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BE | T REMEMBERED t hat on Wdnesday,
January 31, 2024, at 621 Wodl and Square Loop
Sout heast, Lacey, Washington, at 3:00 p.m, the
follow ng Monthly Meeting of the Washington State
Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council was held, to

W t:

LLLLL >>>>>>

CHAIR DREW Good afternoon. This
is Kathleen Drew, Chair of the Energy Facility Site
Eval uati on Council, calling our January neeting to
or der.

Ms. Gantham w Il you call the roll.

M5. GRANTHAM  Certainly.

Depart nent of Comrerce.

M5. OSBORNE: Elizabeth Gsborne,
present .

M5. GRANTHAM  Depart nent of
Ecol ogy.

LEVITT: Eli Levitt, present.
GRANTHAM  Departnent of Fish

5 2

and Wldlife.
MR LIVINGSTON: M ke Livingston,

present.

253.627.6401 BALITIGATION . schedule@balitigation.com
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M5. GRANTHAM  Departnent of Natural
Resour ces.
MR. YOUNG Lenny Young, present.
M5. GRANTHAM  Utilities and
Transportati on Comm ssi on.
MS. BREWSTER  Stacey Brewster,
present .
M5. GRANTHAM  For | ocal governnent
and optional State agencies:
For the Horse Heaven project: For Benton County,
Ed Brost.
For the Badger Mountain project: For Dougl as
County, Jordyn Cuilio.
M5. GQULIO Present.
M5. GRANTHAM  For the Wautoma Sol ar
Project: For Benton County, Dave Sharp.
The Washington State Departnent of Transportation,
Paul Gonset h.
MR, GONSETH: Paul Gonseth, present.
M5. GRANTHAM  For the Hop Hill
Solar Project: For Benton County, Paul Krupin.
MR, KRUPIN. Paul Krupin, present.
M5. GRANTHAM  For the Carri ger
Sol ar project: For Klickitat County, Matt Chil es.

Assi stant attorney generals: Jon Thonpson.

253.627.6401 BALITIGATION . schedule@balitigation.com
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MR THOMPSON: Present.
M5. GRANTHAM  Jenna Sl ocum
Zack Packer.
MR PACKER  Present.
M5. GRANTHAM  Adm nistrative | aw
j udges: Adam Torem
Laura Bradl ey.
Dan Cerard.
And Joni Derifield.
For the Council staff: Sonia Bunpus.
M5. BUWPUS: Present.
M5. GRANTHAM  Am Haf keneyer .
MS. HAFKEMEYER: Present.
M5. GRANTHAM  Any Moon.
M5. MOON: Any Mbon, present.
M5. GRANTHAM St ew Hender son.
Joan Onens.
M5. ONENS: Present.
M5. GRANTHAM  Dave \al ker.
MR. WALKER:  Present.
M5. GRANTHAM  Sonj a Skavl and.
MS. SKAVLAND: Present.
M5. GRANTHAM Li sa Masengal e.
Sara Randol ph.
Sean G eene.
253.627.6401 BAL.T.GAT.ONSERV.CES schedule@balitigation.com
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John Bar nes.

John Bar nes.

Zi a Ahned.

VR.
IVS.

5 2

53500000 3

55 P00 D H D

GREENE: Present.
GRANTHAM  Lance Caput o.

CAPUTO  Lance Caputo, present.
GRANTHAM  Thank you, Lance.

BARNES: Present.

GRANTHAM  Joanne Snar ski .
SNARSKI :  Present.

GRANTHAM Al ex Shi | ey.

SHI LEY: Present.

GRANTHAM  Ali Smith.
SMTH. Ali Smth, present.
GRANTHAM  Kar | Hol appa.

HOLAPPA: Karl Hol appa, present.

GRANTHAM  Audra Al |l en.

AHMED:  Present.

GRANTHAM  Mari a Bel ki na.
BELKI NA:  "Bel kina." Present.
GRANTHAM  Li sa MLean.
McLEAN:  Present.

GRANTHAM  Adri enne Barker.
BARKER: Present.

GRANTHAM  For oper ati onal
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updates: For the Kittitas Valley wind project, Eric
Mel bar di s.
WI!ld Horse Wnd Power Proj- -- oh.
MR. MELBARDI S: Eric Ml bardis,
present.
M5. GRANTHAM  Thank you,
M. Mel bardis.
For the WIld Horse Wnd Power Project.
MS. GALBRAI TH: Jennifer @Gl braith,
present .
M5. GRANTHAM  Grays Harbor Energy
Center.
Chehalis Generation Facility.
MR SMTH  Jereny Smth, present.
M5. GRANTHAM  Col unbi a Generati ng
Station.
Col unbi a Sol ar.
MR. CUSHI NG  Thomas Cushi ng,

present.

M5. GRANTHAM And the Goose Prairie

Sol ar.
MR CRIST: Jacob Crist, present.

M5. GRANTHAM And do we have anyone

present for the counsel for the environnent?

M5. REYNEVELD: Yes. Sarah

253.627.6401 BALITIGATION . schedule@balitigation.com
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Reynevel d, present. I|I'malso joined by Yuriy Korol, a
new y assi gned counsel for the environnent, who's al so
present .
M5. GRANTHAM  Thank you,
Ms. Reynevel d.
Chair, we have a quorumfor all of the councils.
Thank you.
CHAIR DREW Thank you.
On to our approving the neeting m nutes.
First of all, let's approve the proposed agenda.
The proposed agenda is in front of you.
|s there a notion to approve the agenda?
YOUNG. Lenny Young --
LEVITT: Eli Levitt --
YOUNG Go ahead, Eli.
LEVITT: Motion to approve.
YOUNG Lenny Young. Second.
CHAIR DREW Thank you.

23333

Al'l those in favor, please say
MULTI PLE SPEAKERS:. Aye.
CHAIR DREW Those opposed?

aye.

The agenda i s approved.
Moving on to the neeting mnutes. For Novenber
29t h, 2023, neeting: The Horse Heaven special neeting

m nut es.

253.627.6401 BALITIGATION . schedule@balitigation.com
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|s there a notion to approve the special neeting

m nut es?
M5. OSBORNE: Elizabeth Gsborne. So
noved.
CHAI R DREW  Thank you.
Second?
MS. BREWSTER St acey Brewster.
Second.

CHAIR DREW Thank you.

The comments | have on those neeting m nutes:

Page 30, Line 18: The word "iterate,"
I-t-e-r-a-t-e, should be "iterative," i-t-e-r-a-t-i-v-e.

Page 32, Line 13: "Tax," t-a-x, should be TACs,
capital T, capital A, capital C, s.

Those are the two corrections that | have. Are
there any ot her corrections?

Heari ng none.

Al'l those in favor of the neeting m nutes as

anended, pl ease say "aye.
MULTI PLE SPEAKERS: Aye.
CHAI R DREW  Qpposed?
The m nutes are approved.
Movi ng on to our Decenber 20th nonthly Council
nmeeti ng m nutes.

|s there a notion to approve those m nutes?

253.627.6401 BALITIGATION . schedule@balitigation.com
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MR. YOUNG Lenny Young. So noved.

CHAI R DREW  Second?

MR. LIVINGSTON: M ke Livingston.
Second.

CHAIR DREW Ckay. The coments |
have, the corrections | have for the Decenber 20th
m nutes are:

Page 12, Line 12: "Ms.," Ms, should be "M., k"

Page 15, Line 6: So this one, strike fromthe
comma after "Archaeol ogy" through "preservation," and
this should say "Archaeol ogy and Hi storic
Preservation.”

Page 48, Line 6, the word "let,"” |-e-t, should be

"l ess," |-e-s-s.
Are there any other corrections?
Heari ng none.

Al'l those in favor of the neeting m nutes as

anended, pl ease say "aye.
MULTI PLE SPEAKERS: Aye.
CHAI R DREW Thank you.
We'll nove now to the operational update.
M. Melbardis. Sorry. That would be Kittitas Vall ey
wi nd project.

MR. MELBARDI S: Good afternoon,

253.627.6401 BALITIGATION . schedule@balitigation.com
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Chair Drew, EFSEC Council, and staff. For the record,
this is Eric Melbardis with EDP Renewabl es giving ny
final report for the Kittitas Valley w nd power
proj ect.

Firstly, we have nothing nonroutine to report for
the period. However, | did e-mail EFSEC staff
earlier -- | think it was | ast week -- that | have
accepted a pronotion, so there wll be a nanagenent

change at Kittitas Valley after 14 years.

|' ve been here since we -- since we put the
turbines in the ground, and I will be noving on to an
area manager role for the conpany, where | wll have --

be responsible for just over a couple of gigawatts of
solar in Nevada, California, and Arizona.

Sol wll -- was going to introduce the new
manager for Kittitas Valley, Jarred Caseday. However,
when -- when we reschedul ed the neeting, he wasn't able
to make it today. So I will fill himin, and he wll
be giving the -- the KV report next nonth.

That's all | have.

CHAIR DREW Thank you. M
m cr ophone was not respondi ng adequately. Thank you,
Eric. You have been a great partner, and we | ook
forward to working with you in another capacity. And

congratul ations to you.

253.627.6401 BALITIGATION . schedule@balitigation.com
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MR. MELBARDI S: Thank you.

CHAIR DREW WId Horse operat- --
wi nd power project. M. Glbraith.

M5. GALBRAI TH. Yes. Thank you,
Chair Drew, Council nenbers, and staff. This is
Jennifer Gl braith with Puget Sound Energy representing
the WIld Horse wind facility.

And for the nonth of Decenber, | have a coupl e of
envi ronnent al conpl i ance updat es.

The WId Horse Technical Advisory Conmmttee net
via conference call on Decenber 5th for the annual
neeting. This was an informational neeting only.
There were no itens that required formal actions or
recomendati ons fromthe TAC for the Council's
consi derati on.

And then the second item In accordance with the
site certification agreenent, the Qperation Spill
Prevention, Control and Counterneasures Plan was
updated and submtted to EFSEC staff on Decenber 18t h,
and there were only mnor adm nistrative updates to
t hat pl an.

And that's all | have. Thank you.

CHAIR DREW Thank you. And thank
you for including the mnutes fromthe TAC neeti ng.

appreci ated readi ng them and keeping up with the good

253.627.6401 BALITIGATION . schedule@balitigation.com
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wor k that you're doing.
M5. GALBRAITH: Geat. Thank you.
CHAI R DREW Chehalis Generation
Facility. M. Smth.
MR. SM TH. Good afternoon, Chair
Drew, Council nenbers, and staff. This is Jereny
Smith, the operations nanager representing Chehalis
Generation Facility.
| have nothing nonroutine to note for the nonth of
Decenber .
CHAIR DREW Thank you.
Grays Harbor Energy Center. M. Sherin.
M5. HAFKEMEYER: Chair Drew, if |
may chinme in. This is Am Hafkeneyer, for the record.
The update is provided by the facility in your
Counci|l packets. There were no nonroutine itens to
report.
CHAIR DREW Thank you.
Col unbia Solar. M. Cushing.
MR. CUSHI NG  Good afternoon, Chair
Drew, Council nenbers, EFSEC staff. This is Thonas
Cushi ng speaki ng on behal f of Col unbia Sol ar.
There are no nonroutine updates.
CHAIR DREW Thank you.
Col unbi a Generating Station and WNP-1 and -4.

253.627.6401 BALITIGATION . schedule@balitigation.com
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M5. MOON. Good afternoon, Chair
Drew. This is Anmy Moon, EFSEC staff. Energy Northwest
asked if | could give the update.
There are no nonroutine itens to report, as
denonstrated in the Council packet. Thank you.
CHAI R DREW  Thank you.
Goose Prairie Solar project update. M. Crist.
MR. CRIST: Good afternoon, Chair
Drew, EFSEC Council, and staff. This is Jacob Crist,
seni or project manager, on behalf of Brookfield
Renewabl e.
So for construction updates: Starting with the
substation. So the construction is progressing. The
substation conpletion is expected in -- sonetine in md

to late March. Remai ning equi pnent and nateri al

deliveries are still being planned. Everything is
still on schedule here. Predrilling is conplete, along
wi th our nediumvoltage cable install. Pile-driving

perineter fence continue along with the racking and
nmodul e install.

So the | ast two weeks' work's been slowed pretty
significantly wth weat her del ays due to snow, snow
nmelt, and rain. So it's really all hands on deck for
mai nt ai ni ng B&Ps right now t hroughout this period. And

then we do have, as recent as today, ongoing

253.627.6401 BALITIGATION . schedule@balitigation.com
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envi ronnental inspections by WSP al so.
And that's -- that's ny update.
CHAI R DREW Thank you.

Counci |l nenbers, are there any questions?

Thank you for the update.

Moving on to H gh Top and Ostrea project update.
Ms. Haf keneyer .

M5. HAFKEMEYER:  Thank you, Chair
Drew. Good afternoon, Chair and Council. Again, this
is Am Haf keneyer, for the record.

Staff are continuing to work on preconstruction
plan review with the certificate holder. There are no
further updates at this tine.

CHAI R DREW Thank you.

Wi stling R dge. M. Hafkeneyer.

M5. HAFKEMEYER: Thank you.

Staff continue to coordinate to work towards
scheduling a public informational neeting for the
requests for this project. Details wll be announced
once they are avail abl e.

CHAI R DREW Thank you.

Badger Mountain, project update. Ms. Snarski.

M5. SNARSKI: Thank you, Chair Drew.
And good afternoon, Council nenbers. For the record,

this is Joanne Snarski, the siting specialist for

253.627.6401 BALITIGATION . schedule@balitigation.com
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Badger Mountain sol ar.

Efforts continue on the devel opnent of the
suppl enental cultural resources survey. W have
recei ved Departnent of Archaeol ogy and Hi storic
Preservation concurrence on a work plan for the initial
pedestrian survey.

Additionally, we recently began working with the
Department of Natural Resources to obtain an access
agreenent for our subcontractors to the state |ands for
cultural resources survey. Due to the current wnter
conditions at the proposed site, we are not able to
begin work until snow thaws.

Finally, the findings of this survey will inform
the cultural resources section of the draft
envi ronnent al i npact statenent.

Any qguestions?

CHAIR DREW Any questions for
Ms. Snarski ?

Thank you.

Waut oma Sol ar Project. M. Caputo.

M5. HAFKEMEYER: Chair Drew, | w |
al so be giving the update --

CHAIR DREW Ckay. Thank you.

M5. HAFKEMEYER: -- for \Waut oma

Sol ar.

253.627.6401 BALITIGATION . schedule@balitigation.com
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CHAIR DREW | didn't know. |

heard --
M5. HAFKEMEYER  This is Am
Haf keneyer .
CHAI R DREW Yeah. o ahead.
MS. HAFKEMEYER:  Yes.
Sorry. | just mnimzed ny update. | apol ogi ze.

Again, for the record, this is Am Hafkeneyer.
Staff are continuing coordination with our contracted
agencies, tribal staff, and the applicant to refine
identified mtigation for the Wautoma proposal.

Staff are also working in coordination with the
O fice of Adm nistrative Hearings and our attorney
general support in preparation for |ogistics associated
with the adjudicative proceedings for this project.

Are there any questions?

CHAIR DREW Are there any
guestions?

Thank you.

Hop Hill Solar Project. 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.

Work continues with the applicant to conplete

studi es and reports needed to nmake a SEPA

253.627.6401 BALITIGATION . schedule@balitigation.com
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determ nation. W are continuing to coordinate and
review the application with our contractor, contracted
agenci es, and tribal governnents.

Are there any questions?

CHAIR DREW Are there any
guestions?

Thank you, M. Barnes.

Carriger Solar. Ms. Snarski.

M5. SNARSKI: Yes. Thank you, Chair
Dr ew.

For the record, this is Joanne Snarski, the siting
special -- specialist for Carriger Sol ar.

In early January, we received feedback fromthe
Klickitat County Public Wrks Departnent on the draft
traffic inpact assessnent. W will continue to work
with the County to refine the assessnent to ensure all
I npacts can be appropriately mtigated.

Staff also received a third revision to the
cultural resources survey fromthe applicant. It is
currently being reviewed by the Departnent of
Archaeol ogy and H storic Preservation and the Yakanma
Nat i on.

On a final note, the interagency agreenent for the
conpletion of the Traditional Cultural Property Study
by the Yakama Nation for this site has been fully
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executed. The work is underway. The work is schedul ed
to be conpleted in Decenber 2024.
Any questions?
CHAIR DREW  Any questions for
Ms. Snarski ?

Thank you.

W are now noving on to the Horse Heaven Wnd
Farm We're going to have an update from Ms. Mon. |
am actually going to take the mtigation discussion
first, unless there are any objections from Council.

Ms. Moon, why don't you go ahead with the update,

and then we'll nove to the presentation by M. G eene.
M5. MOON: Okay. So | -- nmaybe you
can clarify, Council Chair Drew. | -- | had an update

on the information on firefighting fromDNR and the
Benton County fire chief. Do you want ne to go ahead
wth that first?
CHAI R DREW Yes, please.
M5. MOON:. Okay. Thank you.
For the record, this is Ary Mon reporting on the
Hor se Heaven w nd proj ect.
At the Decenber 20th Council neeting, | presented
information regarding firefighting and fire suppression
that led to the Council's request for additional

i nformati on regarding the roles of the Wshi ngton

253.627.6401 BALITIGATION . schedule@balitigation.com

Page 23




© 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

WA State Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council

January, Monthly Meeting - January 31, 2024 Page 24

Departnent of Natural Resources, referred to here
further as "DNR," and the local fire district on fire
protection and firefighting in the proposed Horse
Heaven w nd project area.

EFSEC staff worked with DNR and the Benton County
Fire District No. 1 to answer the Council's questions.
Russ Lane, the DNR division manager in the WIdl and
Fi re Managenent Division, and the Benton County Fire
District fire chief, Lonnie Oick, provided responses
to the Council's questions.

Both the original questions and responses fromthe
Decenber Council neeting and the foll owup questions
and responses are included in the January 24th Counci |
packet for your review. But | do have sone additional
updat es on that.

So I wanted to start off with clarifications to
information | presented at the Decenber Council neeting
regarding aerial firefighting, specifically if the
project area would be a no-fly zone.

According to M. Lane, the height of the vertical
obstacles or turbines is what would prevent aerial fire
response in the interior of the proposed project.

M. Lane further stated that he doesn't see any way to
mtigate for the aerial response of turbine heights up

to 657 feet or aerial mtigation for the proposed
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t ur bi ne spaci ng.

The aerial firefighting questions and responses |
submtted to DNR are included in your Council packet.
However, in further foll owup, EFSEC received
additional information from M. Lane on January 26,
which was too late for the Council packet, clarifying
DNR aerial firefighting efforts, which I wll go over
NOW.

At the Decenber neeting, the Council asked if DNR
had any recommended mtigati on neasures that nmay
address aerial firefighting activities in association
Wi th those turbine heights up to 657 feet. DNR
I ndicated mtigating conflict with tactical aerial
operations to provide safety and nmaneuveri ng space nay
not be possible due to density and hei ght of the
proposed turbines that woul d need an additional safety
buffer of one to two tower heights around the project
to, quote, ensure safe operation for aircraft
oper ations, end quote.

M. Lane al so expressed concern over the | ong
i nes and bucket that extend up to 150 feet bel ow the
helicopter airfrane. |In further conmmunication, he
clarified that the DNR s owned and contracted fl eet
i ncludes |ight, nmedium and heavy Type 3, 2, and 1

heli copters as well as single-engine and tw n-engi ne
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turboprop aircraft.

He stated that the DNR fi xed-w ng tankers operate
in both retardant and scoopi ng configurations, which
woul d be |i ke scooping water froma river. And he is
confortable that they can safely operate the three
types of helicopters and |ight tankers, which are
AT-820 nodel s, at a standoff distance of approximtely
one-quarter mle and that he is reasonably certain DNR
woul d hear the sane for the tw n-engi ne scoopers, which
are the CL-145 nodels, and twin tankers, which are the
A400 nodel s, but can verify that wth his vendor, if
needed. If the Council wants that, we can get that
verification.

M. Lane also noted that DNR i nfrequently borrow
the large and very large jet engine transport-type
aircraft present in the federal fleet, which are
DC-10s, and these are referred to as very large air
tankers. But these fly on less than 1 percent of DNR
I nci dents.

In the information included in the Council packet,
M. Lane expressed his high concern about danmage to the
wind farmthat could |ikely occur from bucket or
retardant drops in the wind farmarea, as these drops
cone down with the force of gravity and many thousands

of pounds of water or retardant that could easily snap
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of f bl ades and can do other damage to towers.

M. Lane further stated that DNR takes great care
to avoi d danage to high-value infrastructure when
firefighting and could easily do nore damage conducti ng
aerial drops within a wwnd project than the fire,
itself, mght do. And that potential would also |ikely
lead to DNR to nake a "no go" call for aerial
operations within the perineter of the wind farm

M. Lane wanted to rem nd EFSEC that the "go" or
"no go" call for safe operations near obstacles wll be
made by the pilot in conmand at the tinme of the m ssion
and that DNR remain concerned that operations interior
to a | arge-scale wnd project would pose unaccept abl e
risks to air crews. However, he further stated that he
bel i eves they have nultiple effective tools to do
aerial firefighting around the perineter of w nd
projects froma safe standoff distance.

| conferred with the Benton County Fire District
No. 1 fire chief, Lonnie Cick. He reviewed the DNR
information and stated that his fire district responses
woul d be nearly exact and that the vertical obstruction
of the turbine tower is the ultimte hazard to
firefighting aircraft; in turn, requiring the aircraft
to fly a considerable distance fromthe towers.

Chief Click also stated he agrees with what DNR
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stated and that the -- about the pilot discretion and
wor ki ng outside the proposed project perineter are key
factors in fire response.

| know that was a lot of information. Does the
Counci | have any questions?

CHAIR DREW Are there any questions
from Council nenbers?

M5. MOON: It |ooks Iike Council
Menber Young may have.

CHAIR DREW | don't know why |I'm
not seeing that on ny screen. W're going to pause for
just a nonent while | make sure | can have -- Andrea,
can you cone hel p?

Just a second.

(Di scussion off the record.)

CHAIR DREW M. Young, is your hand
up?
MR. YOUNG Yes, it is.

(Di scussion off the record.)

CHAIR DREW Ckay. |[|I'mgoing to
have to ask you to |l et nme know when you raise your
hands.

M. Young.
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MR. YOUNG Thank you.
Any, would it be fair to summari ze what you
recounted that aerial fire suppression would not be
feasible within the wind farmperineter or wthin a

one-quarter-mle buffer of the perineter which was

correct sunmary interpretation?
M5. MOON: Yes. Based on what
M. Lane provided to EFSEC, that -- that is correct.
MR. YOUNG And | understand that
Chief dick concurs with M. Lane?
M5. MOON: Yes. Yes, Chief dick
di d concur.
Any further questions? | see another hand. But

| mnot sure that we can take Paul Krupin's question.

only taking nmenbers from Horse Heaven Council nenbers.
M5. MOON:. Okay. |If there are no
further questions, | have -- | would like to -- to
continue with ny update.
CHAI R DREW Go ahead.
M5. MOON: Ckay.
As directed by the Council at the Decenber 20th

proposed mitigation nmeasures presented in the final

being referred to as the standoff distance? |Is that a

CHAIR DREW That's correct. W're

Counci|l neeting, EFSEC staff al so nade updates to ot her
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environnental inpact statenent issued on October 31st
of 2023. 62 comments were received during the conment
canpai gn associated with the Council's direction in
Decenber to produce figures denonstrating potenti al
proj ect exclusions for their consideration.

Qur SEPA specialist, Sean G eene, is here to
present the proposed updates and to answer any
guesti ons.

And so if you're ready, Sean, |I'll turn it over to
you.

MR. GREENE: Yes. | believe Chair
Drew wanted to | ead off before | began.

CHAIR DREW That's right. Thank
you, M. G eene.

So as the Council continues our discussion on our
recomendation to the governor or on the Horse Heaven
wi nd and solar project, I'd like to make a few
coment s.

Much of what you have seen in our neetings over
t he past couple of nonths has been a discussion of
mtigation neasures recommended in the final EIS. The
Council will consider any changes to these neasures,
taking into account not just the information we've
received through the EIS but the information we've

received as a Council through the adjudicative process
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and the comments we've received fromthe public
t hroughout our review. W thank everyone for your
participation in our process.

M. Geene, if you would show Figure 2-5 fromthe
final EI'S, which we have referred to several tines
during our conversation over the past couple of nonths,
and pl ease describe to the Council what is represented
her e.

MR. GREENE: Yes. Thank you, Chair
Drew and Council nenbers. For the record, this is Sean
G eene, SEPA specialist for EFSEC.

What this figure represents, there are two roughly
equi valent figures in Chapter 2 of the FEI'S, each
representing one of the two turbine options being
pr oposed.

This is Turbine Option 1. And this figure
represents an assessnent of turbine inpacts to a nunber
of resources: Specifically, areas within two mles of
a ferrugi nous hawk nest; areas with medi um or higher
nodel ed |inkage for a wildlife novenent corridor; areas
W th shrubsteppe habitat; turbines that would create
noi se i npacts, visual inpacts, shadow flicker inpacts,
or woul d have inpacts to archaeol ogi cal and
architectural resources wth traditional cultural

property resources shown on the confidential Council
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map that was provi ded under separate cover to this map.

This al so shows turbines that woul d have inpacts
to recreational opportunities.

In ternms of the color coding, red-color turbines
on this map are indicative of turbines that were either
assessed as having a high inpact on three or nore of
those listed resources or having an inpact to one or
nore particularly vulnerable or sensitive resources,
such as ferrugi nous hawk nests or archaeol ogi cal
resources.

CHAIR DREW M. Young, you have a
guestion. Now | don't see you.

MR. YOUNG Yes. Thank you.

The way you described that, | just want to be
clear: That this map does not take into account
I npacts to traditional cultural properties and that
those are identified separately on the confidenti al
map; is that correct?

MR. GREENE: That is correct.

MR YOUNG So TCPs are not -- not
factored into what col or the turbines are shaded on
this map, correct?

GREENE: That is correct.
YOUNG  Thank you.
GREENE: Were there any further

2 33

253.627.6401 BALITIGATION . schedule@balitigation.com




© 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

WA State Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council

January, Monthly Meeting - January 31, 2024 Page 33

questions regarding this map and the neaning of the
col or coding or what resources are being assessed as
part of this color coding and the determ nation of the
cl ass of inpact?

CHAIR DREW Ckay. Thank you.

So | do want to -- like the Council to start our
conversation by discussing the elimnation of the areas
in which the red turbines are | ocated as you've heard
descri bed.

And | wll say that although in inpact we don't
have specific turbines identified, we do know fromthe
I nformation that we have received that is confidential
fromthe Yakama Nation that every turbine -- I'm
sorry -- the entire site inpacts traditional cultural
properties. So | want to nmake that statenent, that the
entire project does inpact traditional cultural
properti es.

But what | would like to do is to ask the Council
to consider elimnating the turbines in -- represented
by the red dots but wthin those areas, so not just
wWithin the entire areas represented by those red dots.
And that is because the nultiple conpacting inpacts in
this area descri bed.

First of all, we've received information through

the FEI'S, again through the adjudication and public
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coments. In ny view, taking this action wl|l
elimnate all turbines in two-mle circles around
current and historic ferrugi nous hawk nests, and it
wi Il reduce the inpact on -- of the project on cultural
resources and traditional cultural properties.

