement as we have reviewed and



           18      modified them.



           19          To prepare for our final recommendations to the



           20      governor, we need to ask the Staff to prepare those



           21      documents.  As you can see, we want to make sure when we



           22      are talking about conditions that we fully understand



           23      what those conditions might be if we are moving in that



           24      direction.  And that would provide us with the basis for



           25      further deliberations and a final vote on the
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            1      recommendation to the governor at a later meeting.



            2          In my view, we have three options.  One option is to



            3      ask the Staff to prepare documents to approve the Horse



            4      Heaven project as the applicant has modified it.



            5          A second is to ask the Staff to prepare the



            6      documents to reject the Horse Heaven project.



            7          And a third option is to ask the Staff to prepare



            8      documents to approve the Horse Heaven project with the



            9      conditions that were identified in the final EIS as we



           10      have discussed and modified them during today's



           11      discussion.



           12          So I would ask Council members if they have -- if



           13      you have a preferred option you want to consider at this



           14      point in time.  Mr. Young.



           15                        MR. YOUNG:  Chair Drew, I'm not sure



           16      we are ready to make that decision today.  We haven't had



           17      any discussion about mitigation of impacts to TCP, to



           18      traditional cultural properties.  And I personally have



           19      not thoroughly read what the FEIS is specifying on that



           20      topic.  How do you think that factors in to where we are



           21      today?



           22                        CHAIR DREW:  That's a really good



           23      question.  And I guess myself I have spent a fair --



           24      quite a fair amount of time reviewing the map that we



           25      saw.  Perhaps that map can be brought up again.  That
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            1      identified the most impactful turbines are identified in



            2      red.  What I understand we have done would be included as



            3      a condition, would be to eliminate all of the turbines on



            4      this map from consideration because they are within --



            5      they are highly impactful in a number of ways.



            6          One way we specifically talked about is that they



            7      are within the two-mile buffer of the ferruginous hawk.



            8      They also impact cultural resources.  We have the



            9      confidential maps that we have looked at in terms of the



           10      impact on a number of traditional cultural properties, so



           11      elimination of these turbines won't eliminate all impacts



           12      to traditional cultural properties, but will eliminate a



           13      significant -- will eliminate impacts.  I don't feel that



           14      I can qualify that in a very specific way.



           15          In addition to that, eliminating these turbines, if



           16      you are to look at those turbines that have the most



           17      impact on the community in terms of visual resources, the



           18      community at large, I'm not talking about just -- not



           19      just -- but I'm not talking about specific residences



           20      that are in the area, but as you can see from this map,



           21      this is the face to the larger -- to the community at



           22      large, and so that will significantly reduce the visual



           23      impact.  It will reduce the number of turbines close to



           24      the ridge line for firefighting purposes as we look at



           25      those issues as we continue to look at that with the help
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            1      of the Department of Natural Resources.



            2          Turbines would be further away from -- we understand



            3      that we would not expect to have drones and other aerial



            4      firefighting equipment within where the turbines are, but



            5      this moves them away from the slope of a hill which is



            6      really where that equipment, as I understand it from the



            7      testimony we have had, has been used in the past.



            8          So as I look at the map -- and thank you for asking



            9      me the question because that all is in my mind from the



           10      review that we have conducted, and we talked about the



           11      wildlife corridors as well, and therefore, I do think, in



           12      my opinion, that we can move forward at this point to ask



           13      the Staff to prepare documents to condition the project



           14      in this way.  I would like to hear other opinions.



           15                        MR. YOUNG:  I would ask if we have



           16      Staff prepare a couple of variants.  And one variant that



           17      I would like to see us at least think about at this point



           18      would be eliminating all the turbines and all the work



           19      east of Straub Canyon, which is roughly in the middle of



           20      the project running generally north/south.  And my



           21      primary push around that is around that TCP.



           22                        CHAIR DREW:  Mr. Livingston.



           23                        MR. LIVINGSTON:  At this point, I'm



           24      where Lenny is.  We talked about some additional



           25      restrictions on the project.  I can't put all those
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            1      pieces together looking at this map and what we talked



            2      about.  The wildfire fighting, this is something, you



            3      know, I would like to see what that looks like, and just



            4      assure that we have those covered where there might be



            5      setbacks.  The wildlife corridor, it would be very



            6      helpful to see that, you know, how does that affect the



            7      various turbines.



            8          And then the other question are we -- are you, Chair



            9      Drew, as far as the yellow, so the two impacts those



           10      areas versus the three impacts with the red, you know,



           11      you say you removed those Class 2 impacts as well or



           12      three?  Those are just a few things for me right now that



           13      I feel like I would like to see another iteration before



           14      I provide my input on which direction to go.



           15                        CHAIR DREW:  So I'm certainly open to



           16      the Class 2 impacts, and even the Class 1 impacts.  I'm



           17      primarily, I guess, looking because its easier to see the



           18      color green on here and the color red than it is to see



           19      those, but I do want to know if you are talking about



           20      where the canyon is.  Maybe Staff can help me with that.



           21                        MR. GREENE:  Sure. Straub Canyon is



           22      this roughly north/south canyon that goes through here.



           23                        CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  Thank you.  Other



           24      comments?



           25                        MS. BREWSTER:  This is Stacey
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            1      Brewster.  I guess, just a question about the -- if we



            2      move today to have Staff prepare a document with the



            3      conditions that we have laid out so far is how malleable



            4      is that document?  As we consider it a bit further, are



            5      changes still able to be made?