It wll reduce the inpacts to the wildlife
corridors throughout the project.

It will reduce visual inpact to communities to the
east of the project and renove turbines froma
prom nent ridgeline.

It will reduce potential inpact on aeri al

firefighting on the slope northeast of the project and

wi |l reduce the inpact of the project on sone
recreational areas. Not elimnate all inpacts, but
there will be a reduction in inpacts by taking this
action.

And 1'd just like to ask Council nenbers, please
feel free to share your view of this action.
M. G eene.

MR. GREENE: Yeah. | just wanted to
make one point. You nentioned that this would reduce
the potential risk to aerial firefighting on the slope
nort heast of the project area. It is actually the
nort hwest of the project area.

CHAIR DREW Oh. Thank you. Ckay.
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My m stake. Thank you.

Council nmenbers, 1'd |like to understand your
Vi ews.

M. Livingston.

MR LIVINGSTON: Hello. Thanks,
Chair Drew.

| appreciate, one, the -- the further
clarification about what the green/red/yellow dots are
on the map. | also appreciate the work that's gone
intothis. And |l -- | agree with you. W' ve gone
t hrough such a deliberative, intense process of trying
to understand what inpacts this size of a project has
posed for us to consider.

And so the approach of elimnating those turbines
that are in red | support for the reasons you
mentioned. They're going to reduce, and not elimnate,
risk to the hawk. They're going to reduce, and not
elimnate, conplications to firefighting. There's the
habi tat connectivity also is going to be -- the inpacts
wi |l be reduced but not elim nated.

So we're working towards a project that could be
permtted, and fromny perspective, w thout having such
a huge size, scope, and scale that would inpact all
t hese i nportant resources.

So those are ny -- those are ny views and comments
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at the nonment. Thank you.
CHAI R DREW Thank you.
M . Young.

MR YOUNG Chair, | support what
you' ve descri bed, renoving all the red turbines. That
iIs not the full extent of ny concerns, and there are
additional turbines that I would like to see
elimnated. | think we'll get to that later in the
di scussion. But | support what you've described for
t he reasons you -- you gave.

CHAIR DREW Thank you.

O her Council nmenbers?
M. Levitt.

MR, LEVITT: Yeah. Hello. [|I'm
supportive of the comments you nmade earlier, Chair
Drew. You know, | guess | do have sone questions for
EFSEC staff about how viable sone of the strings of
turbines are when a | arge nunber are elimnated. For
exanple, there's sone -- sone yell ow, perhaps sone
orange kind of in the mddle of the project. And so,
you know, | don't -- | don't know how to answer those
guestions. But to nake the project viable, you know,
there is infrastructure that connects the rows of
turbines, so I'm concerned about sone of those.

CHAIR DREW M. G eene, you want to
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answer that?
MR. GREENE: Yeah. | can -- | can
address that.

So a few of the turbines that you' ve nentioned,
specifically the ones that identify as Cass 1 or
Class 2 inpacts here in the yell ow and orange dots,
woul d potentially be excluded by other mtigation
neasures that the Council is going to consider as part
of this neeting.

As for the secondary project conponents, things
li ke roads and transm ssion lines, we -- we'll be
presenting the Council wth a set of exclusion neasures
that they can inpose for primary project conponents --
things |ike turbines, solar arrays, and BESSes, battery
stations -- and a secondary question about what
excl usions the Council would like to inpose on
secondary conponents, things |i ke those roads and
transm ssion |ines.

So there wll be a level of delineation there that
the Council can consider and provide guidance to staff
on how you would |li ke to see those exclusion neasures
put into place.

MR. LEVITT: Thank you.
CHAIR DREW Thank you.

O her comments by Council nmenbers?
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Ms. Brewster.

M5. BREWSTER  Yeah. | want to
support the notion of elimnating the turbines with the
hi ghest inpacts on nultiple features, so the turbines
marked in red. | am supportive of that notion.

CHAI R DREW  Thank you.

And, again, because we're not -- we're talking
about the areas that those red turbines represent, so |
want to say that again. Because it's not noving them a
few feet. They would not be in the entire area.

You've seen it in different ways in Wld-5 that we wl|
see later as well. But | just want to say that for the
record.

So hearing that we have strong support for doing
that, | wanted to |lay the foundation of our
conversation and the fact that it doesn't rest on one
particul ar resource but on nultiple inpacts that we
have been concerned about as we have heard throughout
this project.

So wwth that, | wll ask Sean, then, to nove on to
the next part of his presentation.

MR. GREENE: Thank you, Chair Drew.

And | did want to nention that the Council has
access to a confidential version of this sane figure

that actually shows red-shaded areas, which are the
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boundari es of sone of those particularly vul nerable or
sensitive resources.

CHAI R DREW Ri ght.

MR. GREENE: And that shows the
approxi mate outlines of the areas of the mcro-siting
corridor that would be excluded if these mtigation
nmeasures were put into place to exclude those red-color
t ur bi nes.

So noving forward. | wanted to go through the --

the various exclusion mtigation neasures that the

Council was discussing at the previous neeting. In
cases where it's -- it's a new neasure, such as this
Veg-10, I'll show the text as proposed to be included
within a draft SCA, were -- were the Council to

recomend approval for this project.

CHAIR DREW | want to -- may |
I nterrupt you?

MR. GREENE: Yes.

CHAIR DREW Ckay. So | asked
M. Geene to present this. | had presented at the
| ast neeting the idea of elimnating the east sol ar
field. As |I |ooked at conments and di scussed this
further, | wanted to present a different option to the
Council that would elimnate solar arrays in any

rabbi t brush shrubland or any of the priority habitat
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areas rather than request the entire solar field be
elimnated. So that's where this conmes from

Do you have nore that you'd like to share on that?

MR, GREENE: Yes.

So this is just to show the text of that proposed
mtigation neasure, were it to be incorporated.

The next slide here. There we go.

So this is a -- a figure show ng nost of what was
originally proposed as that east solar field. Those
red polygons are the -- the boundaries of the
originally proposed sol ar arrays.

In the final application submtted by the
applicant, they significantly reduced -- or | shouldn't
say "significant" -- they heavily reduced the footprint
of the proposed east solar array to approxi mately
what's encased in that green polygon that | drew It
accounted for a roughly 80 percent reduction in inpacts
to sensitive habitat types that would be targeted by
this mtigation nmeasure, resulting in approximtely 140
acres of total inpacts associated with the east solar
array.

There are no proposed pernmanent di sturbance
i npacts to any of these habitat types with the County
Well solar array or the Sellards solar array, which are

the other two options under consideration. So it's
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just an indication of what the east solar array | ooks
like in the current proposal, and the blue in that
central pol ygon indicates east-side interior
grasslands, which is a priority habitat designated by
WDFW and the pink polygon to the bottomleft is
rabbi t brush shrubl and, which woul d al so be excl uded as
part of this mtigation neasure.

CHAI R DREW M. Young.

MR. YOUNG Are the three habitat
types listed there -- east-side (interior) grassland,
rabbi t brush shrubl and, and sagebrush shrubsteppe --
does that conprise all of the DFWdesignated priority
habi tat types?

MR. GREENE: That includes all --
that includes rabbitbrush shrubland, which is generally
considered an early -- early successional stage of
shrubsteppe, and so it -- often incorporated wth other
priority habitat types. The only two are the only
priority habitat types designated by WOFWt hat have any
I npacts associated with themas a result of solar
arrays --

MR YOUNG Could -- could you --

MR. GREENE: -- for this project.

MR. YOUNG Could you flip back to

the previous slide that had the text?

253.627.6401 BALITIGATION . schedule@balitigation.com




© 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

WA State Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council

January, Monthly Meeting - January 31, 2024 Page 42

MR, GREENE: Yes.

MR. YOUNG So where it says "or
DFW desi gnated priority habitat types,” is it just
those other two that we've specifically tal ked about ?

MR, GREENE: It would be -- sorry.

MR YOUNG O are there other
DFW desi gnated priority habitat types that would be
I ncl uded here?

MR. GREENE: It would include all
designated priority habitat types. There are no others
within this area.

YOUNG  Okay.
GREENE: So -- so essentially --
YOUNG Sorry. Cutting you off

223

t here.

MR GREENE: No. | was -- | was
going to say, effectively it is those other two types,
the --

MR YOUNG Ckay.

MR. GREENE: The sagebrush
shrubst eppe and east-side (interior) grassland.

MR YOUNG So in -- on the ground,
those are the only three types that are invol ved,
really, for our conversation?

VR. GREENE: Correct.
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MR. YOUNG Thank you.

MR. GREENE: And so the Council
that -- or pardon ne. The question | would like to
present to the Council for your deliberations and
di scussions, so as to give guidance to staff, is: For
this proposed mtigation neasure, should all solar
arrays be allowed on rabbitbrush shrubland and priority
habitats with conpensatory mtigation at the
FEI S-recommended ratios, which is the current version
i ncorporated into the FEI'S, or excluded fromall
rabbi t brush shrubland and priority habitats, which is
t he proposed version that was shown before?

And | would like to indicate, these are not the
only two options. |If the Council has further options,
absol utely provide staff with that direction.

CHAIR DREW So from my perspective
are that there is -- we are trying to reduce inpacts on
ferrugi nous hawks. There is area that is potential for
their finding their appropriate sources of food. Then
| think we should | ook at keepi ng those and not
covering themw th solar panels. But | amopen to
conversation by the Council. | did want to recogni ze
that sonme of the east solar field is on areas that are
currently under agricultural production and | ess

val uabl e for the species of concern.

253.627.6401 BALITIGATION . schedule@balitigation.com

Page 43




© 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

WA State Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council

January, Monthly Meeting - January 31, 2024 Page 44
Are there any comment s?
M. Livingston.
MR. LIVINGSTON:. Can we go back,
Sean, to the -- | just want to see. How nmany acres are

we tal ki ng about ?

MR GREENE: It's approximtely 140
acr es.

MR LIVINGSTON: And if we go with
your Proposed Option B, what would be the inpacts?

MR. GREENE: Essentially the -- the
pi nk-col ored pol ygon and the bl ue-col ored pol ygon woul d
be excluded, and the -- the col or surrounding those
pol ygons woul d al so be excluded fromthe siting of any
solar arrays. That would give the applicant either the
option of reducing the footprint of the solar array to
exclude those -- those plats or restructuring their
proposed east solar array to cover the same nunber of
acres but no | onger cover those priority habitat areas
or rabbitbrush shrubl and.

MR LIVINGSTON: It would be hel pful
for me if | knew what was the surrou- -- | guess | can
see sone of the surrounding habitat types to the north
and to the east and to the west. | don't know what's
to the south, 'cause | guess it's outside of the -- the

proj ect boundari es.

253.627.6401 BALITIGATION . schedule@balitigation.com




© 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

WA State Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council
January, Monthly Meeting - January 31, 2024

Do we know what the habitat |ooks |ike to that
south? ' Cause one of the key conponents here for
viable habitat is to have | arger acreages. |If these
are isol ated pieces, they have | ess inportance than
they would if they're connected to sone other existing

acres to the south and el sewhere. So | don't have

that -- a full picture of that.
So at this point, | would -- wthout that
information, | would | ean towards supporting B, if we

were to go forward with supporting the solar fields to
t he east here.

MR. GREENE: And to address your
question, | do not know off the top of nmy head what the
habitat cover is to the south. That is an area outside
of project control, so | don't know that we have
on-t he-ground surveys of that vegetation. But the
surroundi ng areas to the east, west, and north are
primarily agricul tural.

MR. LI VINGSTON: Thank you.

CHAI R DREW M. Young.

MR. YOUNG Chair Drew, | also
support Option B as you have proposed. But | feel for
reasons that we'll get to, | think, later in our
di scussion, | propo- -- | favor elimnating the entire

east solar field. But to the extent of this particular
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qgquestion point here, |I do support Option B.

CHAIR DREW O hers?

Ms. Brewster.

M5. BREWSTER: | will weigh in ny
support for Option B at this point. Thank you.

MR, LEVITT: Yeah. This is Ei. |
support Option B as well, as long as the applicant has

sone flexibility to adjust.

CHAIR DREW Ckay. Let's nove on to
t he next question, then.

MR. GREENE: Ckay. Thank you.

Next is the nodifications to Habitat 1, which is
the mtigation neasure addressing wldlife novenent
corridors.

As a result of previous Council discussions, it
has been restructured to -- | should say, the original
version allowed siting of all project conponents within
nodel ed w I dlife novenent corridors, so long as the
applicant produced a corridor mtigation plan in
consultation with EFSEC that we felt appropriately
addressed the inpacts.

The current version follow ng the previ ous Counci l
neeting' s discussion would prohibit the siting of
primary project conponents, such as specifically

turbi nes, solar arrays, and battery stations, and any
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novenent corridors nodel ed as nediumto very high
I i nkage and woul d prohi bit secondary project
conponents, such as roads and power |ines and
substations, in nodeled high to very high |inkage
novenent corridors.

And in the previous neeting, Council also directed
staff to seek out guidance from WOFW staff on how t hey
viewed this -- this nodification of the original
nmeasure.

First, EFSEC requested from VWDFW --- WDFW st af f
how primary project conponents should be defined for
t he purposes of mtigation throughout this docunent.
And WDFW st aff believe that primary project conponents
shoul d be defined as turbines, solar arrays, and
battery stations, consistent with the current version
of this -- this neasure that you see on the left.

The second question we asked was whether primary
proj ect conponents should be excluded fromnediumto
very high Iinkage or high to very high |inkage
corridors, and WoOFW staff believe that primary project
conponents should not be sited in nediumto very high
I i nkage corridors, again consistent with the current
version of Hab-1

And the third occas- -- the third question al so

resulted in WDFWstaff concurring with the current
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version of Hab-1 that secondary -- that's a typo --
secondary project conponents should not be sited in
high to very high |inkage corridors but could be sited
in mediumcorridors with a corridor mtigation plan as
i ncl uded i n Hab-1.

And just for the purposes of recollection and this
conversation, this is a map of the nodeled wildlife
nmovenent corridors throughout the project area. The
| ocati ons nost of concern are this -- this central
medi um and hi gh |inkage corridor that bisects the site,
and the second part is this narrow strip of high and
medi um novenent corridor. That's nore of a concern for
the primary -- the current |ocation of the proposed
primary transmssion |ine for the applicant. And we
can cone back to this figure during discussion.

CHAIR DREW Can you go back to
what -- go ahead. You had another -- another view
t here.

MR. GREENE: Yeah, so this is going

to continue. This is a -- a figure propo- -- or
produced for the purposes of this discussion. It's not
exact. It's just additional aid.

And it is for Turbine Option 1, which, just as a
rem nder, Turbine Option 1 would site a maxi num of 222

turbines, wth a maxi mum hei ght of 499 feet.
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Option 2, for which a simlar figure has been
produced but is not in this presentation currently,
woul d site a maxi mum of 141 turbines, so fewer
turbines, wth a maxi mum hei ght of 671 feet. Fewer
turbines at a taller height.

In terns of what project conponents are currently
proposed in high or above wldlife |inkage corridor,
there is the primary transm ssion line at three
different points, one within this bigger square and
twce within the smaller rectangle.

22 Option 1 turbines are within high or above
corridors, and six -- or six Option 2 turbines are
wi thin those high or above corridors.

Wthin nmedium-- or within just the nedium
i nkage -- level of linkage corridor is again the
primary transmssion line at three different points and
then 11 Option 1 turbines or 16 Option 2 turbines.
There are no solar arrays, battery substations -- or
battery stations or substations that are currently
proposed i n nmedi um or hi gher nodel ed habitat novenent
corridors.

CHAIR DREW And of those nunbers,
sone of those turbine nunbers you' ve identified, we've
al ready tal k about -- tal ked about elimnating sone of

those in those areas, so we've reduced that; is that
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correct?

MR. GREENE: Yes. Many of the
turbines that are within these novenent corridors would
al so potentially be excluded by other mtigation
nmeasures that we're going to discuss in today's
neeting; specifically, the ferrugi nous hawk Species 5
mtigation.

CHAIR DREW | w il say to Council
nmenbers that | have been thinking quite a bit about, as
M. Levitt brought up, connectivity, stranded assets,
as well as the inpact that turbines, once they're
constructed, have on wildlife novenment. 1It's not --
they don't entirely block the novenent, in fact. |
know we have seen, sone of us who have been here for a
whi l e, seen exanples of wildlife throughout the WId
Horse wind project, for exanple.

| would |ike to suggest that we don't elimnate --
that we go back to the original FEIS recommended
version. Because | think it's inportant to naintain an
ability to have infrastructure throughout this project.

So perhaps, Sean, if you can rem nd us agai n what
the original mtigation was.

MR. GREENE: Yes. So the original
request, that the applicant |ocate all project

conponents outside of nmedium or above |inkage corridors
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to the extent feasible. Then for any conponents that
woul d be sited within nedium or above corridors, there
are a series of neasures that we would require to be

i ncorporated into a corridor mtigation plan that
descri bes the proposed inpacts and identifies effective
mtigation and restoration as a result of those

I npacts, and that plan would be submtted to the
pre-tech -- pre-operational technical advisory group
prior to construction, approved by EFSEC, and then
noni t ored and enforced by EFSEC with the gui dance of
the technical advisory commttee throughout the life of
the project.

CHAIR DREW  Any comments from
Counci | nmenbers?

Again, | think we've reduced the nunber of
turbines in this area.
M. Young.

MR. YOUNG | disagree with going
back to the original |anguage. | favor the way we
configured it on Decenber 20t h.

MR. GREENE: And | have questions
wth -- with the various options available, if the
Council would like to have that up for discussion.

CHAI R DREW  Ckay.

MR. GREENE: So the first would be
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for primary project conponents, which is turbines,

sol ar arrays, and battery substations: Should they be
all owed within these corridors when conbined wth the
corridor mtigation plan, which is the version included
within the FEI'S; excluded fromhigh to very high

| i nkage corridors -- again, there are no very high
nodel ed |i nkage corridors within the project area, but
fromhigh to very high -- or excluded fromnediumto
very high Iinkage corridors, which is the current
version that was shown as di scussed at the previous
Counci | neeti ng.

CHAIR DREW Are there any ot her
comrents from Council nenbers?

M. Livingston.

MR LIVINGSTON: Yeah, | -- I'"'min
agreement with Lenny. | want to stick with what we
agreed to back in Decenber, if possible.

CHAIR DREW So to exclude...

MR. GREENE: This question is
specific to primary conponents. There's a
subsequent --

CHAIR DREW  Primary.

MR. GREENE: -- questi on.

CHAI R DREW Sol ar arrays, BESS, and

turbines fromnmediumto very high Iinkage corridors.
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MR. GREENE: Yes.

CHAI R DREW Ckay. C.

Are there any other comments from Council nenbers?

Ms. Brewster.

M5. BREWSTER: Yeah. Sean, can you
tal k about the transm ssion conponents that m ght be
affected by this?

MR. GREENE: So there is a
subsequent question to this one regardi ng how the
Council would like to incorporate exclusions for
secondary conponents, and transm ssion |lines are part
of that.

This first question is just regarding turbines,
sol ar arrays, and BESSes, or battery stations. But the
primary concern for transmssion lines is, as |
mentioned, this -- this area, the primry transm ssion
line for the project does run fromeast to west through
this area. So it would have to be resited further
north. And then the current proposed |ine runs through
this red rectangle to the left, and at two points it
does cross a nodel ed high |inkage novenent corridor, so
it would not be allowed in those sites and woul d have
to be, again, restructured to a different |ocation.

CHAIR DREW But that's com ng next.

MR. GREENE: Yes, that is the -- the
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next question. This first questionis -- is just --
CHAIR DREW First one's about --
MR, GREENE: -- dealing with
tur bi nes --
CHAIR DREW -- turbines --
MR. GREENE: -- solar arrays, and --
CHAIR DREW -- solar arrays --
MR. GREENE: -- battery stations.
CHAI R DREW -- and BESS.

MR, GREENE: Yes.

CHAIR DREW M. Levitt.

MR LEVITT: Well, | guess | just
wanted to ask, so when we say "wldlife corridor," are

we primarily tal king about pronghorn or other species

as well?

MR. GREENE: There are other species
that wll make use of these corridors: Deer and the
like. It is nodeled based on the -- | forget the nane
of the organization. It is the -- the Wshington

WIildlife Movenent Corridor Wrking Goup, | believe.
That -- that is the data set that is being used for
this figure here, and it covers a variety of species.
MR LEVITT: And is this the figure
that was al so used at one point for transportation

pl anni ng, or are the purposes broader than -- for this
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dat a?
MR. GREENE: | don't have the answer
to that question right now.
MR LEVITT: | guess -- | guess ny

concern is that we're primarily looking at a wildlife
corridor for sort of a reintroduced species that -- |’
not a wldlife expert, but I don't believe the
pronghorn are threatened or endangered. So |'m
concerned that we're making | arge adjustnents to the
project simlar to what we're doing for ferruginous
hawk when the species is not threatened or endangered.
| guess I'm-- I"'minterested in nore conproni se
options, if possible.

CHAIR DREW M. Livingston?

able to address sone of that. So | haven't | ooked at
the habitat connectivity study, itself -- other than

these data | ayers that have been provided to us -- in

shrubst eppe or interior grassland, shrublands. And
then sone of the species that they did nodeling for
I ncl uded Townsend's ground squirrels, badgers. You
know, | can't -- | can't tell you all of them It

wasn't, in fact -- it was done before or right after

MR LIVINGSTON: | think I mght be

sone tine. |It's based on existing habitat, so it'd be

m

t he pronghorn were reintroduced. So it wasn't based on
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pronghorn. It was based on other species that are
dependent upon havi ng habi tat connected on the ground
for their -- their novenent patterns. So it's not just
pronghorn. This is a nunber of different species that
they're | ooking at.

There were a few -- sone of the inportance of this
corridor habitat is, if you | ook at everything
surrounding it, all the green is non-habitat. Wat's
remaining in the Horse Heaven Hill is, along the
ridgeline, you have that red corridor that goes up in
the northwest corner of the map that goes north to
south, and then you have this one band that goes ri ght
through the mddle of this project, way out, but then
connects to habitat further south. Utimtely, there's
sone connectivity that goes into O egon.

And so there's this small band of habit at
remai ni ng, connecting wldlife core habitat areas
across this -- this landscape. So that's the -- that's
the i nportance of these areas for area species that
woul d -- that would use that.

CHAIR DREW A question that | have.
And thank you for that. Again, kind of getting back to
the disruptive nature if we're not -- let's say we
don't have solar arrays, we don't have BESS, but

there's tenporary -- fewer -- significantly fewer, |
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woul d say -- turbines in that area, and they have a
wild- -- wildlife corridor plan.

Can you put those options back up again, please?
A B, and C
MR, GREENE: kay.
CHAIR DREW So - -
MR. GREENE: And | would like to --
CHAIR DREW -- excluded -- maybe B.
| f we | ooked at excluded fromthe high |inkage corridor
area and conbined with a corridor mtigation plan, is
that sonepl ace we can get to? Rather than the nedi um
But you're | ooking at, Mke -- sorry. |I'mjust
aski ng you agai n.
MR. LIVINGSTON. Yeah. Chair, are
you asking for these primary conponents or secondary?
CHAIR DREW Well, the primary
conponents -- you know, we're not -- they're not
pl anni ng, but we could say solar arrays and BESS, but
the turbines are the only ones.

MR LIVINGSTON. Right.

CHAIR DREW And if -- if so, that's
fine. | just want to confirm given Eli's question as
wel | .

MR. LIVINGSTON: Yeah, so it's hard
to track where -- what we agreed to with those red
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turbine strings in that map at the begi nning of the

presentation to what we're tal king about right now,

whet her there woul d be primary conponents -- turbines,
specifically -- in that area or not. | -- | don't
recall. It'd be best to keep the turbines out of

there. And fromnmediumto the very high |inkage
corridors. That would be ny preference.

CHAI R DREW  Ckay.

MR LEVITT: And, Mke, when you say
best to keep themout, is this based on research that

VWDFW has done about the porosity of wind turbines in

specific species that were -- were consi dered when
making the -- the wildlife corridor map?

MR LIVINGSTON: It's -- it's a
conbi nation, Eli, of remaining habitat, the species
that m ght exist there -- Townsend's ground squirrels,
for exanple -- those being a prinmary prey for
ferrugi nous hawks, and so their -- it -- you know,

their interest in foraging in those areas to obtain

for -- food for -- for thenselves as well as their

young as they're raising them so it's a conbination.
These -- these habitat |inkages are, you know, the

remai ni ng habitat in an area that ani mals can use

either tolive or to mgrate through or to forage, and

so | have a concern because there's so little of it
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left in that area that it's super inportant for all of
the critters that are dependent upon the shrubsteppe
habi t at .
MR, LEVITT: Ckay. Thank you.
That's hel pful for my understandi ng.
CHAI R DREW Okay. M. Levitt,
what's your thought at this point?
MR LEVITT: Yeah, | guess | can
live wwth Bor C. [|'ll go wwth the -- go with the flow

of the Council.

CHAI R DREW Any ot her comments from

Counci | nmenbers?
Thank you.
| think, Ms. Brewster.

M5. BREWSTER: Yeah. | was just
going to say Council man Livingston's comments are very
hel pful. So for the primary conponents, | guess | -- |
will agree with C. | think if B could be a possible
conprom se. But I'mgoing to defer to WDOFW's opi ni on
on that.

CHAI R DREW Thank you.

Sol wll say let's then nove on with C

MR. GREENE: Ckay. Thank you.

Then the next question is the sane question but

essentially for secondary project conponents, which
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i ncludes things |ike roads, substations, transm ssion
lines. So should these secondary conponents be all owed
Wi thin corridors wiwth the corridor mtigation plan,

whi ch was the FEI'S version, excluded fromhigh to very
hi gh i nkage corridors, which is the current version
based on the previous Council neeting, or further
excluded fromnmediumto very high |inkage corridors as
wel | ?

CHAI R DREW M. Young.

MR. YOUNG Could we go back and
| ook at the | anguage from Decenber 20? Because | think
there was a | ast sentence that was -- that was not read
here this afternoon about the applicant could site
secondary conponents in the nediumlinkage if they
produced the rationale that satisfied EFSEC

| s that incorporated into Option C for the
secondary conponents?

MR. GREENE: For secondary
conponents, the current version is Option B, which
excludes themfromhigh to very high but would all ow
secondary conponents w thin nedi um nodel ed corri dor
i nkage wwth this corridor mtigation plan. That was
based on -- pardon ne. That was based on the
di scussion fromthe previous Council neeting.

MR YOUNG Could you flip back to
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t he opti ons again?

MR. GREENE: Yes.

MR. YOUNG That seens to be like a
nodified -- a nodified B. Because our discussions
on -- if | got this right, our discussions on Decenber
20th did not take it so far as to conpletely exclude
secondary conponents from nedi um

MR. GREENE: Yes. And --

MR. YOUNG |Is that correct?

MR. GREENE: That is correct. And
this -- this version shown here, the current version is
B, which does not exclude secondary conponents from
medium It just would --

MR, YOUNG Well, but it puts -- it
puts a condition on putting themin nmedium as they
woul d have to neet the corridor mtigation plan, and

the rationale would have to be presented to EFSEC

It's not just open season on -- on nedi um areas
under -- under what we tal ked about on the 20th.
MR, GREENE: kay.
MR YOUNG Correct?
MR, GREENE: And --
MR YOUNG | want to nake sure I'm

correct.

3

GREENE: Yes.
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MR YOUNG | hope | said that
right.

MR. GREENE: Yes. Wth the current
ver si on, based on our understandi ng of the previous
Counci | discussion, secondary conponents in nmedi um
I i nkage areas would still need to be presented to EFSEC
with a corridor mtigation plan included.

If there is a desire to renove that stipulation
and al |l ow secondary conponents to be sited within
medi um corridor |linkage without a mtigation plan, that
can be incorporated into this -- this neasure, if
that's the Council's desire.

MR YOUNG | think that's the way
that Bis witten right now. And so B does not really
reflect the totality of where we | anded on secondary
conponents on Decenber 20th. B -- B should have
addi tional |anguage about siting in nmediumis
predi cated upon an approval by EFSEC and a corri dor
mtigation plan.

MR, GREENE: Yes.

MR, HENDERSON:. | don't think
there's any di sagreenent about the current ver- -- what
the current versionis, just howit's being described
here in B. It's inadequately --

MR. YOUNG Yeah.
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MR. HENDERSON: -- described here in
B.
MR. YOUNG That's right.
MR, GREENE: Yes.
MR. YOUNG Yeah.
MR GREENE: | agree with that.

used abbreviated text just for this question, but

the -- the essence of Option B here is the full text of
that current version based on the 12/20 neeting that --
that was shown earlier. | should have added nore
descriptive text to this answer.

MR. YOUNG Thank you for that
clarification. And with that clarification, | can
support Option B for the secondary conponents.

CHAIR DREW Ckay. O her comments?

So this is the secondary conponents, the
transm ssion |ines.

Can you show us again -- let's see the map. Wi ch
one?

So -- and then you had another one with open --

MR, GREENE: Yes.

CHAIR DREW So essentially not --
go ahead and describe what this is again.

MR. GREENE: Sure. So the -- the
enpty spaces that you see, the -- the small enpty
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spaces in this transmssion |ine here and then the

| arger square incorporates all areas of high |inkage.
So no conponents, primary or secondary, would be
allowed in those areas, and that's why in this visual
aid, those areas have been erased of project
conponents.

As currently designed, the project's primary
transm ssion line does go through this -- | think it
m ght be shown on -- yes. The primary transm ssion
i ne does go through this high |Iinkage area throughout
much of that -- that central corridor and then patches
t hrough high Iinkage area twice in this -- this upper
corridor here.

So for secondary conponents, that would be the --
the primary effect of this mtigation being inposed,
that the primary transm ssion |ine would have to be
redesigned to be located, for this main corridor,
farther north, and for this -- this northwestern
corridor, likely farther west.

CHAIR DREW M. Livingston.

MR, LI VINGSTON: Sean, do we -- do
you know what the size of the transmssion line wll
be, kV?

MR. GREENE: Not off the top of ny

head. | want to say 230 kilovolt. [|I'mnot sure if
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that's correct, though.

MR. LI VINGSTON: And there would
likely be a road associated with it, gravel road, or do
we know?

MR, GREENE: | don't know if there
Is a road associated with the transm ssion |ine
t hroughout this extent, but there are project roads
that cross much of the project area, so they would be
af fected by exclusion fromhigh |inkage corridors as
wel | .

MR LIVINGSTON: Yeah, | just wonder
If there's possibilities of associating these with
exi sting roads and other lines that are already out
there. W don't -- | don't have a sense of that or if
we're tal king about uninterrupted habitat having a
brand- new transm ssion |line and a road goi ng through
it.

CHAIR DREW Is there a possibility

that, fromwhat you say, we could say that -- let ne

think -- that it would be excluded fromhigh -- can you

take the lang- -- bring the |anguage back up for ne?
Thank you.

Secondary project conponents should be excl uded
fromhigh and very high |inkage corridors unless there

Is existing infras- -- then it's follow ng existing
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Infrastructure and it's -- comes with the corridor
mtigation plan and through the staff? I'mtrying to
figure out a pathway where that can be consi dered.

Ms. Brewster.
M5. BREWSTER: Yeah. | just want to

voi ce ny support for preserving the corridor areas and
then voice a concern with the reality of noving

transm ssion corridors. | -- | don't know how easy
that is to redesign and if that is the type of thing
that makes a project like this infeasible. So I don't
know i f staff could provide nore information on that or
coul d be acqui red.

M5. BUWPUS: Chair Drew, this is
Sonia Bunpus, if | may.

CHAIR DREW Go ahead.

M5. BUWPUS: | was just going to
mention as | was listening to the deliberation that the
FEI'S did consider the inpacts to these corridors and
the wildlife and the habitat, and -- and so | think
that the corridor mtigation plan, that mtigation that
came in through the FEISis good mtigation here. So |
just wanted to -- to nmake that comment.

And part of that too is just to say that, for the
secondary conponents, | think that there -- there would

be sone -- sone very -- very real consequences to the
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project design if it goes -- if we start to go outside
of the proposed mtigation nmeasure in the FEI'S, such --
such that we nay even see just the -- the totality of
the project anended.

And so | just wanted to -- to nake that comment,
just hearing that sonme of the Council nenbers were --
wer e wonderi ng about that.

CHAIR DREW Thank you.

O her coment s?

| think we're -- | have a view that we may -- and
maybe that's not correct -- we may be a bit conflicted
on an absol ute exclusion even in the high Iinkage
corridors for the secondary novenent.

Can we -- | guess I'mgoing to have to ask for a
vote on this.

MR. LEVITT: Before a vote, may |
ask a clarification question?

CHAI R DREW  Yes.

MR LEVITT: I'msorry if | mssed
this. 1Is it possible that sone of these are a little
hybrid, Iike you could do B and there would be a
corridor mtigation plan?

CHAIR DREW | think the problem
cones fromit be- -- the exclusion being in the high

I i nkage corridor according to this map. Because we've
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heard that the current design has transm ssion |ines
that go through the area identified on the map as a
hi gh |i nkage corri dor.

Again, | wuld say that it is disturbance. It may
al ready be disturbed. W don't know that from | ooking
at the map that we have in front of us. So | think
that presents us with a -- a chal |l enge.

Go ahead. Sonebody el se.

M. Livingston.

MR LIVINGSTON: Thank you.

Even t hough we don't know what's underneath these
colors on the ground and the ability to col ocate sone
of this infrastructure with existing infrastructure,
whi ch is a best managenent practice if you can do that,
can we stall on this one -- hate to say that, but give
us a little bit of tinme, give us sonme information so
that we know what this | ooks |ike on the ground?

O herwise, with the information | have, |I'mgoing to be
conservative in ny vote.

CHAIR DREW So can we say perhaps
that if it's colocated with existing roads and
infrastructure, then it would be a conversation in a
mtigation plan?

MR, LIVINGSTON:. And if that's not

possi bl e, what do we do then?
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M5. BUWPUS. Yeah, | woul d propose
that, you know -- this is Sonia Bunpus. | propose at
that point, you still have your corridor mtigation
pl an, which -- which was proposed in the FEIS.

CHAIR DREW | hear -- | hear
concern. | don't know that we -- | nean, | don't know
how rmuch nore informati on we could get on this going
forward. We are deep into the details, so | am going
to go ahead and ask for a vote of -- M. Geene, go
ahead.

MR, GREENE: Yes. | just wanted to
say that if it is the Council's desire to see a version
of B, so excluding fromhigh to very high Iinkage
corridors for secondary conponents but allow ng them
Wi thin nmediumor, and then the nodification would be,
when col ocated with existing infrastructure, that is a
version of this mtigation that we could wite up.

CHAI R DREW How does that sound to

Counci | menbers?

VMR. LEVITT: |"minterested in that.
CHAI R DREW Ckay. M. Young.
MR YOUNG I'd -- 1'd |li ke to have

that clarified once nore and repeated.
MR. GREENE: Sure. So secondary

conponents woul d be allowed in nmedi um or bel ow habit at
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| i nkage corridors with the habitat mtiga- -- or
sorry -- corridor mtigation plan and then only all owed

in high to very high |inkage corridors when col ocat ed
with existing infrastructure and, again, acconpani ed by
a corridor mtigation plan.
MR. YOUNG Thank you for the
clarification, but I do not support that.
CHAIR DREW Ckay. | wll call for
a vote on the version just described by M. G eene:
Secondary project conponents allowed in nmediumto high
linkage -- and | mght --
MR, GREENE: Sorry. [It's nedium --
CHAIR DREW Say it again, please.
MR. GREENE: Yes. O course.
Secondary conponents woul d be allowed in nedi um
and bel ow when acconpanied by a corridor mtigation
pl an, and then excluded from high to very high unless
colocated with existing infrastructure and, again,
acconpani ed by a corridor mtigation plan.
CHAIR DREW Ckay. All those in
favor, please say "aye," or raise your hands.
Ckay.
Al'l those opposed.
Ckay.
MR. YOUNG Lenny Young votes "no."
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CHAI R DREW Thank you.

UNI DENTI FI ED SPEAKER: Voted for it.

UNI DENTI FI ED SPEAKER: Ch, you di d.
| just didn't see --

MR YOUNG No, | --

CHAIR DREW So we will --

MR YOUNG | did not -- did not
vote for it. The hand -- the hands from --

CHAIR DREW Ri ght.

MR YOUNG ~-- the first vote were

not taken down when | raised ny hand.

CHAIR DREW Yes, | saw that.

M. Young voted "no.

It is approved. Thank you, everybody.

Let's nove on to the next question.

MR. GREENE: Ckay. Thank you.

The next is Species 5, which is the
speci es-specific mtigation for the ferrugi nous hawk.
There are several slides of this. The original text is
on the left fromthe FEIS. The anended text is on the

right, current to the previous Council neeting.

The original version would only -- only all ow
proj ect conponents to be sited within two mles -- a
two-mle radius of an existing -- or a docunented

ferrugi nous hawk nest, if the applicant were able to
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prove to EFSEC and the -- PTAG that the nest was not
active, that there was no viable habitat in the area,
and they had produced a species-specific mtigation and
nmoni toring pl an.

As a result of previous Council deliberations,
this nmeasure has been anended to exclude all primry
proj ect conponents fromthat two-nmle radius of any
identified nest but potentially allow for secondary
conponents based on those initial restrictions: Again,
proving that the nest is not active, there is no viable
habitat, and they have produced a species-specific
mtigation and nonitoring plan.

And that is the text throughout. Essentially just
reflect that change. And al so based on Counci l
direction, staff -- EFSEC staff reached out to VWFW
staff on whether there was an indica- -- or a belief
that there were any project conponents that could be
sited within two mles of a docunented nest that would
not have adverse effects on the ferrugi nous hawk, and
WDFW st aff indicated that there are no project
conponents that could be sited wwthin that two-mle
radi us without having adverse inpacts. So all project
conponents woul d have an adverse i npact.

And this is, again, the visual aid figure. The

areas wth the red-shaded corridors are the existing
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proposed mcro-siting corridors that, wth the current
version of Species 5, would not be allowed to site any
turbines or other project -- primary project
conponents, such as solar arrays and battery substa- --
battery stations.

The cl ear-colored corridors are areas outside of
those two-mle radii and would be allowed to site
proj ect conponents nornmally. So the areas that would
be included within this exclusion area, so the two-mle
radius of all identified nests, would include 116
Option 1 turbines or 73 Option 2 turbines. It would
include the entirety of the east solar siting area. It
woul d include three proposed substation |ocations and
significant portions of the primary transm ssion |ine.

So the question for the Council. Again, this is a
two-part question. The first is regarding just primary
proj ect conponents, so turbines, solar arrays, and
battery substations. Should those primary project
conponents be allowed within two mles of a docunented
ferrugi nous hawk nest only when the applicant can
denonstrate that the nest is inactive, no viable
foraging habitat is present, and the applicant produces
a mtigation and managenent plan specific to that
speci es, which was the version of this neasure included

in the FEIS.
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Option B would exclude all primary project
conponents within a half mle of docunented nests,
which is the existing WOFW seasonal buffer, and which
essentially nmake that permanent for all project
conponents. And then for any primary project
conponents within a half mle to two mles of a nest,
the original Species 5 would again apply, so project
conponents would be allowed if the applicant can neet
those -- those requirenents.

And then the third version here is what was
proposed at the last Council neeting, which is that all
primary project conponents are excluded from areas
within two mles of a docunented ferrugi nous hawk nest.

CHAI R DREW Question for you: Are
all -- based on our earlier map of the areas identified
by red turbines and the nultiple conpoundi ng inpacts
that those turbines have that we di scussed earlier,
renovi ng those turbines in those areas, does that
renmove all turbines within the two mles of a
docunent ed ferrugi nous hawk nest?

MR GREENE: | -- | would say every
red-colored turbine in that first figure is not only
red because it was in -- it is wthin tw mles of a
nest, but all red turbines on that figure are within a

two -- two-mle radius --

253.627.6401 BALITIGATION . schedule@balitigation.com

Page 74




© 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

WA State Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council
January, Monthly Meeting - January 31, 2024

CHAIR DREW And there --

MR. GREENE: -- of a nest.

CHAIR DREW -- are no others...

MR. GREENE: There are no other red
turbines that are outside of --

CHAIR DREW There are no --

MR GREENE: -- a two-mle radius --
CHAIR DREW -- turbines that are --
VR. GREENE: -- of a nest.

CHAI R DREW Yeah. Ckay.

So | want to start fromthat question, because |
want us to seriously consider the solar arrays and BESS
if they are in the sane category of creating inpacts to
t he ferrugi nous hawk foragi ng area, which is what |
focused on by the new mtigation neasure that we tal ked
about earlier.

In ny opinion, | think it is the turbines that are
the nost inpact, and it's also the elimnation of
existing priority habitat. But if what we are doing is
putting solar arrays within those two mles of the
nests on agricultural already disturbed property, |
guess ny viewis it should be perhaps just the turbines
that are elimnated in the two-mle ferrugi nous hawk
zone.

So conmments on that.
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M. Livingston.
MR LIVINGSTON. Yeah, I'mstill --

|"'mstill supporting C, which would exclude all primry
conpo- -- project conponents. And if that would

i nclude solar, then | would -- | would be supporting
that still.

CHAIR DREW Ckay. M. Young.
MR. YOUNG Yeah, | agree with

M. Livingston, and | -- | support Option C
CHAIR DREW Ckay. O hers?
MR LEVITT: | think I mght need a

review of the map again, because | was a little
confused by that explanation, but I think I do not
support C.

CHAI R DREW  Ckay.

MR. GREENE: Can you clarify which
map you would |ike to see again?

MR, LEVITT: Sorry. The one you

went over where you were saying clear -- clear
sections. It was just before --

MR, GREENE: Yes.

MR LEVITT: -- we got -- yeah.

MR GREENE: Yeah. So the red-
shaded sections are sections of the mcro-si- -- the

Wi nd mcro-siting corridor where turbines would no

253.627.6401 BALITIGATION . schedule@balitigation.com



© 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

WA State Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council

January, Monthly Meeting - January 31, 2024 Page 77

| onger be all owed under the current formof the
mtigation, so they are within two mles of a
docunented nest. The clear are areas outside of that
two-mle buffer. So wind turbines would be allowed to
be sited normally.

MR LEVITT: And green is to be
sited normal |l y?

MR. GREENE: Yes, green are the
actual currently proposed | ocations of turbines.

MR, LEVITT: And solar fields,
like -- there's solar fields on the west, and they're
demar cated by cross |ines?

MR. GREENE: Yes, they are. And
they are with -- they are outside of that two-mle
radius of any identified nest. The east solar array,
whi ch is not shown on this map because it -- it was
excluded for a nunber of mtigation reasons, would be
fully within a two-mle radius of a nest.

MR, LEVITT: Do you show it wth
your cursor approximately where you --

MR, GREENE: Yes. It's -- it's
right -- well, it's -- it's right here nostly actually.

MR, LEVITT: Ckay. Thank you.

CHAIR DREW O her comments from

Counci | nenbers?
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MR, LEVITT: M. Geene, if we were
to go with C, would the applicant have the option of
trying to adjust where the -- where that solar station
I s?

MR, GREENE: Likely not for the
sol ar array, just because there's a lot involved with
the -- the siting of project conponents and the only
areas where full -- a full conplenent of surveys had
been perfornmed are the current cross-hatched sol ar
arrays or those corridors, the -- the mcro-siting
corridors. So they could identify a different site and
propose that. It would require nore collection of data
and anal ysi s.

CHAI R DREW Probably an anmendnent.

MR GREENE: Yes.

MR. LEVITT: And the reason they
probably have two sets is one is connected to one side
of the project, and another is connected to different
parts of the project; is that correct?
| nfrastructure-w se?

MR. GREENE: The primary
transm ssion |ine does connect the eastern part of the
project to the western part, but there are substations
| ocated on both sides. So | would inagine that each

sol ar array connects to different substations as
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currently proposed.
MR, LEVITT: Ckay. Thank you.
CHAIR DREW Any ot her comments?
W will take a vote. The vote wll be whether or
not the primary project conponents, all of them--
turbi nes, solar arrays, and BESS -- should be excl uded
fromall areas within two mles of a docunented
ferrugi nous hawk nest.
So we're voting on C  And all those in favor,
rai se hands.
Al l those opposed.
Put your hands down.
Al'l those opposed.
So we wll be -- okay. So what are we noving
forward with, then?
Ms. Brewster.

M5. BREWSTER: Yeah, | guess maybe a

bit nore discussion about a conpromse like B. I'min
favor of excluding -- | guess ny concern is nmaybe the
east solar array and its -- howit's affected,

considering the discussion we had earlier about the
east solar array and the habitat types.

So | guess | amin favor of the two-mle hard
boundary for nobst things, but | think | have a question

about that east solar array.
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CHAIR DREW Ckay. And your
guestion on the east solar array is...?
M5. BREWSTER: Well, | guess not so

much a question as not -- | guess | amjust not a -- |
haven't had a chance to think about that east sol ar
array and its effects and how it is affected by the
two-m | e boundaries and especially around the historic
nests that may be denonstrated as not viable.

CHAI R DREW  Ckay.

M5. BREWSTER: So that's where --
why I'mwaffling alittle bit.

CHAI R DREW  Ckay.

M. Levitt.

MR LEVITT: Yeah, | guess | have a
question for M. Geene, M. Livingston, or other EFSEC
staff with expertise. But | guess I'mcurious if there
Is a best managenent practice that has been in place in
Washi ngton or nore widely in Western states for -- for
t hese specific questions, half mle or two mles.

Li ke, do nost states do B? Do nost states do C? Et
cetera.

MR GREENE: | would say, in nost
exi sting cases, ferrugi nous hawk nests are not
necessarily provided a buffer from devel opnment. This

was proposed in this case because this species is --
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their population |levels are very fragile in this area,
and there's a -- a significant threat to their
conti nued existence in the area both as a result of
direct nortality and | oss of foraging habitat.

The two-mle buffer was arrived at through
di scussions with WoFW staff as an indication of the
general hone range of ferrugi nous hawks fromtheir
nests, and that was their guidance on the desired
buffer that WOFWstaff would |like to see inpl enented
for all project conponents.

The -- the Option B here that EFSEC staff
devel oped as a potential option for discussion was
arrived at by using the existing WOFW seasonal buffers
for project -- for work activities for active
ferrugi nous hawk nests, which is half a mle, and
considering a case where that half-mle seasonal buffer
I's made permanent for all project conponents and no
siting would be done in that area with the renaining
1.5-mle radius of the hone range being covered by the
existing restrictions wthin the FEIS version of this
nmeasure, which is, again, the inactive nest, nonviable
habitat, and a mtigation and nonitoring and managenent
pl an.

CHAIR DREW So woul d an option be

that we would not allow -- which I think we've already

253.627.6401 BALITIGATION . schedule@balitigation.com




© 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

WA State Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council
January, Monthly Meeting - January 31, 2024

done, but just to be sure -- turbines to be constructed
within the two-m | e docunented ferrugi nous hawk nest
but would allow solar arrays or BESS -- | don't even
know that | want to go to the denonstrating that a nest
I's inactive, | guess.

M5. BUWPUS: Chair Drew, this is --

CHAI R DREW  Yes.

M5. BUWPUS. -- Sonia Bunpus.

| was just going to nention, you know, as |I'm
listening here, that the Council tal ked about
elimnating the red turbines, which are also turbines
within this two-mle --

CHAIR DREW Ri ght.

M5. BUWPUS. -- buffer. So | wonder
I f maybe it nmakes nore sense to | ook at this question
as just about solar arrays and BESS.

CHAI R DREW  Yes.

M5. BUMPUS: And then the other
thing | was just going to nention is that | think that
the renoval of the red turbines that is being
contenplated, it was noted that this was about
conpoundi ng i npacts, getting at reduci ng but not able
to elimnate multiple different kinds of inpacts:

Vi sual, so on; avian inpacts, these kinds of things.

So | don't know. | think maybe renoving turbines from
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this and just thinking about it in terns of solar
arrays and BESS, particularly if the Council's |eaning
towards renoval of the red turbines.
CHAIR DREW | think that's what
|"m-- exactly what I'mtrying to get to here.
And what woul d we -- what --

MR GREENE: So I -- | guess --
CHAI R DREW (Go ahead.
MR GREENE: -- the -- the version

that | think you're discussing would exclude w nd
turbines fromwithin a two-mle buffer of any
docunented nest. And for solar arrays and BESSes, the
question is whether you would Iike to see the existing
restrictions fromthe FEI'S version of this neasure
required for siting those conponents or allow those
conponents to be sited free of those restrictions.

CHAIR DREW | guess ny preference
woul d be to allow the -- those -- that
infrastructure -- or that -- those primary project
conponents to be included or allowed and not -- | guess
the -- that would be ny preference. Wth the exclusion
we' ve al ready done for the solar arrays on the priority
habi t at areas.

MR. GREENE: Yes. In either of

those versions | just nentioned, the mtigation
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managenent plan, | assune, would stay. That's --

CHAI R DREW  Yes.

MR. GREENE: That's pretty standard
for all of our species mtigation.

CHAI R DREW  Yes.

What are views of Council nenbers?

M. Levitt?

MR, LEVITT: | guess | think that
can be persuaded. But B, to ne, still sounds nore
appealing than A or C

CHAIR DREW Say that again. It
sounds nore...?

MR. LEVITT: Appealing.

CHAIR DREW Ch. kay.

| -- again, | cone back to: Requiring the work to
be done for solars or BESS, | think, is -- is not the
sane as |looking at the nests in the context of the
I npact froma turbine. So I would not have the
mtigation on those two project conponents.

That's what |'ll propose: That the Species 5, we
still want a mtigation plan, but the solar arrays and
t he BESS can be included with the species nmanagenent
pl an.

Does that make sense?

Ms. Brewster.
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M5. BREWSTER: Yeah, just -- so to
clarify, you're leaning towards the Option A, so there
woul d be no restriction such as the half-mle seasonal
buffer around a nest site; is that correct?

CHAIR DREW Yes. Already -- |
mean, we can keep the exclusion of the turbines within
that area, which we are also | ooking at anot her way,
but | think we should also keep it in here.

So it would be that the turbines would not be --
woul d be excluded fromall areas, but solars and BESS
woul d be al | owed.

Any di scussi on?

M5. BREWSTER: | think | would be
inclined to lean towards B. That still |eaves sone
buffer around an area that, as was di scussed by the
Fish and Wldlife expert, that the nests are
generally -- nest sites can be close together and used,
so | feel like that would leave a little | eeway w thout
entirely excluding --

CHAI R DREW  Ckay.

M5. BREWSTER: -- infrastructure
t here.

CHAIR DREW | could do that.
Let's -- ny -- okay. |If the applicant would want to

build in that area, then they would need to denonstrate

253.627.6401 BALITIGATION . schedule@balitigation.com



© 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

WA State Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council
January, Monthly Meeting - January 31, 2024

that the nest is inactive or that no viable foraging
habitat is present and produce a mtigation and
managenent pl an.

Ckay? M©More discussion on that?

MR LEVITT: This is Eli,

M. Geene. So we -- we have a threshold for the
applicant to be able to prove whether a nest is active
or inactive, right? |If it's not used for, like, two or
three years or sonething, it's inactive; is that
correct? O maybe it is --

MR. GREENE: Yeah, the -- the exact
nmet hodol ogy for determ ning whether a nest is active
and whether the habitat is viable is sonething that
woul d be devel oped t hrough conversations with us, the
applicant, WDFW through the PTAG

The applicant has proposed a nunber of neasures
for howto -- to reach those determ nations, but we
haven't really considered themat this point, because
we are waiting for final determnation on this neasure
and the incorporation of the PTAG

MR, LEVITT: Ckay. Thank you.

CHAIR DREW (Ckay. So this vote is
on excluding turbines fromall areas within two mles
and all owi ng solar arrays and BESS on B.

Ms. Gsbor ne.
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M5. OSBORNE: Sorry, Chair Drew. |
just was being a little bit ahead.
CHAI R DREW Ahead of the questi on.
M5. OSBORNE: Yep. Sorry about
t hat .
CHAI R DREW That's okay.

So is that clear? W would exclude turbines in
the two-mle, and the solar arrays and BESS woul d be
excluded fromall areas wwthin a half mle of a
docunented nest, but allow the half mle to two mles
of a docunented hawk nest for solar arrays and BESS i f
the applicant can denonstrate that the nest is
I nactive, no viable foraging habitat is present,
produces a mtigation plan.

Ckay. Al those in favor, raise your hands.

Al'l those opposed.

Ckay. It is four to twd. So that is noving
f orwar d.

MR, LEVITT: Chair Drew, clarifying
guestion for that vote.

| thought at one point --

CHAI R DREW  Yes.
MR, LEVITT: -- Director Bunpus
suggested we not think about the turbines in this vote.

So you did include the turbines, correct?
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CHAIR DREW | did, because it's,
for me, a double safety, if you will, to say here
they're excluded, so there's no question about that
they would be excluded in the two-mle area. But
they're also ones we're planning to excl ude anyway.

MR. LEVITT: Okay.

MR, GREENE: | would also say, in
the interest of staff actually inplenenting these
neasures, having that two-mle buffer defined here is
very hel pful because we are excluding not just
i ndi vidual turbine |ocations; we are excluding sections
of the mcro-siting corridor so that turbines aren't
just noved the two feet and suddenly are all owed again.

CHAI R DREW Ckay. Thank you,
everybody. W'Il|l nove on to the next one.

MR. GREENE: And the next question
Is this sane topic again but for secondary conponents.
|"'msorry. That's -- whoops. That's a typo. Option 3
IS not the current version for this.

For secondary conponents, the version in the FEIS
Is also the version that Council was considering at the
previous neeting, which is that secondary conponents,
such as roads, substations, and transm ssion |ines,
woul d be allowed within two mles of a docunented nest

only when the applicant can denonstrate that the nest
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I's inactive, no viable foraging habitat is present, and
produces a mtigation and managenent plan.

CHAIR DREW M. Young.

MR YOUNG Could you flip back to
the notes fromour Decenber 20 neeting as far as the
secondary conponents?

MR. GREENE: Did you nean, |ike, the
actual text of it?

MR YOUNG  Yes.

Thank you.

MR, GREENE: \What the edit
essentially did was change the begi nning of this
nmeasure to fully exclude primry conponents w thin that
two-mle buffer, which will now change as a result of
the previous vote, and then nake the rest of Species 5
as witten only apply to secondary conponents.

So the rest of the text is essentially the sane as
the FEI'S version of Species 5.

CHAIR DREW And that's the original
that's on the left, is the FEIS version, which would --
so maybe to nake this easy for everyone, it is the sane
as the FEI'S version.