            6                        CHAIR DREW:  Ms. Hafkemeyer.



            7                        MS. HAFKEMEYER:  So what Staff can do



            8      is prepare documents, including maybe some placeholders



            9      for some different conditions where we have highlighted,



           10      you know, different degrees of specificity -- not degrees



           11      of specificity, but where the Council would like to



           12      consider potential different exclusions and conditions as



           13      we get responses from DNR on aerial firefighting, and as



           14      we get information from WDFW on potentially making



           15      allowances for ancillary infrastructure, such as



           16      transmission, and generally prepare documents to



           17      condition the project and have placeholders for some of



           18      that variation to allow the Council to review those



           19      distinctions ahead of the January meeting.  And then if



           20      the Council would like to discuss further at the January



           21      meeting and provide staff with the sort of, you know,



           22      ultimate direction based on those options or another



           23      variation thereof based on your discussion.  Staff could



           24      then make those edits following your discussion on the



           25      January 24th meeting.  I think that we would want to
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            1      frame the discussion at that time so that Staff has clear



            2      direction on what the Council would ultimately like to



            3      see so that we can have everything submitted ahead of our



            4      January 31st deadline for recommendation to the governor.



            5                        MS. DREW:  I will comment a little bit



            6      about that.  That is one of the drivers, but I think that



            7      if it happens that we don't make that deadline we will



            8      figure out how to adjust that because I think we will be



            9      pretty close.



           10          What I do hear, and I appreciate it, is I hear the



           11      Council coalescing, and tell me if I'm wrong, around the



           12      option three to approve the project potentially as long



           13      as we address the conditions that I have heard everybody



           14      talking about even in this conversation.  That doesn't



           15      mean that we can't go back and say, you know, no, it



           16      doesn't work, right.  But if we ask the Staff to start



           17      working on a potential recommendation, that would include



           18      options.  Does that meet the needs of Council members?



           19      Mr. Young?



           20                        MR. YOUNG:  Yeah.  I would say yes.  I



           21      certainly do not favor the option you mentioned of --



           22      that we would proceed thinking we could approve the



           23      project the way it's been described by the applicant.



           24      And I don't think we are at a absolute no, there's no



           25      part of this that could ever be done.  We are in that
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            1      middle ground area.



            2                        CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  Do we need



            3      further -- I guess we will move forward and have a motion



            4      to ask the Staff to prepare documents to approve the



            5      project with the conditions we have talked about, and



            6      with options as we have discussed in preparation for a



            7      more final decision in January.  Do you need more



            8      specificity than that?



            9                        MS. HAFKEMEYER:  I would also like to



           10      ask the Council if they would like Staff to incorporate



           11      the other mitigation measures in the final EIS that were



           12      not discussed for revision.  Would the Council like to



           13      see those included in draft documents as well as they are



           14      in the FEIS?



           15                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.  So we would



           16      have the documents with the conditions identified as



           17      mitigations in the final EIS, plus the ones that we have



           18      refined and the ones that we may have some options on



           19      moving forward.  Yes, we would want all of those



           20      conditions included.



           21          Okay.  Is there a motion then to ask the Staff to



           22      prepare these documents to approve the Horse Heaven



           23      project with the conditions that were identified in the



           24      final EIS, and with the refinements that were made today,



           25      allowing for some options to be considered in a future
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            1      meeting?



            2                        MS. BREWSTER:  Stacey Brewster, so



            3      moved.



            4                        CHAIR DREW:  Mr. Young.



            5                        MR. LEVITT:  Eli Levitt, second.



            6                        MR. YOUNG:  I will jump in here as now



            7      we have a motion on the table.  I could like to ensure



            8      that the option we are asking Staff to develop, whether



            9      it's a sub option or what, but that one of the things



           10      that is being considered in what Staff puts together is



           11      what I asked before is excluding all of the project as



           12      described.



           13                        CHAIR DREW:  Friendly amendment.  Is



           14      there any discussion?  Any further discussion?  Okay.



           15      It's a lot of information that we have received and a lot



           16      of considerations moving forward.  I appreciate



           17      everybody's work individually and the Staff's work on



           18      this.  All those in favor of this motion, please signify



           19      by saying eye.  And anyone opposed to this motion please



           20      nay.  The motion is adopted.  Thank you.



           21          At this point in time we have an employee update.



           22      Go ahead Ms. Masengale.



           23                        MS. MASENGALE:  Thank you, Chair Drew.



           24      I'm Lisa Masengale.  I am the Public Records Officer and



           25      the Records Program Manager for EFSEC.  I am very pleased
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            1      to introduce Audra Allen, our new Records Analyst 3.  She



            2      joins EFSEC from DSHS, so she has over five years of



            3      experience in public disclosure.  I will go ahead and



            4      pass the microphone to Audra to introduce herself to the



            5      Council.



            6                        MS. ALLEN:  I moved to Washington five



            7      years ago from Austin, Texas.  I have been working for



            8      the State since then.  I'm very happy to be here and look



            9      forward to meeting everyone.



           10                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.  And welcome



           11      to the Staff.  I appreciate that.



           12          If there's nothing further to come before the



           13      Council, our meeting is adjourned.



           14



           15                              (Adjourned at 3:13 p.m.)
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