Al'l those in favor of maintaining that as we
descri bed on 12/20/ 23, raise your hand.

"1l ask for discussion.
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| s there any ot her discussion?
MR. YOUNG Yeah. Could we --
CHAIR DREW | should --
MR YOUNG Could we flip back to
the questions? |I'mstill trying to cross-reference the

guestions back --

CHAI R DREW  Yeah.

MR YOUNG -- to the -- the notes.

CHAIR DREW M apol ogi es.

MR YOUNG So this is for secondary
conponents.

MR. GREENE: Correct.

MR YOUNG And is it that Option A
IS -- is what is consistent with both the FEIS and
Decenber 207

CHAI R DREW  Yes.

MR, GREENE: Correct.

MR. YOUNG And that's what the --
the vote is being called for, is who supports A

CHAI R DREW Yes. Yes.

MR. YOUNG  Because of that
consi stency?

CHAI R DREW  Yes.

MR. YOUNG |Is that correct?

Thanks for the clarification.

253.627.6401 BALITIGATION . schedule@balitigation.com




© 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

WA State Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council
January, Monthly Meeting - January 31, 2024

CHAI R DREW  Yeah.
So we're going to vote on A
Al'l those in favor of A. Unless there's further
di scussi on.
Sorry. Ckay.
Al those in favor of A, raise your hand.
Ckay. Thank you.

MR. GREENE: Ckay. The next and, |
bel i eve, final exclusion neasure for today's neeting is
a new neasure that we entitled Cultural Resources 3,
which is a desire that was di scussed by the Council at
the previous neeting to elimnate -- or exclude all
proj ect conponents from areas east of the boundaries of
Straub Canyon to reduce the project inpacts to identify
TCPs.

And this is what the project would | ook Iike
with -- Straub Canyon doesn't fully bisect the project
area, so staff drewa line in the -- the direction of
travel of the canyon fromit -- its final extent and
ki nd of extended that through the project area so that
we woul d have a line of demarcation. But this is what
the project would look Iike with the incorporation of
t hat neasure.

And then the question is fairly strai ghtforward,

Is just: Should all project conponents be all owed east

253.627.6401 BALITIGATION . schedule@balitigation.com

Page 91




© 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

WA State Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council
January, Monthly Meeting - January 31, 2024

of Straub Canyon, which is the FEI'S version, or
excluded fromthe areas east of Straub Canyon, which is
t he proposed versi on.

CHAI R DREW M. Young.

MR YOUNG So could you flip back
to the map? | had a question about the -- down at the
extreme southeast tip of -- of the project area here,
there's, like, a red-shaded corridor. |Is that --
that's -- is that an area where we've already for other
reasons excl uded turbines?

MR. GREENE: You nean this area
her e?

MR. YOUNG No. Up near, |ike, what
the new project area would be. Yeah, right up there.

MR, GREENE: Yeah. Okay. Yes. [|I'm
sorry. The -- just the way that we devel op these
figures, these red-shaded corridors are areas that are
within two mles of a ferrugi nous hawk nest, so they
woul d be excluded by Species 5 for primary project
conponents.

MR, YOUNG Thank you.

And | do advocate for this option. | -- 1| think
we would elimnate a large portion of the unmtigable
hi gh, high inpacts to traditional cultural properties.

And so nuch of what is in the area that woul d be
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el i m nated under this option would al so resol ve
mul tiple other concerns that we've had with ferrugi nous
hawk, with wildlife novenment corridors, wth visual
I npacts fromthe nore devel oped areas off to the east,
Wi th connectivity. So many things. But the dom nant
driver for this for ne is to address the significant
unmtigable inpacts to traditional cultural properties,
and | do support this.

CHAIR DREW Ckay. Thank you.

O her coment s?

MR LEVITT: This is Eli. | guess |
woul d offer up that, you know, we've done our best as a
Council to mtigate environnmental inpacts, especially
wildlife. And the cultural inpacts are challenging, to
say the least. But because we've had such a strong
focus on wildlife, I think that actually ends up
hel ping wwth -- just saying at a very high |evel,
hel ping with TCP i ssues presented by sone interested
parti es.

So | don't know. The demarcation of Straub
Canyon, to ne, seens arbitrary and pulled out -- pulled
out of our pocket, so | guess | just -- | can't support
t he proposal as is.

CHAIR DREW Thank you.

O her comment s?
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| wll say that | respect and understand,
M. Young, your reason for putting this forward. |
woul d say that there are project conponents in
different -- in areas to the east that don't have the
sane nul ti pl e conpoundi ng i npacts as the ones we tal ked
about earlier. And those would be elimnated in this
pr oposal .

And | do know and understand that the entire
proj ect does inpact traditional cultural properties,
and we are considering that information along with the
envi ronnental, but we al so have to consi der our
responsibility to support clean energy devel opnent as
well, and it's a difficult balancing to do. But in
order to maintain ability for nore of the project to
nove forward for that clean energy, | would not support
elimnating all of the project to the east.

M. Livingston.

MR, LIVINGSTON: | always end up
havi ng nore questions than | have answers. But, you
know, it would be -- it would be helpful for ne to know
what the -- what would the project's ability -- how
much negawatts can they produce with this, this
proposal ; how many turbines are we tal king that woul d
be built; what's the -- what does that | ook |ike.

nean, it is a very different project than what was
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originally proposed, and we al so have the other -- all
the other mtigation and avoi dance neasures that we've
t aken have changed the project significantly anyway.

| -- | want to support this, this effort, because
It -- it's alarge project wwth two solar arrays and a
nunber of turbines in the string. | also know that the
conpany designed it to include that giant 25-mle-1ong
corridor, which there's nultiple issues with that, of
cour se.

But seeing what this -- the output of this, and

truly is it not viable? Yeah, it's not viable to what

they built or originally designed for, but it -- could
this be a project initself? | believe it could. So
l"m-- |"'"msupportive of it.

CHAIR DREW Ckay. Thank you.

O her --
MR YOUNG | would -- | would --
CHAIR DREW -- Council menbers?
MR. YOUNG Sorry, Chair Drew. |
didn't raise ny hand. But | -- | would refer ny fell ow

Council nenbers to the confidential mapping of the
project's inpacts on traditional cultural properties.

Agai n, everything we've been | ooking at so far has
been based on the maps where TCP inpacts did not

feature into the green/yellow red categorization of the
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turbines. And you get a different take on the
project's inpacts when you | ook at that confidenti al
i nformation of the project's inpacts on TCPs.

And |'d also put forth that | don't think the
sel ection of Straub Canyon was a conpletely arbitrary
thing. If we start |ooking at maps that represent our
ot her concerns that we've tal ked about and that we're
mtigating, particularly where that nmajor north-south
wildlife novenent corridor runs through the project,
Straub Canyon and what's east of that, it is a |ogical
break point to elimnate a | ot of inpacts associ ated
wWith the eastern part of the project. So |I'd just put
forth that it was not an arbitrary sel ection.

CHAI R DREW Thank you.

Thank you for also nentioning the confidenti al
maps. |, nyself, personally have spent a great deal of
tinme | ooking at those maps, so | appreciate you
referencing those. | have considered that. | have
| ooked at the nmultiple inpacts and the bal ance that we
are trying to -- | amtrying to make with this project.
And we wll not elimnate all the inpacts and all the
I npacts to traditional cultural properties unless we
deny the project.

So |l will not be supporting this. | think there

are still elenents that can be constructed with a | ot
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of the mtigation that we brought forward for many

I npacts that we have seen in each of our processes,
again wwth the FEIS, with the adjudication, and with
publ i c comments.

| think we will need to take a vote.

Al those in favor of supporting this proposal to
elimnate all project elenents fromeast of Straub
Canyon, please raise your hand.

Thank you.

Al l those opposed.

Ckay. It fails. Thank you.

Are there other neasures for us to consider?

MR. GREENE: No. That is the
entirety.

CHAIR DREW Ckay. So M. Young.

MR YOUNG | -- | would -- | don't
know how it would fit exactly into the force of our
di scussion this afternoon, but | think what was
summari zed for us at the beginning of the neeting, the
addi tional input around inpacts on aerial firefighting
capabilities that cane in for M. Lane and chief, the
| ocal fire chief, I think that that m ght point to sone
things that we would want to require of the applicant
to -- if the project noves ahead, that the -- know ng

that aerial firefighting wll not be able to be used
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inside the perineter or wwthin a quarter mle of the
perineter, it suggests that really serious
consideration is giving -- given to the alternative and
sone type of really well-thought-out plan on how fires
can be fought fromthe ground in those areas that are
not open to aircraft.

CHAIR DREW | think it is -- |
think that's a good idea. | think we already have a
measure on that, don't we?

MR. GREENE: W don't have a
mtigation neasure, but one of the applicant
commtnents is to develop a fire managenent plan in
coordi nation wth EFSEC and | ocal fire response
agenci es.

MR. YOUNG But perhaps what could
be included in there is that the applicant needs to
specifically address howit's going to make up for the
| ack of ability to fight fire fromthe air, which is an
extreme -- probably the single nost inportant initial
attack to what we have. And so | think there's an
added -- added responsibility on the applicant to nmake
sure that that plan addresses how they're going to nake
up for the inability to call for aircraft when aircraft
woul d ot herwi se be depl oyed.

CHAIR DREW It's ny
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under standing -- and naybe the staff can help ne
here -- that there isn't a wwnd farm-- there's not an
expectation that there will be firefighting -- aerial
firefighting over any wnd farmin the state. So ny
concern has al ways been about the periphery.

| think if you | ook even at the Wld Horse w nd
project and their experience with fire and how t hey
fought it there, which is in their TAC m nutes, which
was j ust provided to us.

So | hear what you're saying. M concern has
al ways been on the aerial firefighting is the area
outside the perineter of the project, itself.

MR. YOUNG Yeah, | think the -- the
conversa- -- | agree with you, Chair Drew. But | think
t he conversations we've had around aerial firefighting
as it pertains to this project have -- have highlighted
sone things that nmaybe haven't got the sane |evel of
attention in the past. And, in fact, | believe that
there's a bill working in the legislature right now
that addresses aerial firefighting and w nd
interactions. And | don't -- don't know what the
status of that bill is.

But | think what we've done in the context of
discussing it in this project, we' ve highlighted

sonet hi ng that maybe, going forward, needs a little
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nore attention than what it's received in the past.
But | would agree. The chall enges around aeri al
firefighting and this proposed wind farmexist with
other wwnd farnms as wel | .
CHAIR DREW Yeah, | think -- |
think the fire -- | think we should ask -- | think we

can certainly ask that the plan consider issues around

aerial firefighting.

MR YOUNG If air -- if air assets
were at -- at one's disposal, one mght wite the plan
one way, but knowing going in that air fi- -- aerial

firefighting is not an option --

CHAIR DREW Ri ght.

MR YOUNG -- would cause you to
wite the plan a different -- a different way.

CHAIR DREW Right. That's fine. |
think that's fine. Appreciate that.

So the conclusion here is that we need a notion to
ask staff to finalize docunents. This is to give
direction to staff to finalize docunents for review by
the public and by ourselves that incorporate the
deci si ons we have nade today and to provide those
docunents back to us for review and final consideration
at a future neeting.

|s there a notion to direct staff?
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M. Young.

MR YOUNG I|I'msorry. Could I ask
a question before --

CHAI R DREW  Sure.

MR YOUNG -- before we get to
t hat ?

So is there still a final vote in front of us as
to whet her we support this project being built or not?
CHAI R DREW  Yes.

MR YOUNG Ckay. Thank you.

CHAIR DREW So this is directing
the staff to nove forward with the docunents with the
deci si ons we've nade today, and prior decisions, to
finalize those docunents for our review and final vote
in a future neeting.

May | have a notion?
MR. LEVITT: Eli Levitt. So noved.
CHAIR DREW Thank you.

|s there a second?

M5. BREWSTER: St acey Brewster.
Second.

CHAI R DREW Ckay. Go ahead. Was
t hat sonmebody from our Council? Ckay.

| s there any di scussion?

Ckay. Al those in favor, let's do the hand --
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rai se hand.

Ckay. Opposed.

We' d better put our hands down. There we go.

Motion carries.

One nore itemon -- well, actually, a couple nore
Itenms on our agenda. One is an action itemregarding
an extension request.

Ms. Moon, are you still here?

M5. MOON: Yes. Yes, | am Thank
you, Chair Drew.

CHAIR DREW You are on for the
ext ensi on request.

M5. MOON: Okay. So | wanted to
turn the Council's attention to the current agreenent
bet ween EFSEC and the project proponent to conplete the
processing of their application for site certification,
or ASC, and submt an EFSEC recommendation to the
governor by January 31st of this year, 2024.

To allow for nore Council review, including
responding to the Council's request for additional
i nformati on, EFSEC staff worked with the applicant to
establish an updated comm tnent date to conplete the
processing of the Horse Heaven application for site
certification. The new date, which is referred to as

the extension -- which is referred to as the extension
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date as defined in the Revised Code of Wshi ngton
80.50. 100 -- 80.50.100 -- requires the EFSEC Council to
report to the governor its recomendations as to the
approval or rejection of an application for
certification wwthin 12 nonths of receipt by the
Counci |l of such an application or such later tine as is
nmutual |y agreed by the Council and the applicant.

Three extensi on requests have been approved by the
Council. And the extension request included in the
Counci | packet, which is up on the screen, that's
i ncl uded today woul d extend the application processing
of the proposed Horse Heaven Wnd Farm proj ect
application for site certification to April 30th, 2024.

Fi ve public coments were received on the
extensi on request. The proposed extension request wl |
allev- -- will -- I"msorry. The proposed extension
request wll allow the additional tinme needed for staff
to prepare the docunentation needed for the
recomendation to the governor, followed by Council
review and public coment. Staff have coordinated with
the applicant on the request tine franme to allow for
work that may be needed follow ng Council review or
public comment.

CHAIR DREW Thank you.

Are there any questions for staff?
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|s there a notion to approve the extension request
till April --
Sorry. M eyes can't see.
M5. MOON:  April 30th, 2024.
CHAIR DREW -- 30th, 20247
Motion to approve the extension request?
MS. BREWSTER  Stacey Brewster. So
noved.
CHAIR DREW Thank you.
Second?
MR, LEVITT: Eli Levitt. Second.
CHAI R DREW Thank you.
Di scussi on?
My discussion is that | appreciate the tine. |
expect it wll be done sooner than that. But | don't
see any point in continuing to ask for extensions, so |

appreciate the tinme frame in this letter.

Al'l those in favor, say
MULTI PLE SPEAKERS: Aye.
CHAIR DREW All those opposed?

aye.

Motion carries. Thank you.

We have agenda itens remaining. And thank you,
everybody, for the discussion, the thoughtful
consideration. | very nuch appreciate it.

Cascade Renewabl e Transm ssion Project,
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preapplicati on announcenent. Ms. Haf keneyer.
M5. HAFKEMEYER:  Thank you. 1'I1
try and keep it brief.

On Decenber 20th, 2023, EFSEC staff received the
preapplication materials for the Cascade Renewabl e
Transm ssion Project. The proposed transm ssion |ine
woul d begin at the Big Eddy Substation |ocated near The
Dal l es, Oregon, and term nate at the Portland Ceneral
El ectric Harborton Substation |ocated in Portl and,
Oregon. This line would primarily run down the
Colunbia R ver, in the riverbed, exiting the river to
go around the Bonneville Dam

Per the Revised Code of Wishington, or RCW
80. 50. 330 and the Washington Adm ni strative Code, or
WAC, 463-61-050, electrical transm ssion proposals are
required to engage in specific preapplication
activities, such as outreach and negotiations wth
| ocal jurisdictions. Wile the applicant, Cascade
Renewabl es, LLC, is engaging in those activities, EFSEC
staff are preparing to hold public informational
meetings in accordance with WAC 463-61-040.

Staff are preparing to hold three neetings, one in
each county the proposed transm ssion |ine passes by,
on the evenings of February 6th, 7th, and 8th. At

t hese neetings, staff will present the EFSEC process,
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and the applicant will present the project. These are
not neetings to take public comment, but information on
how to contact EFSEC with coment will be provided as
part of EFSEC s presentation. Details for the
I n-person venues of these neetings wll be issued once
they are finalized.

Are there any questions?

CHAIR DREW So this is a
preapplication process, which is required in our
statute on transm ssion projects. Before -- when this
project -- should this project cone to us in an
application, not in preapplication, then the Council
woul d be required to hold public informational neetings
Wi thin 60 days in these sane communities; is that
correct?

M5. HAFKEMEYER: Correct. Once the
application is received, the process proceeds as it
woul d for an energy-generating facility. There are
specific preapplication facili- -- or preapplication
activities that are required of transm ssion only. But
once the application is received, the neetings that are
typically required for other projects wll also be
required of this project.

CHAIR DREW So this is an early

neeting at this point intine to informthe public
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about both the project fromthe entity that is putting
it forward as well as to hear about the EFSEC process,
but we will have our usual public infornmational
meetings taking comments after the application is
recei ved.
M5. HAFKEMEYER  Correct.
CHAIR DREW Ckay. Any ot her
guestions from Council nenbers?
Ckay. Thank you.
Third-quarter cost allocation. M. Bunpus.
M5. BUWPUS:. Good afternoon, Chair
Drew and Council. Thank you. For the record, this is
Soni a Bunpus.
|"mgoing to read off EFSEC s third-quarter 2024
cost allocations. This covers the period January 1,
2024, to March 30th, 2024.
For Kittitas Valley w nd power, 4 percent.
For Wl d Horse, 4 percent.
For Col unbia Generating Station, 20 percent.
Col unbi a Sol ar, 4 percent.
VWNP-1, 2 percent.
Wi stling R dge, 3 percent.
Grays Harbor, 6 percent.
Chehalis, 6 percent.
Desert Claim 4 percent.
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Goose Prairie, 4 percent.

Hor se Heaven, 15 percent.

Badger Mountain, 6 percent.

Cypress Creek, 4 percent.

Waut oma Sol ar, 6 percent.

Hop H I, 6 percent.

Carriger Solar, also 6 percent.

And that concludes ny update for the nondirect
cost all ocati on.

CHAIR DREW  Thank you.

And now for the enpl oyee updates. W have
new enpl oyee i ntroducti ons.

Beautiful picture on the screen. | don't know who
that was, Ms. G antham

M. Wal ker, you have an introduction to nake.

MR. WALKER  Yes. Thank you, Chair

Drew. For the record, Dave Wl ker, director of
adm ni strative services with EFSEC

| would Iike to introduce our new policy and
| egi sl ati on manager. Lisa MLean just started wth us
the mddl e of January as our new | eqgi sl ati ve manager.
Very happy to have her aboard. She joins us fromthe
Ganbl i ng Comm ssi on.

So, Lisa, if you d like to say a few words.

M5. McLEAN:  Sorry. | was trying to
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unnmut e t hese things.

Hel | o, everyone. Nice to neet everybody. N ce to
participate in this neeting for the first tinme. | am
the legislative and policy manager and did cone over
fromthe Ganbling Conm ssion where | was al so the
| egi sl ati ve and policy nmanager.

| ' ve been working for Washington State for State
governnent for five years. Before the Ganbling
Comm ssion, | was working out wwth the Redistricting
Comm ssion. And before that, | was working with the
census and maki ng sure everybody filled out their
census form And for that reason, Washington State was
second in the nation in terns of people who
sel f -responded.

So |'m happy to be here and | ook forward to trying
to advance the interests of the Council through the
| egi slation and policy efforts that we pursue. So nice
to neet everybody.

CHAIR DREW Thank you. Wl cone
aboar d.

Next, we have Am Haf keneyer.

M5. HAFKEMEYER:  Thank you, Chair
Drew. | would like to introduce two new siting
specialists to the Council who have both started this

nmonth. We have Zia Ahned, who is joining us from nost
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recently Mssouri. Then we have Maria Bel kina, who is
al so a siting specialist joining us.

Maria w Il be taking the Cascade Renewabl e
Transm ssion Project that | just introduced. And Zia
will be taking at |east one, if not nore, of the
I ncom ng projects that we are projecting to see in the
com ng weeks.

CHAIR DREW Thank you.

Wel cone aboard. Thank you for being here.

MS. BELKI NA:  Thank you.

MR. AHVED: Thank you.

CHAIR DREW Wuld you like -- |
nmean, you don't -- would you like to introduce a little
bit about yourself? Go ahead. Mari a.

MR. AHVED: Yeah. O course.

CHAIR DREW Zia. Zia.

MR. AHVED: Thank you, everyone. M
name is Zia Ahned. So | just conplete ny Ph.D. from
M ssissippi State University. M concentration was art
and atnospheric science. And | just start for EFSEC
fromJanuary 2nd, 2024. And |I'mexcited to work
further. And nice to neet you, everyone. And thank
you.

CHAIR DREW Thank you.

Ms. Bel ki na.
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M5. BELKINA: Hello, everyone. Just
started ny first EFSEC experience January 2024. |
al ready have sone experience as a site specialist. And
|"mvery pleased to be part of the team Thank you.
CHAI R DREW Thank you. Wl cone
aboar d.
Ms. Ownens, you also --
M5. ONENS: Thank you.

CHAIR DREW -- have a new enpl oyee
to introduce.
M5. ONENS: | do. Thank you.
Good afternoon, EFSEC Council and staff. 1'd |ike

to introduce anot her new enpl oyee, Adrienne BarKker.
Adrienne joins the EFSEC team as an admi nistrative
assistant. Mstly her work will be focused on
assi sting the PEI'S nanager, once we get that position
filled, and other office support tasks as needed.
Adrienne recently rel ocated back to Washi ngton
fromVirginia, where she was an office manager for a
financial planning conpany. As a fornmer Washi ngton
State enpl oyee, Adrienne's extensive adm n experience
I ncl udes working in event planning as well as private
sector and governnent contracting in the Washi ngton,
D.C., area. So welcone to the team Adrienne.

CHAIR DREW  Thank you.
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Go ahead. Wel cone.

M5. BARKER  Thank you. Thank you.
It's nice to neet everybody. |[|'mlooking forward to
it.

CHAI R DREW Wl cone aboard. And we
appreciate -- and wel cone hone maybe.

M5. BARKER  Yes. Thank you.

CHAI R DREW Wl conme back. So --

MS5. BARKER  Yep.

CHAIR DREW -- thank you.

M5. BARKER  Thank you.

CHAIR DREW Wth that, we have no
further business. And so thank you, all, for your
participation and work throughout.

And this neeting is adjourned.
(Meeti ng adj ourned at
5:27 p.m)
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STATE OF WASHI NGTON ) |, John MS. Botel ho, CCR RPR
) ss a certified court reporter
County of Pierce ) in the State of Washi ngton, do

hereby certify:

That the foregoing Monthly Meeting of the Washi ngton
State Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council was conducted
in ny presence and adj ourned on January 31, 2024, and
t hereafter was transcribed under ny direction; that the
transcript is a full, true and conplete transcript of the
said neeting, transcribed to the best of ny ability;

That | amnot a relative, enployee, attorney or counsel
of any party to this matter or relative or enployee of any
such attorney or counsel and that | amnot financially
interested in the said matter or the outcone thereof;
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this 15th day of February, 2024.

I N WTNESS WHERECF, | have hereunto set ny hand

/sl John MS. Botel ho, CCR, RPR
Certified Court Reporter No. 2976
(Certification expires 5/26/2024.)
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 1                     BE IT REMEMBERED that on Wednesday,

 2   January 31, 2024, at 621 Woodland Square Loop

 3   Southeast, Lacey, Washington, at 3:00 p.m., the

 4   following Monthly Meeting of the Washington State

 5   Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council was held, to

 6   wit:

 7

 8                       <<<<<< >>>>>>

 9

10                     CHAIR DREW:  Good afternoon.  This

11   is Kathleen Drew, Chair of the Energy Facility Site

12   Evaluation Council, calling our January meeting to

13   order.

14       Ms. Grantham, will you call the roll.

15                     MS. GRANTHAM:  Certainly.

16       Department of Commerce.

17                     MS. OSBORNE:  Elizabeth Osborne,

18   present.

19                     MS. GRANTHAM:  Department of

20   Ecology.

21                     MR. LEVITT:  Eli Levitt, present.

22                     MS. GRANTHAM:  Department of Fish

23   and Wildlife.

24                     MR. LIVINGSTON:  Mike Livingston,

25   present.
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 1                      MS. GRANTHAM:  Department of Natural

 2   Resources.

 3                      MR. YOUNG:  Lenny Young, present.

 4                      MS. GRANTHAM:  Utilities and

 5   Transportation Commission.

 6                      MS. BREWSTER:  Stacey Brewster,

 7   present.

 8                      MS. GRANTHAM:  For local government

 9   and optional State agencies:

10        For the Horse Heaven project:  For Benton County,

11   Ed Brost.

12        For the Badger Mountain project:  For Douglas

13   County, Jordyn Guilio.

14                      MS. GUILIO:  Present.

15                      MS. GRANTHAM:  For the Wautoma Solar

16   Project:  For Benton County, Dave Sharp.

17        The Washington State Department of Transportation,

18   Paul Gonseth.

19                      MR. GONSETH:  Paul Gonseth, present.

20                      MS. GRANTHAM:  For the Hop Hill

21   Solar Project:  For Benton County, Paul Krupin.

22                      MR. KRUPIN:  Paul Krupin, present.

23                      MS. GRANTHAM:  For the Carriger

24   Solar project:  For Klickitat County, Matt Chiles.

25        Assistant attorney generals:  Jon Thompson.
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 1                      MR. THOMPSON:  Present.

 2                      MS. GRANTHAM:  Jenna Slocum.

 3        Zack Packer.

 4                      MR. PACKER:  Present.

 5                      MS. GRANTHAM:  Administrative law

 6   judges:  Adam Torem.

 7        Laura Bradley.

 8        Dan Gerard.

 9        And Joni Derifield.

10        For the Council staff:  Sonia Bumpus.

11                      MS. BUMPUS:  Present.

12                      MS. GRANTHAM:  Ami Hafkemeyer.

13                      MS. HAFKEMEYER:  Present.

14                      MS. GRANTHAM:  Amy Moon.

15                      MS. MOON:  Amy Moon, present.

16                      MS. GRANTHAM:  Stew Henderson.

17        Joan Owens.

18                      MS. OWENS:  Present.

19                      MS. GRANTHAM:  Dave Walker.

20                      MR. WALKER:  Present.

21                      MS. GRANTHAM:  Sonja Skavland.

22                      MS. SKAVLAND:  Present.

23                      MS. GRANTHAM:  Lisa Masengale.

24        Sara Randolph.

25        Sean Greene.
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 1                 MR. GREENE:  Present.

 2                 MS. GRANTHAM:  Lance Caputo.

 3   John Barnes.

 4                 MR. CAPUTO:  Lance Caputo, present.

 5                 MS. GRANTHAM:  Thank you, Lance.

 6   John Barnes.

 7                 MR. BARNES:  Present.

 8                 MS. GRANTHAM:  Joanne Snarski.

 9                 MS. SNARSKI:  Present.

10                 MS. GRANTHAM:  Alex Shiley.

11                 MS. SHILEY:  Present.

12                 MS. GRANTHAM:  Ali Smith.

13                 MS. SMITH:  Ali Smith, present.

14                 MS. GRANTHAM:  Karl Holappa.

15                 MR. HOLAPPA:  Karl Holappa, present.

16                 MS. GRANTHAM:  Audra Allen.

17   Zia Ahmed.

18                 MR. AHMED:  Present.

19                 MS. GRANTHAM:  Maria Belkina.

20                 MS. BELKINA:  "Belkina."  Present.

21                 MS. GRANTHAM:  Lisa McLean.

22                 MS. McLEAN:  Present.

23                 MS. GRANTHAM:  Adrienne Barker.

24                 MS. BARKER:  Present.

25                 MS. GRANTHAM:  For operational
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 1   updates:  For the Kittitas Valley wind project, Eric

 2   Melbardis.

 3        Wild Horse Wind Power Proj- -- oh.

 4                      MR. MELBARDIS:  Eric Melbardis,

 5   present.

 6                      MS. GRANTHAM:  Thank you,

 7   Mr. Melbardis.

 8        For the Wild Horse Wind Power Project.

 9                      MS. GALBRAITH:  Jennifer Galbraith,

10   present.

11                      MS. GRANTHAM:  Grays Harbor Energy

12   Center.

13        Chehalis Generation Facility.

14                      MR. SMITH:  Jeremy Smith, present.

15                      MS. GRANTHAM:  Columbia Generating

16   Station.

17        Columbia Solar.

18                      MR. CUSHING:  Thomas Cushing,

19   present.

20                      MS. GRANTHAM:  And the Goose Prairie

21   Solar.

22                      MR. CRIST:  Jacob Crist, present.

23                      MS. GRANTHAM:  And do we have anyone

24   present for the counsel for the environment?

25                      MS. REYNEVELD:  Yes.  Sarah
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 1   Reyneveld, present.  I'm also joined by Yuriy Korol, a

 2   newly assigned counsel for the environment, who's also

 3   present.

 4                      MS. GRANTHAM:  Thank you,

 5   Ms. Reyneveld.

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

 7   Thank you.

 8                      CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.

 9        On to our approving the meeting minutes.

10        First of all, let's approve the proposed agenda.

11   The proposed agenda is in front of you.

12        Is there a motion to approve the agenda?

13                      MR. YOUNG:  Lenny Young --

14                      MR. LEVITT:  Eli Levitt --

15                      MR. YOUNG:  Go ahead, Eli.

16                      MR. LEVITT:  Motion to approve.

17                      MR. YOUNG:  Lenny Young.  Second.

18                      CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.

19        All those in favor, please say "aye."

20                      MULTIPLE SPEAKERS:  Aye.

21                      CHAIR DREW:  Those opposed?

22        The agenda is approved.

23        Moving on to the meeting minutes.  For November

24   29th, 2023, meeting:  The Horse Heaven special meeting

25   minutes.
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 1        Is there a motion to approve the special meeting

 2   minutes?

 3                      MS. OSBORNE:  Elizabeth Osborne.  So

 4   moved.

 5                      CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.

 6        Second?

 7                      MS. BREWSTER:  Stacey Brewster.

 8   Second.

 9                      CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.

10        The comments I have on those meeting minutes:

11        Page 30, Line 18:  The word "iterate,"

12   i-t-e-r-a-t-e, should be "iterative," i-t-e-r-a-t-i-v-e.

13        Page 32, Line 13:  "Tax," t-a-x, should be TACs,

14   capital T, capital A, capital C, s.

15        Those are the two corrections that I have.  Are

16   there any other corrections?

17        Hearing none.

18        All those in favor of the meeting minutes as

19   amended, please say "aye."

20                      MULTIPLE SPEAKERS:  Aye.

21                      CHAIR DREW:  Opposed?

22        The minutes are approved.

23        Moving on to our December 20th monthly Council

24   meeting minutes.

25        Is there a motion to approve those minutes?
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 1                      MR. YOUNG:  Lenny Young.  So moved.

 2                      CHAIR DREW:  Second?

 3                      MR. LIVINGSTON:  Mike Livingston.

 4   Second.

 5                      CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  The comments I

 6   have, the corrections I have for the December 20th

 7   minutes are:

 8        Page 12, Line 12:  "Ms.," M-s, should be "Mr.,"

 9   M-r.

10        Page 15, Line 6:  So this one, strike from the

11   comma after "Archaeology" through "preservation," and

12   this should say "Archaeology and Historic

13   Preservation."

14        Page 48, Line 6, the word "let," l-e-t, should be

15   "less," l-e-s-s.

16        Are there any other corrections?

17        Hearing none.

18        All those in favor of the meeting minutes as

19   amended, please say "aye."

20                      MULTIPLE SPEAKERS:  Aye.

21                      CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.

22        We'll move now to the operational update.

23   Mr. Melbardis.  Sorry.  That would be Kittitas Valley

24   wind project.

25                      MR. MELBARDIS:  Good afternoon,
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 1   Chair Drew, EFSEC Council, and staff.  For the record,

 2   this is Eric Melbardis with EDP Renewables giving my

 3   final report for the Kittitas Valley wind power

 4   project.

 5        Firstly, we have nothing nonroutine to report for

 6   the period.  However, I did e-mail EFSEC staff

 7   earlier -- I think it was last week -- that I have

 8   accepted a promotion, so there will be a management

 9   change at Kittitas Valley after 14 years.

10        I've been here since we -- since we put the

11   turbines in the ground, and I will be moving on to an

12   area manager role for the company, where I will have --

13   be responsible for just over a couple of gigawatts of

14   solar in Nevada, California, and Arizona.

15        So I will -- was going to introduce the new

16   manager for Kittitas Valley, Jarred Caseday.  However,

17   when -- when we rescheduled the meeting, he wasn't able

18   to make it today.  So I will fill him in, and he will

19   be giving the -- the KV report next month.

20        That's all I have.

21                      CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.  My

22   microphone was not responding adequately.  Thank you,

23   Eric.  You have been a great partner, and we look

24   forward to working with you in another capacity.  And

25   congratulations to you.
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 1                      MR. MELBARDIS:  Thank you.

 2                      CHAIR DREW:  Wild Horse operat- --

 3   wind power project.  Ms. Galbraith.

 4                      MS. GALBRAITH:  Yes.  Thank you,

 5   Chair Drew, Council members, and staff.  This is

 6   Jennifer Galbraith with Puget Sound Energy representing

 7   the Wild Horse wind facility.

 8        And for the month of December, I have a couple of

 9   environmental compliance updates.

10        The Wild Horse Technical Advisory Committee met

11   via conference call on December 5th for the annual

12   meeting.  This was an informational meeting only.

13   There were no items that required formal actions or

14   recommendations from the TAC for the Council's

15   consideration.

16        And then the second item.  In accordance with the

17   site certification agreement, the Operation Spill

18   Prevention, Control and Countermeasures Plan was

19   updated and submitted to EFSEC staff on December 18th,

20   and there were only minor administrative updates to

21   that plan.

22        And that's all I have.  Thank you.

23                      CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.  And thank

24   you for including the minutes from the TAC meeting.  I

25   appreciated reading them and keeping up with the good
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 1   work that you're doing.

 2                      MS. GALBRAITH:  Great.  Thank you.

 3                      CHAIR DREW:  Chehalis Generation

 4   Facility.  Mr. Smith.

 5                      MR. SMITH:  Good afternoon, Chair

 6   Drew, Council members, and staff.  This is Jeremy

 7   Smith, the operations manager representing Chehalis

 8   Generation Facility.

 9        I have nothing nonroutine to note for the month of

10   December.

11                      CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.

12        Grays Harbor Energy Center.  Mr. Sherin.

13                      MS. HAFKEMEYER:  Chair Drew, if I

14   may chime in.  This is Ami Hafkemeyer, for the record.

15        The update is provided by the facility in your

16   Council packets.  There were no nonroutine items to

17   report.

18                      CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.

19        Columbia Solar.  Mr. Cushing.

20                      MR. CUSHING:  Good afternoon, Chair

21   Drew, Council members, EFSEC staff.  This is Thomas

22   Cushing speaking on behalf of Columbia Solar.

23        There are no nonroutine updates.

24                      CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.

25        Columbia Generating Station and WNP-1 and -4.
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 1                      MS. MOON:  Good afternoon, Chair

 2   Drew.  This is Amy Moon, EFSEC staff.  Energy Northwest

 3   asked if I could give the update.

 4        There are no nonroutine items to report, as

 5   demonstrated in the Council packet.  Thank you.

 6                      CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.

 7        Goose Prairie Solar project update.  Mr. Crist.

 8                      MR. CRIST:  Good afternoon, Chair

 9   Drew, EFSEC Council, and staff.  This is Jacob Crist,

10   senior project manager, on behalf of Brookfield

11   Renewable.

12        So for construction updates:  Starting with the

13   substation.  So the construction is progressing.  The

14   substation completion is expected in -- sometime in mid

15   to late March.  Remaining equipment and material

16   deliveries are still being planned.  Everything is

17   still on schedule here.  Predrilling is complete, along

18   with our medium-voltage cable install.  Pile-driving

19   perimeter fence continue along with the racking and

20   module install.

21        So the last two weeks' work's been slowed pretty

22   significantly with weather delays due to snow, snow

23   melt, and rain.  So it's really all hands on deck for

24   maintaining B&Ps right now throughout this period.  And

25   then we do have, as recent as today, ongoing
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 1   environmental inspections by WSP also.

 2        And that's -- that's my update.

 3                      CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.

 4        Council members, are there any questions?

 5        Thank you for the update.

 6        Moving on to High Top and Ostrea project update.

 7   Ms. Hafkemeyer.

 8                      MS. HAFKEMEYER:  Thank you, Chair

 9   Drew.  Good afternoon, Chair and Council.  Again, this

10   is Ami Hafkemeyer, for the record.

11        Staff are continuing to work on preconstruction

12   plan review with the certificate holder.  There are no

13   further updates at this time.

14                      CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.

15        Whistling Ridge.  Ms. Hafkemeyer.

16                      MS. HAFKEMEYER:  Thank you.

17        Staff continue to coordinate to work towards

18   scheduling a public informational meeting for the

19   requests for this project.  Details will be announced

20   once they are available.

21                      CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.

22        Badger Mountain, project update.  Ms. Snarski.

23                      MS. SNARSKI:  Thank you, Chair Drew.

24   And good afternoon, Council members.  For the record,

25   this is Joanne Snarski, the siting specialist for

0020

 1   Badger Mountain solar.

 2        Efforts continue on the development of the

 3   supplemental cultural resources survey.  We have

 4   received Department of Archaeology and Historic

 5   Preservation concurrence on a work plan for the initial

 6   pedestrian survey.

 7        Additionally, we recently began working with the

 8   Department of Natural Resources to obtain an access

 9   agreement for our subcontractors to the state lands for

10   cultural resources survey.  Due to the current winter

11   conditions at the proposed site, we are not able to

12   begin work until snow thaws.

13        Finally, the findings of this survey will inform

14   the cultural resources section of the draft

15   environmental impact statement.

16        Any questions?

17                      CHAIR DREW:  Any questions for

18   Ms. Snarski?

19        Thank you.

20        Wautoma Solar Project.  Mr. Caputo.

21                      MS. HAFKEMEYER:  Chair Drew, I will

22   also be giving the update --

23                      CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  Thank you.

24                      MS. HAFKEMEYER:  -- for Wautoma

25   Solar.
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 1                      CHAIR DREW:  I didn't know.  I

 2   heard --

 3                      MS. HAFKEMEYER:  This is Ami

 4   Hafkemeyer.

 5                      CHAIR DREW:  Yeah.  Go ahead.

 6                      MS. HAFKEMEYER:  Yes.

 7        Sorry.  I just minimized my update.  I apologize.

 8        Again, for the record, this is Ami Hafkemeyer.

 9   Staff are continuing coordination with our contracted

10   agencies, tribal staff, and the applicant to refine

11   identified mitigation for the Wautoma proposal.

12        Staff are also working in coordination with the

13   Office of Administrative Hearings and our attorney

14   general support in preparation for logistics associated

15   with the adjudicative proceedings for this project.

16        Are there any questions?

17                      CHAIR DREW:  Are there any

18   questions?

19        Thank you.

20        Hop Hill Solar Project.  Mr. Barnes.

21                      MR. BARNES:  Thank you, Chair Drew

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

23   Barnes, EFSEC staff, for the Hop Hill application.

24        Work continues with the applicant to complete

25   studies and reports needed to make a SEPA
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 1   determination.  We are continuing to coordinate and

 2   review the application with our contractor, contracted

 3   agencies, and tribal governments.

 4        Are there any questions?

 5                      CHAIR DREW:  Are there any

 6   questions?

 7        Thank you, Mr. Barnes.

 8        Carriger Solar.  Ms. Snarski.

 9                      MS. SNARSKI:  Yes.  Thank you, Chair

10   Drew.

11        For the record, this is Joanne Snarski, the siting

12   special -- specialist for Carriger Solar.

13        In early January, we received feedback from the

14   Klickitat County Public Works Department on the draft

15   traffic impact assessment.  We will continue to work

16   with the County to refine the assessment to ensure all

17   impacts can be appropriately mitigated.

18        Staff also received a third revision to the

19   cultural resources survey from the applicant.  It is

20   currently being reviewed by the Department of

21   Archaeology and Historic Preservation and the Yakama

22   Nation.

23        On a final note, the interagency agreement for the

24   completion of the Traditional Cultural Property Study

25   by the Yakama Nation for this site has been fully
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 1   executed.  The work is underway.  The work is scheduled

 2   to be completed in December 2024.

 3        Any questions?

 4                      CHAIR DREW:  Any questions for

 5   Ms. Snarski?

 6        Thank you.

 7        We are now moving on to the Horse Heaven Wind

 8   Farm.  We're going to have an update from Ms. Moon.  I

 9   am actually going to take the mitigation discussion

10   first, unless there are any objections from Council.

11        Ms. Moon, why don't you go ahead with the update,

12   and then we'll move to the presentation by Mr. Greene.

13                      MS. MOON:  Okay.  So I -- maybe you

14   can clarify, Council Chair Drew.  I -- I had an update

15   on the information on firefighting from DNR and the

16   Benton County fire chief.  Do you want me to go ahead

17   with that first?

18                      CHAIR DREW:  Yes, please.

19                      MS. MOON:  Okay.  Thank you.

20        For the record, this is Amy Moon reporting on the

21   Horse Heaven wind project.

22        At the December 20th Council meeting, I presented

23   information regarding firefighting and fire suppression

24   that led to the Council's request for additional

25   information regarding the roles of the Washington
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 1   Department of Natural Resources, referred to here

 2   further as "DNR," and the local fire district on fire

 3   protection and firefighting in the proposed Horse

 4   Heaven wind project area.

 5        EFSEC staff worked with DNR and the Benton County

 6   Fire District No. 1 to answer the Council's questions.

 7   Russ Lane, the DNR division manager in the Wildland

 8   Fire Management Division, and the Benton County Fire

 9   District fire chief, Lonnie Click, provided responses

10   to the Council's questions.

11        Both the original questions and responses from the

12   December Council meeting and the follow-up questions

13   and responses are included in the January 24th Council

14   packet for your review.  But I do have some additional

15   updates on that.

16        So I wanted to start off with clarifications to

17   information I presented at the December Council meeting

18   regarding aerial firefighting, specifically if the

19   project area would be a no-fly zone.

20        According to Mr. Lane, the height of the vertical

21   obstacles or turbines is what would prevent aerial fire

22   response in the interior of the proposed project.

23   Mr. Lane further stated that he doesn't see any way to

24   mitigate for the aerial response of turbine heights up

25   to 657 feet or aerial mitigation for the proposed
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 1   turbine spacing.

 2        The aerial firefighting questions and responses I

 3   submitted to DNR are included in your Council packet.

 4   However, in further follow-up, EFSEC received

 5   additional information from Mr. Lane on January 26,

 6   which was too late for the Council packet, clarifying

 7   DNR aerial firefighting efforts, which I will go over

 8   now.

 9        At the December meeting, the Council asked if DNR

10   had any recommended mitigation measures that may

11   address aerial firefighting activities in association

12   with those turbine heights up to 657 feet.  DNR

13   indicated mitigating conflict with tactical aerial

14   operations to provide safety and maneuvering space may

15   not be possible due to density and height of the

16   proposed turbines that would need an additional safety

17   buffer of one to two tower heights around the project

18   to, quote, ensure safe operation for aircraft

19   operations, end quote.

20        Mr. Lane also expressed concern over the long

21   lines and bucket that extend up to 150 feet below the

22   helicopter airframe.  In further communication, he

23   clarified that the DNR's owned and contracted fleet

24   includes light, medium, and heavy Type 3, 2, and 1

25   helicopters as well as single-engine and twin-engine
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 1   turboprop aircraft.

 2        He stated that the DNR fixed-wing tankers operate

 3   in both retardant and scooping configurations, which

 4   would be like scooping water from a river.  And he is

 5   comfortable that they can safely operate the three

 6   types of helicopters and light tankers, which are

 7   AT-820 models, at a standoff distance of approximately

 8   one-quarter mile and that he is reasonably certain DNR

 9   would hear the same for the twin-engine scoopers, which

10   are the CL-145 models, and twin tankers, which are the

11   Q400 models, but can verify that with his vendor, if

12   needed.  If the Council wants that, we can get that

13   verification.

14        Mr. Lane also noted that DNR infrequently borrow

15   the large and very large jet engine transport-type

16   aircraft present in the federal fleet, which are

17   DC-10s, and these are referred to as very large air

18   tankers.  But these fly on less than 1 percent of DNR

19   incidents.

20        In the information included in the Council packet,

21   Mr. Lane expressed his high concern about damage to the

22   wind farm that could likely occur from bucket or

23   retardant drops in the wind farm area, as these drops

24   come down with the force of gravity and many thousands

25   of pounds of water or retardant that could easily snap

0027

 1   off blades and can do other damage to towers.

 2        Mr. Lane further stated that DNR takes great care

 3   to avoid damage to high-value infrastructure when

 4   firefighting and could easily do more damage conducting

 5   aerial drops within a wind project than the fire,

 6   itself, might do.  And that potential would also likely

 7   lead to DNR to make a "no go" call for aerial

 8   operations within the perimeter of the wind farm.

 9        Mr. Lane wanted to remind EFSEC that the "go" or

10   "no go" call for safe operations near obstacles will be

11   made by the pilot in command at the time of the mission

12   and that DNR remain concerned that operations interior

13   to a large-scale wind project would pose unacceptable

14   risks to air crews.  However, he further stated that he

15   believes they have multiple effective tools to do

16   aerial firefighting around the perimeter of wind

17   projects from a safe standoff distance.

18        I conferred with the Benton County Fire District

19   No. 1 fire chief, Lonnie Click.  He reviewed the DNR

20   information and stated that his fire district responses

21   would be nearly exact and that the vertical obstruction

22   of the turbine tower is the ultimate hazard to

23   firefighting aircraft; in turn, requiring the aircraft

24   to fly a considerable distance from the towers.

25        Chief Click also stated he agrees with what DNR
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 1   stated and that the -- about the pilot discretion and

 2   working outside the proposed project perimeter are key

 3   factors in fire response.

 4        I know that was a lot of information.  Does the

 5   Council have any questions?

 6                      CHAIR DREW:  Are there any questions

 7   from Council members?

 8                      MS. MOON:  It looks like Council

 9   Member Young may have.

10                      CHAIR DREW:  I don't know why I'm

11   not seeing that on my screen.  We're going to pause for

12   just a moment while I make sure I can have -- Andrea,

13   can you come help?

14        Just a second.

15                             (Discussion off the record.)

16

17                      CHAIR DREW:  Mr. Young, is your hand

18   up?

19                      MR. YOUNG:  Yes, it is.

20                             (Discussion off the record.)

21

22                      CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  I'm going to

23   have to ask you to let me know when you raise your

24   hands.

25        Mr. Young.
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 1                      MR. YOUNG:  Thank you.

 2        Amy, would it be fair to summarize what you

 3   recounted that aerial fire suppression would not be

 4   feasible within the wind farm perimeter or within a

 5   one-quarter-mile buffer of the perimeter which was

 6   being referred to as the standoff distance?  Is that a

 7   correct summary interpretation?

 8                      MS. MOON:  Yes.  Based on what

 9   Mr. Lane provided to EFSEC, that -- that is correct.

10                      MR. YOUNG:  And I understand that

11   Chief Click concurs with Mr. Lane?

12                      MS. MOON:  Yes.  Yes, Chief Click

13   did concur.

14        Any further questions?  I see another hand.  But

15   I'm not sure that we can take Paul Krupin's question.

16                      CHAIR DREW:  That's correct.  We're

17   only taking members from Horse Heaven Council members.

18                      MS. MOON:  Okay.  If there are no

19   further questions, I have -- I would like to -- to

20   continue with my update.

21                      CHAIR DREW:  Go ahead.

22                      MS. MOON:  Okay.

23        As directed by the Council at the December 20th

24   Council meeting, EFSEC staff also made updates to other

25   proposed mitigation measures presented in the final
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 1   environmental impact statement issued on October 31st

 2   of 2023.  62 comments were received during the comment

 3   campaign associated with the Council's direction in

 4   December to produce figures demonstrating potential

 5   project exclusions for their consideration.

 6        Our SEPA specialist, Sean Greene, is here to

 7   present the proposed updates and to answer any

 8   questions.

 9        And so if you're ready, Sean, I'll turn it over to

10   you.

11                      MR. GREENE:  Yes.  I believe Chair

12   Drew wanted to lead off before I began.

13                      CHAIR DREW:  That's right.  Thank

14   you, Mr. Greene.

15        So as the Council continues our discussion on our

16   recommendation to the governor or on the Horse Heaven

17   wind and solar project, I'd like to make a few

18   comments.

19        Much of what you have seen in our meetings over

20   the past couple of months has been a discussion of

21   mitigation measures recommended in the final EIS.  The

22   Council will consider any changes to these measures,

23   taking into account not just the information we've

24   received through the EIS but the information we've

25   received as a Council through the adjudicative process
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 1   and the comments we've received from the public

 2   throughout our review.  We thank everyone for your

 3   participation in our process.

 4        Mr. Greene, if you would show Figure 2-5 from the

 5   final EIS, which we have referred to several times

 6   during our conversation over the past couple of months,

 7   and please describe to the Council what is represented

 8   here.

 9                      MR. GREENE:  Yes.  Thank you, Chair

10   Drew and Council members.  For the record, this is Sean

11   Greene, SEPA specialist for EFSEC.

12        What this figure represents, there are two roughly

13   equivalent figures in Chapter 2 of the FEIS, each

14   representing one of the two turbine options being

15   proposed.

16        This is Turbine Option 1.  And this figure

17   represents an assessment of turbine impacts to a number

18   of resources:  Specifically, areas within two miles of

19   a ferruginous hawk nest; areas with medium or higher

20   modeled linkage for a wildlife movement corridor; areas

21   with shrubsteppe habitat; turbines that would create

22   noise impacts, visual impacts, shadow flicker impacts,

23   or would have impacts to archaeological and

24   architectural resources with traditional cultural

25   property resources shown on the confidential Council
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 1   map that was provided under separate cover to this map.

 2        This also shows turbines that would have impacts

 3   to recreational opportunities.

 4        In terms of the color coding, red-color turbines

 5   on this map are indicative of turbines that were either

 6   assessed as having a high impact on three or more of

 7   those listed resources or having an impact to one or

 8   more particularly vulnerable or sensitive resources,

 9   such as ferruginous hawk nests or archaeological

10   resources.

11                      CHAIR DREW:  Mr. Young, you have a

12   question.  Now I don't see you.

13                      MR. YOUNG:  Yes.  Thank you.

14        The way you described that, I just want to be

15   clear:  That this map does not take into account

16   impacts to traditional cultural properties and that

17   those are identified separately on the confidential

18   map; is that correct?

19                      MR. GREENE:  That is correct.

20                      MR. YOUNG:  So TCPs are not -- not

21   factored into what color the turbines are shaded on

22   this map, correct?

23                      MR. GREENE:  That is correct.

24                      MR. YOUNG:  Thank you.

25                      MR. GREENE:  Were there any further
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 1   questions regarding this map and the meaning of the

 2   color coding or what resources are being assessed as

 3   part of this color coding and the determination of the

 4   class of impact?

 5                      CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  Thank you.

 6        So I do want to -- like the Council to start our

 7   conversation by discussing the elimination of the areas

 8   in which the red turbines are located as you've heard

 9   described.

10        And I will say that although in impact we don't

11   have specific turbines identified, we do know from the

12   information that we have received that is confidential

13   from the Yakama Nation that every turbine -- I'm

14   sorry -- the entire site impacts traditional cultural

15   properties.  So I want to make that statement, that the

16   entire project does impact traditional cultural

17   properties.

18        But what I would like to do is to ask the Council

19   to consider eliminating the turbines in -- represented

20   by the red dots but within those areas, so not just

21   within the entire areas represented by those red dots.

22   And that is because the multiple compacting impacts in

23   this area described.

24        First of all, we've received information through

25   the FEIS, again through the adjudication and public
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 1   comments.  In my view, taking this action will

 2   eliminate all turbines in two-mile circles around

 3   current and historic ferruginous hawk nests, and it

 4   will reduce the impact on -- of the project on cultural

 5   resources and traditional cultural properties.

 6        It will reduce the impacts to the wildlife

 7   corridors throughout the project.

 8        It will reduce visual impact to communities to the

 9   east of the project and remove turbines from a

10   prominent ridgeline.

11        It will reduce potential impact on aerial

12   firefighting on the slope northeast of the project and

13   will reduce the impact of the project on some

14   recreational areas.  Not eliminate all impacts, but

15   there will be a reduction in impacts by taking this

16   action.

17        And I'd just like to ask Council members, please

18   feel free to share your view of this action.

19        Mr. Greene.

20                      MR. GREENE:  Yeah.  I just wanted to

21   make one point.  You mentioned that this would reduce

22   the potential risk to aerial firefighting on the slope

23   northeast of the project area.  It is actually the

24   northwest of the project area.

25                      CHAIR DREW:  Oh.  Thank you.  Okay.
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 1   My mistake.  Thank you.

 2        Council members, I'd like to understand your

 3   views.

 4        Mr. Livingston.

 5                      MR. LIVINGSTON:  Hello.  Thanks,

 6   Chair Drew.

 7        I appreciate, one, the -- the further

 8   clarification about what the green/red/yellow dots are

 9   on the map.  I also appreciate the work that's gone

10   into this.  And I -- I agree with you.  We've gone

11   through such a deliberative, intense process of trying

12   to understand what impacts this size of a project has

13   posed for us to consider.

14        And so the approach of eliminating those turbines

15   that are in red I support for the reasons you

16   mentioned.  They're going to reduce, and not eliminate,

17   risk to the hawk.  They're going to reduce, and not

18   eliminate, complications to firefighting.  There's the

19   habitat connectivity also is going to be -- the impacts

20   will be reduced but not eliminated.

21        So we're working towards a project that could be

22   permitted, and from my perspective, without having such

23   a huge size, scope, and scale that would impact all

24   these important resources.

25        So those are my -- those are my views and comments
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 1   at the moment.  Thank you.

 2                      CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.

 3        Mr. Young.

 4                      MR. YOUNG:  Chair, I support what

 5   you've described, removing all the red turbines.  That

 6   is not the full extent of my concerns, and there are

 7   additional turbines that I would like to see

 8   eliminated.  I think we'll get to that later in the

 9   discussion.  But I support what you've described for

10   the reasons you -- you gave.

11                      CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.

12        Other Council members?

13        Mr. Levitt.

14                      MR. LEVITT:  Yeah.  Hello.  I'm

15   supportive of the comments you made earlier, Chair

16   Drew.  You know, I guess I do have some questions for

17   EFSEC staff about how viable some of the strings of

18   turbines are when a large number are eliminated.  For

19   example, there's some -- some yellow, perhaps some

20   orange kind of in the middle of the project.  And so,

21   you know, I don't -- I don't know how to answer those

22   questions.  But to make the project viable, you know,

23   there is infrastructure that connects the rows of

24   turbines, so I'm concerned about some of those.

25                      CHAIR DREW:  Mr. Greene, you want to
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 1   answer that?

 2                      MR. GREENE:  Yeah.  I can -- I can

 3   address that.

 4        So a few of the turbines that you've mentioned,

 5   specifically the ones that identify as Class 1 or

 6   Class 2 impacts here in the yellow and orange dots,

 7   would potentially be excluded by other mitigation

 8   measures that the Council is going to consider as part

 9   of this meeting.

10        As for the secondary project components, things

11   like roads and transmission lines, we -- we'll be

12   presenting the Council with a set of exclusion measures

13   that they can impose for primary project components --

14   things like turbines, solar arrays, and BESSes, battery

15   stations -- and a secondary question about what

16   exclusions the Council would like to impose on

17   secondary components, things like those roads and

18   transmission lines.

19        So there will be a level of delineation there that

20   the Council can consider and provide guidance to staff

21   on how you would like to see those exclusion measures

22   put into place.

23                      MR. LEVITT:  Thank you.

24                      CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.

25        Other comments by Council members?
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 1        Ms. Brewster.

 2                      MS. BREWSTER:  Yeah.  I want to

 3   support the notion of eliminating the turbines with the

 4   highest impacts on multiple features, so the turbines

 5   marked in red.  I am supportive of that notion.

 6                      CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.

 7        And, again, because we're not -- we're talking

 8   about the areas that those red turbines represent, so I

 9   want to say that again.  Because it's not moving them a

10   few feet.  They would not be in the entire area.

11   You've seen it in different ways in Wild-5 that we will

12   see later as well.  But I just want to say that for the

13   record.

14        So hearing that we have strong support for doing

15   that, I wanted to lay the foundation of our

16   conversation and the fact that it doesn't rest on one

17   particular resource but on multiple impacts that we

18   have been concerned about as we have heard throughout

19   this project.

20        So with that, I will ask Sean, then, to move on to

21   the next part of his presentation.

22                      MR. GREENE:  Thank you, Chair Drew.

23        And I did want to mention that the Council has

24   access to a confidential version of this same figure

25   that actually shows red-shaded areas, which are the
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 1   boundaries of some of those particularly vulnerable or

 2   sensitive resources.

 3                      CHAIR DREW:  Right.

 4                      MR. GREENE:  And that shows the

 5   approximate outlines of the areas of the micro-siting

 6   corridor that would be excluded if these mitigation

 7   measures were put into place to exclude those red-color

 8   turbines.

 9        So moving forward.  I wanted to go through the --

10   the various exclusion mitigation measures that the

11   Council was discussing at the previous meeting.  In

12   cases where it's -- it's a new measure, such as this

13   Veg-10, I'll show the text as proposed to be included

14   within a draft SCA, were -- were the Council to

15   recommend approval for this project.

16                      CHAIR DREW:  I want to -- may I

17   interrupt you?

18                      MR. GREENE:  Yes.

19                      CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  So I asked

20   Mr. Greene to present this.  I had presented at the

21   last meeting the idea of eliminating the east solar

22   field.  As I looked at comments and discussed this

23   further, I wanted to present a different option to the

24   Council that would eliminate solar arrays in any

25   rabbitbrush shrubland or any of the priority habitat
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 1   areas rather than request the entire solar field be

 2   eliminated.  So that's where this comes from.

 3        Do you have more that you'd like to share on that?

 4                      MR. GREENE:  Yes.

 5        So this is just to show the text of that proposed

 6   mitigation measure, were it to be incorporated.

 7        The next slide here.  There we go.

 8        So this is a -- a figure showing most of what was

 9   originally proposed as that east solar field.  Those

10   red polygons are the -- the boundaries of the

11   originally proposed solar arrays.

12        In the final application submitted by the

13   applicant, they significantly reduced -- or I shouldn't

14   say "significant" -- they heavily reduced the footprint

15   of the proposed east solar array to approximately

16   what's encased in that green polygon that I drew.  It

17   accounted for a roughly 80 percent reduction in impacts

18   to sensitive habitat types that would be targeted by

19   this mitigation measure, resulting in approximately 140

20   acres of total impacts associated with the east solar

21   array.

22        There are no proposed permanent disturbance

23   impacts to any of these habitat types with the County

24   Well solar array or the Sellards solar array, which are

25   the other two options under consideration.  So it's
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 1   just an indication of what the east solar array looks

 2   like in the current proposal, and the blue in that

 3   central polygon indicates east-side interior

 4   grasslands, which is a priority habitat designated by

 5   WDFW, and the pink polygon to the bottom left is

 6   rabbitbrush shrubland, which would also be excluded as

 7   part of this mitigation measure.

 8                      CHAIR DREW:  Mr. Young.

 9                      MR. YOUNG:  Are the three habitat

10   types listed there -- east-side (interior) grassland,

11   rabbitbrush shrubland, and sagebrush shrubsteppe --

12   does that comprise all of the DFW-designated priority

13   habitat types?

14                      MR. GREENE:  That includes all --

15   that includes rabbitbrush shrubland, which is generally

16   considered an early -- early successional stage of

17   shrubsteppe, and so it -- often incorporated with other

18   priority habitat types.  The only two are the only

19   priority habitat types designated by WDFW that have any

20   impacts associated with them as a result of solar

21   arrays --

22                      MR. YOUNG:  Could -- could you --

23                      MR. GREENE:  -- for this project.

24                      MR. YOUNG:  Could you flip back to

25   the previous slide that had the text?
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 1                      MR. GREENE:  Yes.

 2                      MR. YOUNG:  So where it says "or

 3   DFW-designated priority habitat types," is it just

 4   those other two that we've specifically talked about?

 5                      MR. GREENE:  It would be -- sorry.

 6                      MR. YOUNG:  Or are there other

 7   DFW-designated priority habitat types that would be

 8   included here?

 9                      MR. GREENE:  It would include all

10   designated priority habitat types.  There are no others

11   within this area.

12                      MR. YOUNG:  Okay.

13                      MR. GREENE:  So -- so essentially --

14                      MR. YOUNG:  Sorry.  Cutting you off

15   there.

16                      MR. GREENE:  No.  I was -- I was

17   going to say, effectively it is those other two types,

18   the --

19                      MR. YOUNG:  Okay.

20                      MR. GREENE:  The sagebrush

21   shrubsteppe and east-side (interior) grassland.

22                      MR. YOUNG:  So in -- on the ground,

23   those are the only three types that are involved,

24   really, for our conversation?

25                      MR. GREENE:  Correct.
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 1                      MR. YOUNG:  Thank you.

 2                      MR. GREENE:  And so the Council

 3   that -- or pardon me.  The question I would like to

 4   present to the Council for your deliberations and

 5   discussions, so as to give guidance to staff, is:  For

 6   this proposed mitigation measure, should all solar

 7   arrays be allowed on rabbitbrush shrubland and priority

 8   habitats with compensatory mitigation at the

 9   FEIS-recommended ratios, which is the current version

10   incorporated into the FEIS, or excluded from all

11   rabbitbrush shrubland and priority habitats, which is

12   the proposed version that was shown before?

13        And I would like to indicate, these are not the

14   only two options.  If the Council has further options,

15   absolutely provide staff with that direction.

16                      CHAIR DREW:  So from my perspective

17   are that there is -- we are trying to reduce impacts on

18   ferruginous hawks.  There is area that is potential for

19   their finding their appropriate sources of food.  Then

20   I think we should look at keeping those and not

21   covering them with solar panels.  But I am open to

22   conversation by the Council.  I did want to recognize

23   that some of the east solar field is on areas that are

24   currently under agricultural production and less

25   valuable for the species of concern.
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 1        Are there any comments?

 2        Mr. Livingston.

 3                      MR. LIVINGSTON:  Can we go back,

 4   Sean, to the -- I just want to see.  How many acres are

 5   we talking about?

 6                      MR. GREENE:  It's approximately 140

 7   acres.

 8                      MR. LIVINGSTON:  And if we go with

 9   your Proposed Option B, what would be the impacts?

10                      MR. GREENE:  Essentially the -- the

11   pink-colored polygon and the blue-colored polygon would

12   be excluded, and the -- the color surrounding those

13   polygons would also be excluded from the siting of any

14   solar arrays.  That would give the applicant either the

15   option of reducing the footprint of the solar array to

16   exclude those -- those plats or restructuring their

17   proposed east solar array to cover the same number of

18   acres but no longer cover those priority habitat areas

19   or rabbitbrush shrubland.

20                      MR. LIVINGSTON:  It would be helpful

21   for me if I knew what was the surrou- -- I guess I can

22   see some of the surrounding habitat types to the north

23   and to the east and to the west.  I don't know what's

24   to the south, 'cause I guess it's outside of the -- the

25   project boundaries.
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 1        Do we know what the habitat looks like to that

 2   south?  'Cause one of the key components here for

 3   viable habitat is to have larger acreages.  If these

 4   are isolated pieces, they have less importance than

 5   they would if they're connected to some other existing

 6   acres to the south and elsewhere.  So I don't have

 7   that -- a full picture of that.

 8        So at this point, I would -- without that

 9   information, I would lean towards supporting B, if we

10   were to go forward with supporting the solar fields to

11   the east here.

12                      MR. GREENE:  And to address your

13   question, I do not know off the top of my head what the

14   habitat cover is to the south.  That is an area outside

15   of project control, so I don't know that we have

16   on-the-ground surveys of that vegetation.  But the

17   surrounding areas to the east, west, and north are

18   primarily agricultural.

19                      MR. LIVINGSTON:  Thank you.

20                      CHAIR DREW:  Mr. Young.

21                      MR. YOUNG:  Chair Drew, I also

22   support Option B as you have proposed.  But I feel for

23   reasons that we'll get to, I think, later in our

24   discussion, I propo- -- I favor eliminating the entire

25   east solar field.  But to the extent of this particular
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 1   question point here, I do support Option B.

 2                      CHAIR DREW:  Others?

 3        Ms. Brewster.

 4                      MS. BREWSTER:  I will weigh in my

 5   support for Option B at this point.  Thank you.

 6                      MR. LEVITT:  Yeah.  This is Eli.  I

 7   support Option B as well, as long as the applicant has

 8   some flexibility to adjust.

 9                      CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  Let's move on to

10   the next question, then.

11                      MR. GREENE:  Okay.  Thank you.

12        Next is the modifications to Habitat 1, which is

13   the mitigation measure addressing wildlife movement

14   corridors.

15        As a result of previous Council discussions, it

16   has been restructured to -- I should say, the original

17   version allowed siting of all project components within

18   modeled wildlife movement corridors, so long as the

19   applicant produced a corridor mitigation plan in

20   consultation with EFSEC that we felt appropriately

21   addressed the impacts.

22        The current version following the previous Council

23   meeting's discussion would prohibit the siting of

24   primary project components, such as specifically

25   turbines, solar arrays, and battery stations, and any
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 1   movement corridors modeled as medium to very high

 2   linkage and would prohibit secondary project

 3   components, such as roads and power lines and

 4   substations, in modeled high to very high linkage

 5   movement corridors.

 6        And in the previous meeting, Council also directed

 7   staff to seek out guidance from WDFW staff on how they

 8   viewed this -- this modification of the original

 9   measure.

10        First, EFSEC requested from WDFW --- WDFW staff

11   how primary project components should be defined for

12   the purposes of mitigation throughout this document.

13   And WDFW staff believe that primary project components

14   should be defined as turbines, solar arrays, and

15   battery stations, consistent with the current version

16   of this -- this measure that you see on the left.

17        The second question we asked was whether primary

18   project components should be excluded from medium to

19   very high linkage or high to very high linkage

20   corridors, and WDFW staff believe that primary project

21   components should not be sited in medium to very high

22   linkage corridors, again consistent with the current

23   version of Hab-1.

24        And the third occas- -- the third question also

25   resulted in WDFW staff concurring with the current
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 1   version of Hab-1 that secondary -- that's a typo --

 2   secondary project components should not be sited in

 3   high to very high linkage corridors but could be sited

 4   in medium corridors with a corridor mitigation plan as

 5   included in Hab-1.

 6        And just for the purposes of recollection and this

 7   conversation, this is a map of the modeled wildlife

 8   movement corridors throughout the project area.  The

 9   locations most of concern are this -- this central

10   medium and high linkage corridor that bisects the site,

11   and the second part is this narrow strip of high and

12   medium movement corridor.  That's more of a concern for

13   the primary -- the current location of the proposed

14   primary transmission line for the applicant.  And we

15   can come back to this figure during discussion.

16                      CHAIR DREW:  Can you go back to

17   what -- go ahead.  You had another -- another view

18   there.

19                      MR. GREENE:  Yeah, so this is going

20   to continue.  This is a -- a figure propo- -- or

21   produced for the purposes of this discussion.  It's not

22   exact.  It's just additional aid.

23        And it is for Turbine Option 1, which, just as a

24   reminder, Turbine Option 1 would site a maximum of 222

25   turbines, with a maximum height of 499 feet.
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 1        Option 2, for which a similar figure has been

 2   produced but is not in this presentation currently,

 3   would site a maximum of 141 turbines, so fewer

 4   turbines, with a maximum height of 671 feet.  Fewer

 5   turbines at a taller height.

 6        In terms of what project components are currently

 7   proposed in high or above wildlife linkage corridor,

 8   there is the primary transmission line at three

 9   different points, one within this bigger square and

10   twice within the smaller rectangle.

11        22 Option 1 turbines are within high or above

12   corridors, and six -- or six Option 2 turbines are

13   within those high or above corridors.

14        Within medium -- or within just the medium

15   linkage -- level of linkage corridor is again the

16   primary transmission line at three different points and

17   then 11 Option 1 turbines or 16 Option 2 turbines.

18   There are no solar arrays, battery substations -- or

19   battery stations or substations that are currently

20   proposed in medium or higher modeled habitat movement

21   corridors.

22                      CHAIR DREW:  And of those numbers,

23   some of those turbine numbers you've identified, we've

24   already talk about -- talked about eliminating some of

25   those in those areas, so we've reduced that; is that
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 1   correct?

 2                      MR. GREENE:  Yes.  Many of the

 3   turbines that are within these movement corridors would

 4   also potentially be excluded by other mitigation

 5   measures that we're going to discuss in today's

 6   meeting; specifically, the ferruginous hawk Species 5

 7   mitigation.

 8                      CHAIR DREW:  I will say to Council

 9   members that I have been thinking quite a bit about, as

10   Mr. Levitt brought up, connectivity, stranded assets,

11   as well as the impact that turbines, once they're

12   constructed, have on wildlife movement.  It's not --

13   they don't entirely block the movement, in fact.  I

14   know we have seen, some of us who have been here for a

15   while, seen examples of wildlife throughout the Wild

16   Horse wind project, for example.

17        I would like to suggest that we don't eliminate --

18   that we go back to the original FEIS-recommended

19   version.  Because I think it's important to maintain an

20   ability to have infrastructure throughout this project.

21        So perhaps, Sean, if you can remind us again what

22   the original mitigation was.

23                      MR. GREENE:  Yes.  So the original

24   request, that the applicant locate all project

25   components outside of medium or above linkage corridors
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 1   to the extent feasible.  Then for any components that

 2   would be sited within medium or above corridors, there

 3   are a series of measures that we would require to be

 4   incorporated into a corridor mitigation plan that

 5   describes the proposed impacts and identifies effective

 6   mitigation and restoration as a result of those

 7   impacts, and that plan would be submitted to the

 8   pre-tech -- pre-operational technical advisory group

 9   prior to construction, approved by EFSEC, and then

10   monitored and enforced by EFSEC with the guidance of

11   the technical advisory committee throughout the life of

12   the project.

13                      CHAIR DREW:  Any comments from

14   Council members?

15        Again, I think we've reduced the number of

16   turbines in this area.

17        Mr. Young.

18                      MR. YOUNG:  I disagree with going

19   back to the original language.  I favor the way we

20   configured it on December 20th.

21                      MR. GREENE:  And I have questions

22   with -- with the various options available, if the

23   Council would like to have that up for discussion.

24                      CHAIR DREW:  Okay.

25                      MR. GREENE:  So the first would be
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 1   for primary project components, which is turbines,

 2   solar arrays, and battery substations:  Should they be

 3   allowed within these corridors when combined with the

 4   corridor mitigation plan, which is the version included

 5   within the FEIS; excluded from high to very high

 6   linkage corridors -- again, there are no very high

 7   modeled linkage corridors within the project area, but

 8   from high to very high -- or excluded from medium to

 9   very high linkage corridors, which is the current

10   version that was shown as discussed at the previous

11   Council meeting.

12                      CHAIR DREW:  Are there any other

13   comments from Council members?

14        Mr. Livingston.

15                      MR. LIVINGSTON:  Yeah, I -- I'm in

16   agreement with Lenny.  I want to stick with what we

17   agreed to back in December, if possible.

18                      CHAIR DREW:  So to exclude...

19                      MR. GREENE:  This question is

20   specific to primary components.  There's a

21   subsequent --

22                      CHAIR DREW:  Primary.

23                      MR. GREENE:  -- question.

24                      CHAIR DREW:  Solar arrays, BESS, and

25   turbines from medium to very high linkage corridors.
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 1                      MR. GREENE:  Yes.

 2                      CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  C.

 3        Are there any other comments from Council members?

 4        Ms. Brewster.

 5                      MS. BREWSTER:  Yeah.  Sean, can you

 6   talk about the transmission components that might be

 7   affected by this?

 8                      MR. GREENE:  So there is a

 9   subsequent question to this one regarding how the

10   Council would like to incorporate exclusions for

11   secondary components, and transmission lines are part

12   of that.

13        This first question is just regarding turbines,

14   solar arrays, and BESSes, or battery stations.  But the

15   primary concern for transmission lines is, as I

16   mentioned, this -- this area, the primary transmission

17   line for the project does run from east to west through

18   this area.  So it would have to be resited further

19   north.  And then the current proposed line runs through

20   this red rectangle to the left, and at two points it

21   does cross a modeled high linkage movement corridor, so

22   it would not be allowed in those sites and would have

23   to be, again, restructured to a different location.

24                      CHAIR DREW:  But that's coming next.

25                      MR. GREENE:  Yes, that is the -- the
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 1   next question.  This first question is -- is just --

 2                      CHAIR DREW:  First one's about --

 3                      MR. GREENE:  -- dealing with

 4   turbines --

 5                      CHAIR DREW:  -- turbines --

 6                      MR. GREENE:  -- solar arrays, and --

 7                      CHAIR DREW:  -- solar arrays --

 8                      MR. GREENE:  -- battery stations.

 9                      CHAIR DREW:  -- and BESS.

10                      MR. GREENE:  Yes.

11                      CHAIR DREW:  Mr. Levitt.

12                      MR. LEVITT:  Well, I guess I just

13   wanted to ask, so when we say "wildlife corridor," are

14   we primarily talking about pronghorn or other species

15   as well?

16                      MR. GREENE:  There are other species

17   that will make use of these corridors:  Deer and the

18   like.  It is modeled based on the -- I forget the name

19   of the organization.  It is the -- the Washington

20   Wildlife Movement Corridor Working Group, I believe.

21   That -- that is the data set that is being used for

22   this figure here, and it covers a variety of species.

23                      MR. LEVITT:  And is this the figure

24   that was also used at one point for transportation

25   planning, or are the purposes broader than -- for this
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 1   data?

 2                      MR. GREENE:  I don't have the answer

 3   to that question right now.

 4                      MR. LEVITT:  I guess -- I guess my

 5   concern is that we're primarily looking at a wildlife

 6   corridor for sort of a reintroduced species that -- I'm

 7   not a wildlife expert, but I don't believe the

 8   pronghorn are threatened or endangered.  So I'm

 9   concerned that we're making large adjustments to the

10   project similar to what we're doing for ferruginous

11   hawk when the species is not threatened or endangered.

12   I guess I'm -- I'm interested in more compromise

13   options, if possible.

14                      CHAIR DREW:  Mr. Livingston?

15                      MR. LIVINGSTON:  I think I might be

16   able to address some of that.  So I haven't looked at

17   the habitat connectivity study, itself -- other than

18   these data layers that have been provided to us -- in

19   some time.  It's based on existing habitat, so it'd be

20   shrubsteppe or interior grassland, shrublands.  And

21   then some of the species that they did modeling for

22   included Townsend's ground squirrels, badgers.  You

23   know, I can't -- I can't tell you all of them.  It

24   wasn't, in fact -- it was done before or right after

25   the pronghorn were reintroduced.  So it wasn't based on
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 1   pronghorn.  It was based on other species that are

 2   dependent upon having habitat connected on the ground

 3   for their -- their movement patterns.  So it's not just

 4   pronghorn.  This is a number of different species that

 5   they're looking at.

 6        There were a few -- some of the importance of this

 7   corridor habitat is, if you look at everything

 8   surrounding it, all the green is non-habitat.  What's

 9   remaining in the Horse Heaven Hill is, along the

10   ridgeline, you have that red corridor that goes up in

11   the northwest corner of the map that goes north to

12   south, and then you have this one band that goes right

13   through the middle of this project, way out, but then

14   connects to habitat further south.  Ultimately, there's

15   some connectivity that goes into Oregon.

16        And so there's this small band of habitat

17   remaining, connecting wildlife core habitat areas

18   across this -- this landscape.  So that's the -- that's

19   the importance of these areas for area species that

20   would -- that would use that.

21                      CHAIR DREW:  A question that I have.

22   And thank you for that.  Again, kind of getting back to

23   the disruptive nature if we're not -- let's say we

24   don't have solar arrays, we don't have BESS, but

25   there's temporary -- fewer -- significantly fewer, I
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 1   would say -- turbines in that area, and they have a

 2   wild- -- wildlife corridor plan.

 3        Can you put those options back up again, please?

 4   A, B, and C.

 5                      MR. GREENE:  Okay.

 6                      CHAIR DREW:  So --

 7                      MR. GREENE:  And I would like to --

 8                      CHAIR DREW:  -- excluded -- maybe B.

 9   If we looked at excluded from the high linkage corridor

10   area and combined with a corridor mitigation plan, is

11   that someplace we can get to?  Rather than the medium.

12        But you're looking at, Mike -- sorry.  I'm just

13   asking you again.

14                      MR. LIVINGSTON:  Yeah.  Chair, are

15   you asking for these primary components or secondary?

16                      CHAIR DREW:  Well, the primary

17   components -- you know, we're not -- they're not

18   planning, but we could say solar arrays and BESS, but

19   the turbines are the only ones.

20                      MR. LIVINGSTON:  Right.

21                      CHAIR DREW:  And if -- if so, that's

22   fine.  I just want to confirm, given Eli's question as

23   well.

24                      MR. LIVINGSTON:  Yeah, so it's hard

25   to track where -- what we agreed to with those red
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 1   turbine strings in that map at the beginning of the

 2   presentation to what we're talking about right now,

 3   whether there would be primary components -- turbines,

 4   specifically -- in that area or not.  I -- I don't

 5   recall.  It'd be best to keep the turbines out of

 6   there.  And from medium to the very high linkage

 7   corridors.  That would be my preference.

 8                      CHAIR DREW:  Okay.

 9                      MR. LEVITT:  And, Mike, when you say

10   best to keep them out, is this based on research that

11   WDFW has done about the porosity of wind turbines in

12   specific species that were -- were considered when

13   making the -- the wildlife corridor map?

14                      MR. LIVINGSTON:  It's -- it's a

15   combination, Eli, of remaining habitat, the species

16   that might exist there -- Townsend's ground squirrels,

17   for example -- those being a primary prey for

18   ferruginous hawks, and so their -- it -- you know,

19   their interest in foraging in those areas to obtain

20   for -- food for -- for themselves as well as their

21   young as they're raising them, so it's a combination.

22        These -- these habitat linkages are, you know, the

23   remaining habitat in an area that animals can use

24   either to live or to migrate through or to forage, and

25   so I have a concern because there's so little of it
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 1   left in that area that it's super important for all of

 2   the critters that are dependent upon the shrubsteppe

 3   habitat.

 4                      MR. LEVITT:  Okay.  Thank you.

 5   That's helpful for my understanding.

 6                      CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  Mr. Levitt,

 7   what's your thought at this point?

 8                      MR. LEVITT:  Yeah, I guess I can

 9   live with B or C.  I'll go with the -- go with the flow

10   of the Council.

11                      CHAIR DREW:  Any other comments from

12   Council members?

13        Thank you.

14        I think, Ms. Brewster.

15                      MS. BREWSTER:  Yeah.  I was just

16   going to say Councilman Livingston's comments are very

17   helpful.  So for the primary components, I guess I -- I

18   will agree with C.  I think if B could be a possible

19   compromise.  But I'm going to defer to WDFW's opinion

20   on that.

21                      CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.

22        So I will say let's then move on with C.

23                      MR. GREENE:  Okay.  Thank you.

24        Then the next question is the same question but

25   essentially for secondary project components, which
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 1   includes things like roads, substations, transmission

 2   lines.  So should these secondary components be allowed

 3   within corridors with the corridor mitigation plan,

 4   which was the FEIS version, excluded from high to very

 5   high linkage corridors, which is the current version

 6   based on the previous Council meeting, or further

 7   excluded from medium to very high linkage corridors as

 8   well?

 9                      CHAIR DREW:  Mr. Young.

10                      MR. YOUNG:  Could we go back and

11   look at the language from December 20?  Because I think

12   there was a last sentence that was -- that was not read

13   here this afternoon about the applicant could site

14   secondary components in the medium linkage if they

15   produced the rationale that satisfied EFSEC.

16        Is that incorporated into Option C for the

17   secondary components?

18                      MR. GREENE:  For secondary

19   components, the current version is Option B, which

20   excludes them from high to very high but would allow

21   secondary components within medium modeled corridor

22   linkage with this corridor mitigation plan.  That was

23   based on -- pardon me.  That was based on the

24   discussion from the previous Council meeting.

25                      MR. YOUNG:  Could you flip back to
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 1   the options again?

 2                      MR. GREENE:  Yes.

 3                      MR. YOUNG:  That seems to be like a

 4   modified -- a modified B.  Because our discussions

 5   on -- if I got this right, our discussions on December

 6   20th did not take it so far as to completely exclude

 7   secondary components from medium.

 8                      MR. GREENE:  Yes.  And --

 9                      MR. YOUNG:  Is that correct?

10                      MR. GREENE:  That is correct.  And

11   this -- this version shown here, the current version is

12   B, which does not exclude secondary components from

13   medium.  It just would --

14                      MR. YOUNG:  Well, but it puts -- it

15   puts a condition on putting them in medium, as they

16   would have to meet the corridor mitigation plan, and

17   the rationale would have to be presented to EFSEC.

18   It's not just open season on -- on medium areas

19   under -- under what we talked about on the 20th.

20                      MR. GREENE:  Okay.

21                      MR. YOUNG:  Correct?

22                      MR. GREENE:  And --

23                      MR. YOUNG:  I want to make sure I'm

24   correct.

25                      MR. GREENE:  Yes.
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 1                      MR. YOUNG:  I hope I said that

 2   right.

 3                      MR. GREENE:  Yes.  With the current

 4   version, based on our understanding of the previous

 5   Council discussion, secondary components in medium

 6   linkage areas would still need to be presented to EFSEC

 7   with a corridor mitigation plan included.

 8        If there is a desire to remove that stipulation

 9   and allow secondary components to be sited within

10   medium corridor linkage without a mitigation plan, that

11   can be incorporated into this -- this measure, if

12   that's the Council's desire.

13                      MR. YOUNG:  I think that's the way

14   that B is written right now.  And so B does not really

15   reflect the totality of where we landed on secondary

16   components on December 20th.  B -- B should have

17   additional language about siting in medium is

18   predicated upon an approval by EFSEC and a corridor

19   mitigation plan.

20                      MR. GREENE:  Yes.

21                      MR. HENDERSON:  I don't think

22   there's any disagreement about the current ver- -- what

23   the current version is, just how it's being described

24   here in B.  It's inadequately --

25                      MR. YOUNG:  Yeah.
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 1                      MR. HENDERSON:  -- described here in

 2   B.

 3                      MR. YOUNG:  That's right.

 4                      MR. GREENE:  Yes.

 5                      MR. YOUNG:  Yeah.

 6                      MR. GREENE:  I agree with that.  I

 7   used abbreviated text just for this question, but

 8   the -- the essence of Option B here is the full text of

 9   that current version based on the 12/20 meeting that --

10   that was shown earlier.  I should have added more

11   descriptive text to this answer.

12                      MR. YOUNG:  Thank you for that

13   clarification.  And with that clarification, I can

14   support Option B for the secondary components.

15                      CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  Other comments?

16        So this is the secondary components, the

17   transmission lines.

18        Can you show us again -- let's see the map.  Which

19   one?

20        So -- and then you had another one with open --

21                      MR. GREENE:  Yes.

22                      CHAIR DREW:  So essentially not --

23   go ahead and describe what this is again.

24                      MR. GREENE:  Sure.  So the -- the

25   empty spaces that you see, the -- the small empty
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 1   spaces in this transmission line here and then the

 2   larger square incorporates all areas of high linkage.

 3   So no components, primary or secondary, would be

 4   allowed in those areas, and that's why in this visual

 5   aid, those areas have been erased of project

 6   components.

 7        As currently designed, the project's primary

 8   transmission line does go through this -- I think it

 9   might be shown on -- yes.  The primary transmission

10   line does go through this high linkage area throughout

11   much of that -- that central corridor and then patches

12   through high linkage area twice in this -- this upper

13   corridor here.

14        So for secondary components, that would be the --

15   the primary effect of this mitigation being imposed,

16   that the primary transmission line would have to be

17   redesigned to be located, for this main corridor,

18   farther north, and for this -- this northwestern

19   corridor, likely farther west.

20                      CHAIR DREW:  Mr. Livingston.

21                      MR. LIVINGSTON:  Sean, do we -- do

22   you know what the size of the transmission line will

23   be, kV?

24                      MR. GREENE:  Not off the top of my

25   head.  I want to say 230 kilovolt.  I'm not sure if
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 1   that's correct, though.

 2                      MR. LIVINGSTON:  And there would

 3   likely be a road associated with it, gravel road, or do

 4   we know?

 5                      MR. GREENE:  I don't know if there

 6   is a road associated with the transmission line

 7   throughout this extent, but there are project roads

 8   that cross much of the project area, so they would be

 9   affected by exclusion from high linkage corridors as

10   well.

11                      MR. LIVINGSTON:  Yeah, I just wonder

12   if there's possibilities of associating these with

13   existing roads and other lines that are already out

14   there.  We don't -- I don't have a sense of that or if

15   we're talking about uninterrupted habitat having a

16   brand-new transmission line and a road going through

17   it.

18                      CHAIR DREW:  Is there a possibility

19   that, from what you say, we could say that -- let me

20   think -- that it would be excluded from high -- can you

21   take the lang- -- bring the language back up for me?

22        Thank you.

23        Secondary project components should be excluded

24   from high and very high linkage corridors unless there

25   is existing infras- -- then it's following existing
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 1   infrastructure and it's -- comes with the corridor

 2   mitigation plan and through the staff?  I'm trying to

 3   figure out a pathway where that can be considered.

 4        Ms. Brewster.

 5                      MS. BREWSTER:  Yeah.  I just want to

 6   voice my support for preserving the corridor areas and

 7   then voice a concern with the reality of moving

 8   transmission corridors.  I -- I don't know how easy

 9   that is to redesign and if that is the type of thing

10   that makes a project like this infeasible.  So I don't

11   know if staff could provide more information on that or

12   could be acquired.

13                      MS. BUMPUS:  Chair Drew, this is

14   Sonia Bumpus, if I may.

15                      CHAIR DREW:  Go ahead.

16                      MS. BUMPUS:  I was just going to

17   mention as I was listening to the deliberation that the

18   FEIS did consider the impacts to these corridors and

19   the wildlife and the habitat, and -- and so I think

20   that the corridor mitigation plan, that mitigation that

21   came in through the FEIS is good mitigation here.  So I

22   just wanted to -- to make that comment.

23        And part of that too is just to say that, for the

24   secondary components, I think that there -- there would

25   be some -- some very -- very real consequences to the
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 1   project design if it goes -- if we start to go outside

 2   of the proposed mitigation measure in the FEIS, such --

 3   such that we may even see just the -- the totality of

 4   the project amended.

 5        And so I just wanted to -- to make that comment,

 6   just hearing that some of the Council members were --

 7   were wondering about that.

 8                      CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.

 9        Other comments?

10        I think we're -- I have a view that we may -- and

11   maybe that's not correct -- we may be a bit conflicted

12   on an absolute exclusion even in the high linkage

13   corridors for the secondary movement.

14        Can we -- I guess I'm going to have to ask for a

15   vote on this.

16                      MR. LEVITT:  Before a vote, may I

17   ask a clarification question?

18                      CHAIR DREW:  Yes.

19                      MR. LEVITT:  I'm sorry if I missed

20   this.  Is it possible that some of these are a little

21   hybrid, like you could do B and there would be a

22   corridor mitigation plan?

23                      CHAIR DREW:  I think the problem

24   comes from it be- -- the exclusion being in the high

25   linkage corridor according to this map.  Because we've
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 1   heard that the current design has transmission lines

 2   that go through the area identified on the map as a

 3   high linkage corridor.

 4        Again, I would say that it is disturbance.  It may

 5   already be disturbed.  We don't know that from looking

 6   at the map that we have in front of us.  So I think

 7   that presents us with a -- a challenge.

 8        Go ahead.  Somebody else.

 9        Mr. Livingston.

10                      MR. LIVINGSTON:  Thank you.

11        Even though we don't know what's underneath these

12   colors on the ground and the ability to colocate some

13   of this infrastructure with existing infrastructure,

14   which is a best management practice if you can do that,

15   can we stall on this one -- hate to say that, but give

16   us a little bit of time, give us some information so

17   that we know what this looks like on the ground?

18   Otherwise, with the information I have, I'm going to be

19   conservative in my vote.

20                      CHAIR DREW:  So can we say perhaps

21   that if it's colocated with existing roads and

22   infrastructure, then it would be a conversation in a

23   mitigation plan?

24                      MR. LIVINGSTON:  And if that's not

25   possible, what do we do then?

0069

 1                      MS. BUMPUS:  Yeah, I would propose

 2   that, you know -- this is Sonia Bumpus.  I propose at

 3   that point, you still have your corridor mitigation

 4   plan, which -- which was proposed in the FEIS.

 5                      CHAIR DREW:  I hear -- I hear

 6   concern.  I don't know that we -- I mean, I don't know

 7   how much more information we could get on this going

 8   forward.  We are deep into the details, so I am going

 9   to go ahead and ask for a vote of -- Mr. Greene, go

10   ahead.

11                      MR. GREENE:  Yes.  I just wanted to

12   say that if it is the Council's desire to see a version

13   of B, so excluding from high to very high linkage

14   corridors for secondary components but allowing them

15   within medium or, and then the modification would be,

16   when colocated with existing infrastructure, that is a

17   version of this mitigation that we could write up.

18                      CHAIR DREW:  How does that sound to

19   Council members?

20                      MR. LEVITT:  I'm interested in that.

21                      CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  Mr. Young.

22                      MR. YOUNG:  I'd -- I'd like to have

23   that clarified once more and repeated.

24                      MR. GREENE:  Sure.  So secondary

25   components would be allowed in medium or below habitat
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 1   linkage corridors with the habitat mitiga- -- or

 2   sorry -- corridor mitigation plan and then only allowed

 3   in high to very high linkage corridors when colocated

 4   with existing infrastructure and, again, accompanied by

 5   a corridor mitigation plan.

 6                      MR. YOUNG:  Thank you for the

 7   clarification, but I do not support that.

 8                      CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  I will call for

 9   a vote on the version just described by Mr. Greene:

10   Secondary project components allowed in medium to high

11   linkage -- and I might --

12                      MR. GREENE:  Sorry.  It's medium --

13                      CHAIR DREW:  Say it again, please.

14                      MR. GREENE:  Yes.  Of course.

15        Secondary components would be allowed in medium

16   and below when accompanied by a corridor mitigation

17   plan, and then excluded from high to very high unless

18   colocated with existing infrastructure and, again,

19   accompanied by a corridor mitigation plan.

20                      CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  All those in

21   favor, please say "aye," or raise your hands.

22        Okay.

23        All those opposed.

24        Okay.

25                      MR. YOUNG:  Lenny Young votes "no."

0071

 1                      CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.

 2                      UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  Voted for it.

 3                      UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  Oh, you did.

 4   I just didn't see --

 5                      MR. YOUNG:  No, I --

 6                      CHAIR DREW:  So we will --

 7                      MR. YOUNG:  I did not -- did not

 8   vote for it.  The hand -- the hands from --

 9                      CHAIR DREW:  Right.

10                      MR. YOUNG:  -- the first vote were

11   not taken down when I raised my hand.

12                      CHAIR DREW:  Yes, I saw that.

13        Mr. Young voted "no."

14        It is approved.  Thank you, everybody.

15        Let's move on to the next question.

16                      MR. GREENE:  Okay.  Thank you.

17        The next is Species 5, which is the

18   species-specific mitigation for the ferruginous hawk.

19   There are several slides of this.  The original text is

20   on the left from the FEIS.  The amended text is on the

21   right, current to the previous Council meeting.

22        The original version would only -- only allow

23   project components to be sited within two miles -- a

24   two-mile radius of an existing -- or a documented

25   ferruginous hawk nest, if the applicant were able to
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 1   prove to EFSEC and the -- PTAG that the nest was not

 2   active, that there was no viable habitat in the area,

 3   and they had produced a species-specific mitigation and

 4   monitoring plan.

 5        As a result of previous Council deliberations,

 6   this measure has been amended to exclude all primary

 7   project components from that two-mile radius of any

 8   identified nest but potentially allow for secondary

 9   components based on those initial restrictions:  Again,

10   proving that the nest is not active, there is no viable

11   habitat, and they have produced a species-specific

12   mitigation and monitoring plan.

13        And that is the text throughout.  Essentially just

14   reflect that change.  And also based on Council

15   direction, staff -- EFSEC staff reached out to WDFW

16   staff on whether there was an indica- -- or a belief

17   that there were any project components that could be

18   sited within two miles of a documented nest that would

19   not have adverse effects on the ferruginous hawk, and

20   WDFW staff indicated that there are no project

21   components that could be sited within that two-mile

22   radius without having adverse impacts.  So all project

23   components would have an adverse impact.

24        And this is, again, the visual aid figure.  The

25   areas with the red-shaded corridors are the existing
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 1   proposed micro-siting corridors that, with the current

 2   version of Species 5, would not be allowed to site any

 3   turbines or other project -- primary project

 4   components, such as solar arrays and battery substa- --

 5   battery stations.

 6        The clear-colored corridors are areas outside of

 7   those two-mile radii and would be allowed to site

 8   project components normally.  So the areas that would

 9   be included within this exclusion area, so the two-mile

10   radius of all identified nests, would include 116

11   Option 1 turbines or 73 Option 2 turbines.  It would

12   include the entirety of the east solar siting area.  It

13   would include three proposed substation locations and

14   significant portions of the primary transmission line.

15        So the question for the Council.  Again, this is a

16   two-part question.  The first is regarding just primary

17   project components, so turbines, solar arrays, and

18   battery substations.  Should those primary project

19   components be allowed within two miles of a documented

20   ferruginous hawk nest only when the applicant can

21   demonstrate that the nest is inactive, no viable

22   foraging habitat is present, and the applicant produces

23   a mitigation and management plan specific to that

24   species, which was the version of this measure included

25   in the FEIS.
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 1        Option B would exclude all primary project

 2   components within a half mile of documented nests,

 3   which is the existing WDFW seasonal buffer, and which

 4   essentially make that permanent for all project

 5   components.  And then for any primary project

 6   components within a half mile to two miles of a nest,

 7   the original Species 5 would again apply, so project

 8   components would be allowed if the applicant can meet

 9   those -- those requirements.

10        And then the third version here is what was

11   proposed at the last Council meeting, which is that all

12   primary project components are excluded from areas

13   within two miles of a documented ferruginous hawk nest.

14                      CHAIR DREW:  Question for you:  Are

15   all -- based on our earlier map of the areas identified

16   by red turbines and the multiple compounding impacts

17   that those turbines have that we discussed earlier,

18   removing those turbines in those areas, does that

19   remove all turbines within the two miles of a

20   documented ferruginous hawk nest?

21                      MR. GREENE:  I -- I would say every

22   red-colored turbine in that first figure is not only

23   red because it was in -- it is within two miles of a

24   nest, but all red turbines on that figure are within a

25   two -- two-mile radius --
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 1                      CHAIR DREW:  And there --

 2                      MR. GREENE:  -- of a nest.

 3                      CHAIR DREW:  -- are no others...

 4                      MR. GREENE:  There are no other red

 5   turbines that are outside of --

 6                      CHAIR DREW:  There are no --

 7                      MR. GREENE:  -- a two-mile radius --

 8                      CHAIR DREW:  -- turbines that are --

 9                      MR. GREENE:  -- of a nest.

10                      CHAIR DREW:  Yeah.  Okay.

11        So I want to start from that question, because I

12   want us to seriously consider the solar arrays and BESS

13   if they are in the same category of creating impacts to

14   the ferruginous hawk foraging area, which is what I

15   focused on by the new mitigation measure that we talked

16   about earlier.

17        In my opinion, I think it is the turbines that are

18   the most impact, and it's also the elimination of

19   existing priority habitat.  But if what we are doing is

20   putting solar arrays within those two miles of the

21   nests on agricultural already disturbed property, I

22   guess my view is it should be perhaps just the turbines

23   that are eliminated in the two-mile ferruginous hawk

24   zone.

25        So comments on that.
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 1        Mr. Livingston.

 2                      MR. LIVINGSTON:  Yeah, I'm still --

 3   I'm still supporting C, which would exclude all primary

 4   compo- -- project components.  And if that would

 5   include solar, then I would -- I would be supporting

 6   that still.

 7                      CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  Mr. Young.

 8                      MR. YOUNG:  Yeah, I agree with

 9   Mr. Livingston, and I -- I support Option C.

10                      CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  Others?

11                      MR. LEVITT:  I think I might need a

12   review of the map again, because I was a little

13   confused by that explanation, but I think I do not

14   support C.

15                      CHAIR DREW:  Okay.

16                      MR. GREENE:  Can you clarify which

17   map you would like to see again?

18                      MR. LEVITT:  Sorry.  The one you

19   went over where you were saying clear -- clear

20   sections.  It was just before --

21                      MR. GREENE:  Yes.

22                      MR. LEVITT:  -- we got -- yeah.

23                      MR. GREENE:  Yeah.  So the red-

24   shaded sections are sections of the micro-si- -- the

25   wind micro-siting corridor where turbines would no
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 1   longer be allowed under the current form of the

 2   mitigation, so they are within two miles of a

 3   documented nest.  The clear are areas outside of that

 4   two-mile buffer.  So wind turbines would be allowed to

 5   be sited normally.

 6                      MR. LEVITT:  And green is to be

 7   sited normally?

 8                      MR. GREENE:  Yes, green are the

 9   actual currently proposed locations of turbines.

10                      MR. LEVITT:  And solar fields,

11   like -- there's solar fields on the west, and they're

12   demarcated by cross lines?

13                      MR. GREENE:  Yes, they are.  And

14   they are with -- they are outside of that two-mile

15   radius of any identified nest.  The east solar array,

16   which is not shown on this map because it -- it was

17   excluded for a number of mitigation reasons, would be

18   fully within a two-mile radius of a nest.

19                      MR. LEVITT:  Do you show it with

20   your cursor approximately where you --

21                      MR. GREENE:  Yes.  It's -- it's

22   right -- well, it's -- it's right here mostly actually.

23                      MR. LEVITT:  Okay.  Thank you.

24                      CHAIR DREW:  Other comments from

25   Council members?
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 1                      MR. LEVITT:  Mr. Greene, if we were

 2   to go with C, would the applicant have the option of

 3   trying to adjust where the -- where that solar station

 4   is?

 5                      MR. GREENE:  Likely not for the

 6   solar array, just because there's a lot involved with

 7   the -- the siting of project components and the only

 8   areas where full -- a full complement of surveys had

 9   been performed are the current cross-hatched solar

10   arrays or those corridors, the -- the micro-siting

11   corridors.  So they could identify a different site and

12   propose that.  It would require more collection of data

13   and analysis.

14                      CHAIR DREW:  Probably an amendment.

15                      MR. GREENE:  Yes.

16                      MR. LEVITT:  And the reason they

17   probably have two sets is one is connected to one side

18   of the project, and another is connected to different

19   parts of the project; is that correct?

20   Infrastructure-wise?

21                      MR. GREENE:  The primary

22   transmission line does connect the eastern part of the

23   project to the western part, but there are substations

24   located on both sides.  So I would imagine that each

25   solar array connects to different substations as
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 1   currently proposed.

 2                      MR. LEVITT:  Okay.  Thank you.

 3                      CHAIR DREW:  Any other comments?

 4        We will take a vote.  The vote will be whether or

 5   not the primary project components, all of them --

 6   turbines, solar arrays, and BESS -- should be excluded

 7   from all areas within two miles of a documented

 8   ferruginous hawk nest.

 9        So we're voting on C.  And all those in favor,

10   raise hands.

11        All those opposed.

12        Put your hands down.

13        All those opposed.

14        So we will be -- okay.  So what are we moving

15   forward with, then?

16        Ms. Brewster.

17                      MS. BREWSTER:  Yeah, I guess maybe a

18   bit more discussion about a compromise like B.  I'm in

19   favor of excluding -- I guess my concern is maybe the

20   east solar array and its -- how it's affected,

21   considering the discussion we had earlier about the

22   east solar array and the habitat types.

23        So I guess I am in favor of the two-mile hard

24   boundary for most things, but I think I have a question

25   about that east solar array.
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 1                      CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  And your

 2   question on the east solar array is...?

 3                      MS. BREWSTER:  Well, I guess not so

 4   much a question as not -- I guess I am just not a -- I

 5   haven't had a chance to think about that east solar

 6   array and its effects and how it is affected by the

 7   two-mile boundaries and especially around the historic

 8   nests that may be demonstrated as not viable.

 9                      CHAIR DREW:  Okay.

10                      MS. BREWSTER:  So that's where --

11   why I'm waffling a little bit.

12                      CHAIR DREW:  Okay.

13        Mr. Levitt.

14                      MR. LEVITT:  Yeah, I guess I have a

15   question for Mr. Greene, Mr. Livingston, or other EFSEC

16   staff with expertise.  But I guess I'm curious if there

17   is a best management practice that has been in place in

18   Washington or more widely in Western states for -- for

19   these specific questions, half mile or two miles.

20   Like, do most states do B?  Do most states do C?  Et

21   cetera.

22                      MR. GREENE:  I would say, in most

23   existing cases, ferruginous hawk nests are not

24   necessarily provided a buffer from development.  This

25   was proposed in this case because this species is --

0081

 1   their population levels are very fragile in this area,

 2   and there's a -- a significant threat to their

 3   continued existence in the area both as a result of

 4   direct mortality and loss of foraging habitat.

 5        The two-mile buffer was arrived at through

 6   discussions with WDFW staff as an indication of the

 7   general home range of ferruginous hawks from their

 8   nests, and that was their guidance on the desired

 9   buffer that WDFW staff would like to see implemented

10   for all project components.

11        The -- the Option B here that EFSEC staff

12   developed as a potential option for discussion was

13   arrived at by using the existing WDFW seasonal buffers

14   for project -- for work activities for active

15   ferruginous hawk nests, which is half a mile, and

16   considering a case where that half-mile seasonal buffer

17   is made permanent for all project components and no

18   siting would be done in that area with the remaining

19   1.5-mile radius of the home range being covered by the

20   existing restrictions within the FEIS version of this

21   measure, which is, again, the inactive nest, nonviable

22   habitat, and a mitigation and monitoring and management

23   plan.

24                      CHAIR DREW:  So would an option be

25   that we would not allow -- which I think we've already
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 1   done, but just to be sure -- turbines to be constructed

 2   within the two-mile documented ferruginous hawk nest

 3   but would allow solar arrays or BESS -- I don't even

 4   know that I want to go to the demonstrating that a nest

 5   is inactive, I guess.

 6                      MS. BUMPUS:  Chair Drew, this is --

 7                      CHAIR DREW:  Yes.

 8                      MS. BUMPUS:  -- Sonia Bumpus.

 9        I was just going to mention, you know, as I'm

10   listening here, that the Council talked about

11   eliminating the red turbines, which are also turbines

12   within this two-mile --

13                      CHAIR DREW:  Right.

14                      MS. BUMPUS:  -- buffer.  So I wonder

15   if maybe it makes more sense to look at this question

16   as just about solar arrays and BESS.

17                      CHAIR DREW:  Yes.

18                      MS. BUMPUS:  And then the other

19   thing I was just going to mention is that I think that

20   the removal of the red turbines that is being

21   contemplated, it was noted that this was about

22   compounding impacts, getting at reducing but not able

23   to eliminate multiple different kinds of impacts:

24   Visual, so on; avian impacts, these kinds of things.

25   So I don't know.  I think maybe removing turbines from
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 1   this and just thinking about it in terms of solar

 2   arrays and BESS, particularly if the Council's leaning

 3   towards removal of the red turbines.

 4                      CHAIR DREW:  I think that's what

 5   I'm -- exactly what I'm trying to get to here.

 6        And what would we -- what --

 7                      MR. GREENE:  So I -- I guess --

 8                      CHAIR DREW:  Go ahead.

 9                      MR. GREENE:  -- the -- the version

10   that I think you're discussing would exclude wind

11   turbines from within a two-mile buffer of any

12   documented nest.  And for solar arrays and BESSes, the

13   question is whether you would like to see the existing

14   restrictions from the FEIS version of this measure

15   required for siting those components or allow those

16   components to be sited free of those restrictions.

17                      CHAIR DREW:  I guess my preference

18   would be to allow the -- those -- that

19   infrastructure -- or that -- those primary project

20   components to be included or allowed and not -- I guess

21   the -- that would be my preference.  With the exclusion

22   we've already done for the solar arrays on the priority

23   habitat areas.

24                      MR. GREENE:  Yes.  In either of

25   those versions I just mentioned, the mitigation
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 1   management plan, I assume, would stay.  That's --

 2                      CHAIR DREW:  Yes.

 3                      MR. GREENE:  That's pretty standard

 4   for all of our species mitigation.

 5                      CHAIR DREW:  Yes.

 6        What are views of Council members?

 7        Mr. Levitt?

 8                      MR. LEVITT:  I guess I think that

 9   can be persuaded.  But B, to me, still sounds more

10   appealing than A or C.

11                      CHAIR DREW:  Say that again.  It

12   sounds more...?

13                      MR. LEVITT:  Appealing.

14                      CHAIR DREW:  Oh.  Okay.

15        I -- again, I come back to:  Requiring the work to

16   be done for solars or BESS, I think, is -- is not the

17   same as looking at the nests in the context of the

18   impact from a turbine.  So I would not have the

19   mitigation on those two project components.

20        That's what I'll propose:  That the Species 5, we

21   still want a mitigation plan, but the solar arrays and

22   the BESS can be included with the species management

23   plan.

24        Does that make sense?

25        Ms. Brewster.
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 1                      MS. BREWSTER:  Yeah, just -- so to

 2   clarify, you're leaning towards the Option A, so there

 3   would be no restriction such as the half-mile seasonal

 4   buffer around a nest site; is that correct?

 5                      CHAIR DREW:  Yes.  Already -- I

 6   mean, we can keep the exclusion of the turbines within

 7   that area, which we are also looking at another way,

 8   but I think we should also keep it in here.

 9        So it would be that the turbines would not be --

10   would be excluded from all areas, but solars and BESS

11   would be allowed.

12        Any discussion?

13                      MS. BREWSTER:  I think I would be

14   inclined to lean towards B.  That still leaves some

15   buffer around an area that, as was discussed by the

16   Fish and Wildlife expert, that the nests are

17   generally -- nest sites can be close together and used,

18   so I feel like that would leave a little leeway without

19   entirely excluding --

20                      CHAIR DREW:  Okay.

21                      MS. BREWSTER:  -- infrastructure

22   there.

23                      CHAIR DREW:  I could do that.

24   Let's -- my -- okay.  If the applicant would want to

25   build in that area, then they would need to demonstrate
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 1   that the nest is inactive or that no viable foraging

 2   habitat is present and produce a mitigation and

 3   management plan.

 4        Okay?  More discussion on that?

 5                      MR. LEVITT:  This is Eli,

 6   Mr. Greene.  So we -- we have a threshold for the

 7   applicant to be able to prove whether a nest is active

 8   or inactive, right?  If it's not used for, like, two or

 9   three years or something, it's inactive; is that

10   correct?  Or maybe it is --

11                      MR. GREENE:  Yeah, the -- the exact

12   methodology for determining whether a nest is active

13   and whether the habitat is viable is something that

14   would be developed through conversations with us, the

15   applicant, WDFW, through the PTAG.

16        The applicant has proposed a number of measures

17   for how to -- to reach those determinations, but we

18   haven't really considered them at this point, because

19   we are waiting for final determination on this measure

20   and the incorporation of the PTAG.

21                      MR. LEVITT:  Okay.  Thank you.

22                      CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  So this vote is

23   on excluding turbines from all areas within two miles

24   and allowing solar arrays and BESS on B.

25        Ms. Osborne.
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 1                      MS. OSBORNE:  Sorry, Chair Drew.  I

 2   just was being a little bit ahead.

 3                      CHAIR DREW:  Ahead of the question.

 4                      MS. OSBORNE:  Yep.  Sorry about

 5   that.

 6                      CHAIR DREW:  That's okay.

 7        So is that clear?  We would exclude turbines in

 8   the two-mile, and the solar arrays and BESS would be

 9   excluded from all areas within a half mile of a

10   documented nest, but allow the half mile to two miles

11   of a documented hawk nest for solar arrays and BESS if

12   the applicant can demonstrate that the nest is

13   inactive, no viable foraging habitat is present,

14   produces a mitigation plan.

15        Okay.  All those in favor, raise your hands.

16        All those opposed.

17        Okay.  It is four to two.  So that is moving

18   forward.

19                      MR. LEVITT:  Chair Drew, clarifying

20   question for that vote.

21        I thought at one point --

22                      CHAIR DREW:  Yes.

23                      MR. LEVITT:  -- Director Bumpus

24   suggested we not think about the turbines in this vote.

25   So you did include the turbines, correct?
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 1                      CHAIR DREW:  I did, because it's,

 2   for me, a double safety, if you will, to say here

 3   they're excluded, so there's no question about that

 4   they would be excluded in the two-mile area.  But

 5   they're also ones we're planning to exclude anyway.

 6                      MR. LEVITT:  Okay.

 7                      MR. GREENE:  I would also say, in

 8   the interest of staff actually implementing these

 9   measures, having that two-mile buffer defined here is

10   very helpful because we are excluding not just

11   individual turbine locations; we are excluding sections

12   of the micro-siting corridor so that turbines aren't

13   just moved the two feet and suddenly are allowed again.

14                      CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  Thank you,

15   everybody.  We'll move on to the next one.

16                      MR. GREENE:  And the next question

17   is this same topic again but for secondary components.

18   I'm sorry.  That's -- whoops.  That's a typo.  Option 3

19   is not the current version for this.

20        For secondary components, the version in the FEIS

21   is also the version that Council was considering at the

22   previous meeting, which is that secondary components,

23   such as roads, substations, and transmission lines,

24   would be allowed within two miles of a documented nest

25   only when the applicant can demonstrate that the nest
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 1   is inactive, no viable foraging habitat is present, and

 2   produces a mitigation and management plan.

 3                      CHAIR DREW:  Mr. Young.

 4                      MR. YOUNG:  Could you flip back to

 5   the notes from our December 20 meeting as far as the

 6   secondary components?

 7                      MR. GREENE:  Did you mean, like, the

 8   actual text of it?

 9                      MR. YOUNG:  Yes.

10        Thank you.

11                      MR. GREENE:  What the edit

12   essentially did was change the beginning of this

13   measure to fully exclude primary components within that

14   two-mile buffer, which will now change as a result of

15   the previous vote, and then make the rest of Species 5

16   as written only apply to secondary components.

17        So the rest of the text is essentially the same as

18   the FEIS version of Species 5.

19                      CHAIR DREW:  And that's the original

20   that's on the left, is the FEIS version, which would --

21   so maybe to make this easy for everyone, it is the same

22   as the FEIS version.

23        All those in favor of maintaining that as we

24   described on 12/20/23, raise your hand.

25        I'll ask for discussion.
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 1        Is there any other discussion?

 2                      MR. YOUNG:  Yeah.  Could we --

 3                      CHAIR DREW:  I should --

 4                      MR. YOUNG:  Could we flip back to

 5   the questions?  I'm still trying to cross-reference the

 6   questions back --

 7                      CHAIR DREW:  Yeah.

 8                      MR. YOUNG:  -- to the -- the notes.

 9                      CHAIR DREW:  My apologies.

10                      MR. YOUNG:  So this is for secondary

11   components.

12                      MR. GREENE:  Correct.

13                      MR. YOUNG:  And is it that Option A

14   is -- is what is consistent with both the FEIS and

15   December 20?

16                      CHAIR DREW:  Yes.

17                      MR. GREENE:  Correct.

18                      MR. YOUNG:  And that's what the --

19   the vote is being called for, is who supports A.

20                      CHAIR DREW:  Yes.  Yes.

21                      MR. YOUNG:  Because of that

22   consistency?

23                      CHAIR DREW:  Yes.

24                      MR. YOUNG:  Is that correct?

25        Thanks for the clarification.
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 1                      CHAIR DREW:  Yeah.

 2        So we're going to vote on A.

 3        All those in favor of A.  Unless there's further

 4   discussion.

 5        Sorry.  Okay.

 6        All those in favor of A, raise your hand.

 7        Okay.  Thank you.

 8                      MR. GREENE:  Okay.  The next and, I

 9   believe, final exclusion measure for today's meeting is

10   a new measure that we entitled Cultural Resources 3,

11   which is a desire that was discussed by the Council at

12   the previous meeting to eliminate -- or exclude all

13   project components from areas east of the boundaries of

14   Straub Canyon to reduce the project impacts to identify

15   TCPs.

16        And this is what the project would look like

17   with -- Straub Canyon doesn't fully bisect the project

18   area, so staff drew a line in the -- the direction of

19   travel of the canyon from it -- its final extent and

20   kind of extended that through the project area so that

21   we would have a line of demarcation.  But this is what

22   the project would look like with the incorporation of

23   that measure.

24        And then the question is fairly straightforward,

25   is just:  Should all project components be allowed east
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 1   of Straub Canyon, which is the FEIS version, or

 2   excluded from the areas east of Straub Canyon, which is

 3   the proposed version.

 4                      CHAIR DREW:  Mr. Young.

 5                      MR. YOUNG:  So could you flip back

 6   to the map?  I had a question about the -- down at the

 7   extreme southeast tip of -- of the project area here,

 8   there's, like, a red-shaded corridor.  Is that --

 9   that's -- is that an area where we've already for other

10   reasons excluded turbines?

11                      MR. GREENE:  You mean this area

12   here?

13                      MR. YOUNG:  No.  Up near, like, what

14   the new project area would be.  Yeah, right up there.

15                      MR. GREENE:  Yeah.  Okay.  Yes.  I'm

16   sorry.  The -- just the way that we develop these

17   figures, these red-shaded corridors are areas that are

18   within two miles of a ferruginous hawk nest, so they

19   would be excluded by Species 5 for primary project

20   components.

21                      MR. YOUNG:  Thank you.

22        And I do advocate for this option.  I -- I think

23   we would eliminate a large portion of the unmitigable

24   high, high impacts to traditional cultural properties.

25   And so much of what is in the area that would be
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 1   eliminated under this option would also resolve

 2   multiple other concerns that we've had with ferruginous

 3   hawk, with wildlife movement corridors, with visual

 4   impacts from the more developed areas off to the east,

 5   with connectivity.  So many things.  But the dominant

 6   driver for this for me is to address the significant

 7   unmitigable impacts to traditional cultural properties,

 8   and I do support this.

 9                      CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  Thank you.

10        Other comments?

11                      MR. LEVITT:  This is Eli.  I guess I

12   would offer up that, you know, we've done our best as a

13   Council to mitigate environmental impacts, especially

14   wildlife.  And the cultural impacts are challenging, to

15   say the least.  But because we've had such a strong

16   focus on wildlife, I think that actually ends up

17   helping with -- just saying at a very high level,

18   helping with TCP issues presented by some interested

19   parties.

20        So I don't know.  The demarcation of Straub

21   Canyon, to me, seems arbitrary and pulled out -- pulled

22   out of our pocket, so I guess I just -- I can't support

23   the proposal as is.

24                      CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.

25        Other comments?

0094

 1        I will say that I respect and understand,

 2   Mr. Young, your reason for putting this forward.  I

 3   would say that there are project components in

 4   different -- in areas to the east that don't have the

 5   same multiple compounding impacts as the ones we talked

 6   about earlier.  And those would be eliminated in this

 7   proposal.

 8        And I do know and understand that the entire

 9   project does impact traditional cultural properties,

10   and we are considering that information along with the

11   environmental, but we also have to consider our

12   responsibility to support clean energy development as

13   well, and it's a difficult balancing to do.  But in

14   order to maintain ability for more of the project to

15   move forward for that clean energy, I would not support

16   eliminating all of the project to the east.

17        Mr. Livingston.

18                      MR. LIVINGSTON:  I always end up

19   having more questions than I have answers.  But, you

20   know, it would be -- it would be helpful for me to know

21   what the -- what would the project's ability -- how

22   much megawatts can they produce with this, this

23   proposal; how many turbines are we talking that would

24   be built; what's the -- what does that look like.  I

25   mean, it is a very different project than what was
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 1   originally proposed, and we also have the other -- all

 2   the other mitigation and avoidance measures that we've

 3   taken have changed the project significantly anyway.

 4        I -- I want to support this, this effort, because

 5   it -- it's a large project with two solar arrays and a

 6   number of turbines in the string.  I also know that the

 7   company designed it to include that giant 25-mile-long

 8   corridor, which there's multiple issues with that, of

 9   course.

10        But seeing what this -- the output of this, and

11   truly is it not viable?  Yeah, it's not viable to what

12   they built or originally designed for, but it -- could

13   this be a project in itself?  I believe it could.  So

14   I'm -- I'm supportive of it.

15                      CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  Thank you.

16        Other --

17                      MR. YOUNG:  I would -- I would --

18                      CHAIR DREW:  -- Council members?

19                      MR. YOUNG:  Sorry, Chair Drew.  I

20   didn't raise my hand.  But I -- I would refer my fellow

21   Council members to the confidential mapping of the

22   project's impacts on traditional cultural properties.

23        Again, everything we've been looking at so far has

24   been based on the maps where TCP impacts did not

25   feature into the green/yellow/red categorization of the
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 1   turbines.  And you get a different take on the

 2   project's impacts when you look at that confidential

 3   information of the project's impacts on TCPs.

 4        And I'd also put forth that I don't think the

 5   selection of Straub Canyon was a completely arbitrary

 6   thing.  If we start looking at maps that represent our

 7   other concerns that we've talked about and that we're

 8   mitigating, particularly where that major north-south

 9   wildlife movement corridor runs through the project,

10   Straub Canyon and what's east of that, it is a logical

11   break point to eliminate a lot of impacts associated

12   with the eastern part of the project.  So I'd just put

13   forth that it was not an arbitrary selection.

14                      CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.

15        Thank you for also mentioning the confidential

16   maps.  I, myself, personally have spent a great deal of

17   time looking at those maps, so I appreciate you

18   referencing those.  I have considered that.  I have

19   looked at the multiple impacts and the balance that we

20   are trying to -- I am trying to make with this project.

21   And we will not eliminate all the impacts and all the

22   impacts to traditional cultural properties unless we

23   deny the project.

24        So I will not be supporting this.  I think there

25   are still elements that can be constructed with a lot
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 1   of the mitigation that we brought forward for many

 2   impacts that we have seen in each of our processes,

 3   again with the FEIS, with the adjudication, and with

 4   public comments.

 5        I think we will need to take a vote.

 6        All those in favor of supporting this proposal to

 7   eliminate all project elements from east of Straub

 8   Canyon, please raise your hand.

 9        Thank you.

10        All those opposed.

11        Okay.  It fails.  Thank you.

12        Are there other measures for us to consider?

13                      MR. GREENE:  No.  That is the

14   entirety.

15                      CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  So Mr. Young.

16                      MR. YOUNG:  I -- I would -- I don't

17   know how it would fit exactly into the force of our

18   discussion this afternoon, but I think what was

19   summarized for us at the beginning of the meeting, the

20   additional input around impacts on aerial firefighting

21   capabilities that came in for Mr. Lane and chief, the

22   local fire chief, I think that that might point to some

23   things that we would want to require of the applicant

24   to -- if the project moves ahead, that the -- knowing

25   that aerial firefighting will not be able to be used
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 1   inside the perimeter or within a quarter mile of the

 2   perimeter, it suggests that really serious

 3   consideration is giving -- given to the alternative and

 4   some type of really well-thought-out plan on how fires

 5   can be fought from the ground in those areas that are

 6   not open to aircraft.

 7                      CHAIR DREW:  I think it is -- I

 8   think that's a good idea.  I think we already have a

 9   measure on that, don't we?

10                      MR. GREENE:  We don't have a

11   mitigation measure, but one of the applicant

12   commitments is to develop a fire management plan in

13   coordination with EFSEC and local fire response

14   agencies.

15                      MR. YOUNG:  But perhaps what could

16   be included in there is that the applicant needs to

17   specifically address how it's going to make up for the

18   lack of ability to fight fire from the air, which is an

19   extreme -- probably the single most important initial

20   attack to what we have.  And so I think there's an

21   added -- added responsibility on the applicant to make

22   sure that that plan addresses how they're going to make

23   up for the inability to call for aircraft when aircraft

24   would otherwise be deployed.

25                      CHAIR DREW:  It's my
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 1   understanding -- and maybe the staff can help me

 2   here -- that there isn't a wind farm -- there's not an

 3   expectation that there will be firefighting -- aerial

 4   firefighting over any wind farm in the state.  So my

 5   concern has always been about the periphery.

 6        I think if you look even at the Wild Horse wind

 7   project and their experience with fire and how they

 8   fought it there, which is in their TAC minutes, which

 9   was just provided to us.

10        So I hear what you're saying.  My concern has

11   always been on the aerial firefighting is the area

12   outside the perimeter of the project, itself.

13                      MR. YOUNG:  Yeah, I think the -- the

14   conversa- -- I agree with you, Chair Drew.  But I think

15   the conversations we've had around aerial firefighting

16   as it pertains to this project have -- have highlighted

17   some things that maybe haven't got the same level of

18   attention in the past.  And, in fact, I believe that

19   there's a bill working in the legislature right now

20   that addresses aerial firefighting and wind

21   interactions.  And I don't -- don't know what the

22   status of that bill is.

23        But I think what we've done in the context of

24   discussing it in this project, we've highlighted

25   something that maybe, going forward, needs a little
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 1   more attention than what it's received in the past.

 2        But I would agree.  The challenges around aerial

 3   firefighting and this proposed wind farm exist with

 4   other wind farms as well.

 5                      CHAIR DREW:  Yeah, I think -- I

 6   think the fire -- I think we should ask -- I think we

 7   can certainly ask that the plan consider issues around

 8   aerial firefighting.

 9                      MR. YOUNG:  If air -- if air assets

10   were at -- at one's disposal, one might write the plan

11   one way, but knowing going in that air fi- -- aerial

12   firefighting is not an option --

13                      CHAIR DREW:  Right.

14                      MR. YOUNG:  -- would cause you to

15   write the plan a different -- a different way.

16                      CHAIR DREW:  Right.  That's fine.  I

17   think that's fine.  Appreciate that.

18        So the conclusion here is that we need a motion to

19   ask staff to finalize documents.  This is to give

20   direction to staff to finalize documents for review by

21   the public and by ourselves that incorporate the

22   decisions we have made today and to provide those

23   documents back to us for review and final consideration

24   at a future meeting.

25        Is there a motion to direct staff?
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 1        Mr. Young.

 2                      MR. YOUNG:  I'm sorry.  Could I ask

 3   a question before --

 4                      CHAIR DREW:  Sure.

 5                      MR. YOUNG:  -- before we get to

 6   that?

 7        So is there still a final vote in front of us as

 8   to whether we support this project being built or not?

 9                      CHAIR DREW:  Yes.

10                      MR. YOUNG:  Okay.  Thank you.

11                      CHAIR DREW:  So this is directing

12   the staff to move forward with the documents with the

13   decisions we've made today, and prior decisions, to

14   finalize those documents for our review and final vote

15   in a future meeting.

16        May I have a motion?

17                      MR. LEVITT:  Eli Levitt.  So moved.

18                      CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.

19        Is there a second?

20                      MS. BREWSTER:  Stacey Brewster.

21   Second.

22                      CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  Go ahead.  Was

23   that somebody from our Council?  Okay.

24        Is there any discussion?

25        Okay.  All those in favor, let's do the hand --
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 1   raise hand.

 2        Okay.  Opposed.

 3        We'd better put our hands down.  There we go.

 4        Motion carries.

 5        One more item on -- well, actually, a couple more

 6   items on our agenda.  One is an action item regarding

 7   an extension request.

 8        Ms. Moon, are you still here?

 9                      MS. MOON:  Yes.  Yes, I am.  Thank

10   you, Chair Drew.

11                      CHAIR DREW:  You are on for the

12   extension request.

13                      MS. MOON:  Okay.  So I wanted to

14   turn the Council's attention to the current agreement

15   between EFSEC and the project proponent to complete the

16   processing of their application for site certification,

17   or ASC, and submit an EFSEC recommendation to the

18   governor by January 31st of this year, 2024.

19        To allow for more Council review, including

20   responding to the Council's request for additional

21   information, EFSEC staff worked with the applicant to

22   establish an updated commitment date to complete the

23   processing of the Horse Heaven application for site

24   certification.  The new date, which is referred to as

25   the extension -- which is referred to as the extension
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 1   date as defined in the Revised Code of Washington

 2   80.50.100 -- 80.50.100 -- requires the EFSEC Council to

 3   report to the governor its recommendations as to the

 4   approval or rejection of an application for

 5   certification within 12 months of receipt by the

 6   Council of such an application or such later time as is

 7   mutually agreed by the Council and the applicant.

 8        Three extension requests have been approved by the

 9   Council.  And the extension request included in the

10   Council packet, which is up on the screen, that's

11   included today would extend the application processing

12   of the proposed Horse Heaven Wind Farm project

13   application for site certification to April 30th, 2024.

14        Five public comments were received on the

15   extension request.  The proposed extension request will

16   allev- -- will -- I'm sorry.  The proposed extension

17   request will allow the additional time needed for staff

18   to prepare the documentation needed for the

19   recommendation to the governor, followed by Council

20   review and public comment.  Staff have coordinated with

21   the applicant on the request time frame to allow for

22   work that may be needed following Council review or

23   public comment.

24                      CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.

25        Are there any questions for staff?
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 1        Is there a motion to approve the extension request

 2   till April --

 3        Sorry.  My eyes can't see.

 4                      MS. MOON:  April 30th, 2024.

 5                      CHAIR DREW:  -- 30th, 2024?

 6        Motion to approve the extension request?

 7                      MS. BREWSTER:  Stacey Brewster.  So

 8   moved.

 9                      CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.

10        Second?

11                      MR. LEVITT:  Eli Levitt.  Second.

12                      CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.

13        Discussion?

14        My discussion is that I appreciate the time.  I

15   expect it will be done sooner than that.  But I don't

16   see any point in continuing to ask for extensions, so I

17   appreciate the time frame in this letter.

18        All those in favor, say "aye."

19                      MULTIPLE SPEAKERS:  Aye.

20                      CHAIR DREW:  All those opposed?

21        Motion carries.  Thank you.

22        We have agenda items remaining.  And thank you,

23   everybody, for the discussion, the thoughtful

24   consideration.  I very much appreciate it.

25        Cascade Renewable Transmission Project,
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 1   preapplication announcement.  Ms. Hafkemeyer.

 2                      MS. HAFKEMEYER:  Thank you.  I'll

 3   try and keep it brief.

 4        On December 20th, 2023, EFSEC staff received the

 5   preapplication materials for the Cascade Renewable

 6   Transmission Project.  The proposed transmission line

 7   would begin at the Big Eddy Substation located near The

 8   Dalles, Oregon, and terminate at the Portland General

 9   Electric Harborton Substation located in Portland,

10   Oregon.  This line would primarily run down the

11   Columbia River, in the riverbed, exiting the river to

12   go around the Bonneville Dam.

13        Per the Revised Code of Washington, or RCW,

14   80.50.330 and the Washington Administrative Code, or

15   WAC, 463-61-050, electrical transmission proposals are

16   required to engage in specific preapplication

17   activities, such as outreach and negotiations with

18   local jurisdictions.  While the applicant, Cascade

19   Renewables, LLC, is engaging in those activities, EFSEC

20   staff are preparing to hold public informational

21   meetings in accordance with WAC 463-61-040.

22        Staff are preparing to hold three meetings, one in

23   each county the proposed transmission line passes by,

24   on the evenings of February 6th, 7th, and 8th.  At

25   these meetings, staff will present the EFSEC process,
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 1   and the applicant will present the project.  These are

 2   not meetings to take public comment, but information on

 3   how to contact EFSEC with comment will be provided as

 4   part of EFSEC's presentation.  Details for the

 5   in-person venues of these meetings will be issued once

 6   they are finalized.

 7        Are there any questions?

 8                      CHAIR DREW:  So this is a

 9   preapplication process, which is required in our

10   statute on transmission projects.  Before -- when this

11   project -- should this project come to us in an

12   application, not in preapplication, then the Council

13   would be required to hold public informational meetings

14   within 60 days in these same communities; is that

15   correct?

16                      MS. HAFKEMEYER:  Correct.  Once the

17   application is received, the process proceeds as it

18   would for an energy-generating facility.  There are

19   specific preapplication facili- -- or preapplication

20   activities that are required of transmission only.  But

21   once the application is received, the meetings that are

22   typically required for other projects will also be

23   required of this project.

24                      CHAIR DREW:  So this is an early

25   meeting at this point in time to inform the public
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 1   about both the project from the entity that is putting

 2   it forward as well as to hear about the EFSEC process,

 3   but we will have our usual public informational

 4   meetings taking comments after the application is

 5   received.

 6                      MS. HAFKEMEYER:  Correct.

 7                      CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  Any other

 8   questions from Council members?

 9        Okay.  Thank you.

10        Third-quarter cost allocation.  Ms. Bumpus.

11                      MS. BUMPUS:  Good afternoon, Chair

12   Drew and Council.  Thank you.  For the record, this is

13   Sonia Bumpus.

14        I'm going to read off EFSEC's third-quarter 2024

15   cost allocations.  This covers the period January 1,

16   2024, to March 30th, 2024.

17        For Kittitas Valley wind power, 4 percent.

18        For Wild Horse, 4 percent.

19        For Columbia Generating Station, 20 percent.

20        Columbia Solar, 4 percent.

21        WNP-1, 2 percent.

22        Whistling Ridge, 3 percent.

23        Grays Harbor, 6 percent.

24        Chehalis, 6 percent.

25        Desert Claim, 4 percent.
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 1        Goose Prairie, 4 percent.

 2        Horse Heaven, 15 percent.

 3        Badger Mountain, 6 percent.

 4        Cypress Creek, 4 percent.

 5        Wautoma Solar, 6 percent.

 6        Hop Hill, 6 percent.

 7        Carriger Solar, also 6 percent.

 8        And that concludes my update for the nondirect

 9   cost allocation.

10                      CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.

11        And now for the employee updates.  We have

12   new-employee introductions.

13        Beautiful picture on the screen.  I don't know who

14   that was, Ms. Grantham.

15        Mr. Walker, you have an introduction to make.

16                      MR. WALKER:  Yes.  Thank you, Chair

17   Drew.  For the record, Dave Walker, director of

18   administrative services with EFSEC.

19        I would like to introduce our new policy and

20   legislation manager.  Lisa McLean just started with us

21   the middle of January as our new legislative manager.

22   Very happy to have her aboard.  She joins us from the

23   Gambling Commission.

24        So, Lisa, if you'd like to say a few words.

25                      MS. McLEAN:  Sorry.  I was trying to
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 1   unmute these things.

 2        Hello, everyone.  Nice to meet everybody.  Nice to

 3   participate in this meeting for the first time.  I am

 4   the legislative and policy manager and did come over

 5   from the Gambling Commission where I was also the

 6   legislative and policy manager.

 7        I've been working for Washington State for State

 8   government for five years.  Before the Gambling

 9   Commission, I was working out with the Redistricting

10   Commission.  And before that, I was working with the

11   census and making sure everybody filled out their

12   census form.  And for that reason, Washington State was

13   second in the nation in terms of people who

14   self-responded.

15        So I'm happy to be here and look forward to trying

16   to advance the interests of the Council through the

17   legislation and policy efforts that we pursue.  So nice

18   to meet everybody.

19                      CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.  Welcome

20   aboard.

21        Next, we have Ami Hafkemeyer.

22                      MS. HAFKEMEYER:  Thank you, Chair

23   Drew.  I would like to introduce two new siting

24   specialists to the Council who have both started this

25   month.  We have Zia Ahmed, who is joining us from most
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 1   recently Missouri.  Then we have Maria Belkina, who is

 2   also a siting specialist joining us.

 3        Maria will be taking the Cascade Renewable

 4   Transmission Project that I just introduced.  And Zia

 5   will be taking at least one, if not more, of the

 6   incoming projects that we are projecting to see in the

 7   coming weeks.

 8                      CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.

 9        Welcome aboard.  Thank you for being here.

10                      MS. BELKINA:  Thank you.

11                      MR. AHMED:  Thank you.

12                      CHAIR DREW:  Would you like -- I

13   mean, you don't -- would you like to introduce a little

14   bit about yourself?  Go ahead.  Maria.

15                      MR. AHMED:  Yeah.  Of course.

16                      CHAIR DREW:  Zia.  Zia.

17                      MR. AHMED:  Thank you, everyone.  My

18   name is Zia Ahmed.  So I just complete my Ph.D. from

19   Mississippi State University.  My concentration was art

20   and atmospheric science.  And I just start for EFSEC

21   from January 2nd, 2024.  And I'm excited to work

22   further.  And nice to meet you, everyone.  And thank

23   you.

24                      CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.

25        Ms. Belkina.
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 1                      MS. BELKINA:  Hello, everyone.  Just

 2   started my first EFSEC experience January 2024.  I

 3   already have some experience as a site specialist.  And

 4   I'm very pleased to be part of the team.  Thank you.

 5                      CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.  Welcome

 6   aboard.

 7        Ms. Owens, you also --

 8                      MS. OWENS:  Thank you.

 9                      CHAIR DREW:  -- have a new employee

10   to introduce.

11                      MS. OWENS:  I do.  Thank you.

12        Good afternoon, EFSEC Council and staff.  I'd like

13   to introduce another new employee, Adrienne Barker.

14   Adrienne joins the EFSEC team as an administrative

15   assistant.  Mostly her work will be focused on

16   assisting the PEIS manager, once we get that position

17   filled, and other office support tasks as needed.

18        Adrienne recently relocated back to Washington

19   from Virginia, where she was an office manager for a

20   financial planning company.  As a former Washington

21   State employee, Adrienne's extensive admin experience

22   includes working in event planning as well as private

23   sector and government contracting in the Washington,

24   D.C., area.  So welcome to the team, Adrienne.

25                      CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.
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 1        Go ahead.  Welcome.

 2                      MS. BARKER:  Thank you.  Thank you.

 3   It's nice to meet everybody.  I'm looking forward to

 4   it.

 5                      CHAIR DREW:  Welcome aboard.  And we

 6   appreciate -- and welcome home maybe.

 7                      MS. BARKER:  Yes.  Thank you.

 8                      CHAIR DREW:  Welcome back.  So --

 9                      MS. BARKER:  Yep.

10                      CHAIR DREW:  -- thank you.

11                      MS. BARKER:  Thank you.

12                      CHAIR DREW:  With that, we have no

13   further business.  And so thank you, all, for your

14   participation and work throughout.

15        And this meeting is adjourned.

16                             (Meeting adjourned at

17                              5:27 p.m.)
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 1   STATE OF WASHINGTON )     I, John M.S. Botelho, CCR, RPR,

                         ) ss  a certified court reporter

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

                               hereby certify:

 3

 4

          That the foregoing Monthly Meeting of the Washington

 5   State Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council was conducted

     in my presence and adjourned on January 31, 2024, and

 6   thereafter was transcribed under my direction; that the

     transcript is a full, true and complete transcript of the

 7   said meeting, transcribed to the best of my ability;

 8        That I am not a relative, employee, attorney or counsel

     of any party to this matter or relative or employee of any

 9   such attorney or counsel and that I am not financially

     interested in the said matter or the outcome thereof;

10

          IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand

11   this 15th day of February, 2024.
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                               /s/John M.S. Botelho, CCR, RPR

16                             Certified Court Reporter No. 2976
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		62						LN		3		13		false		          13           Dave Walker (*)            Maria Belkina (*)				false

		63						LN		3		14		false		          14           Sonja Skavland (*)         Lisa McLean (*)				false

		64						LN		3		15		false		          15           Sean Greene (*)            Adrienne Barker (*)				false

		65						LN		3		16		false		          16           Lance Caputo (*)				false

		66						LN		3		17		false		          17				false

		67						LN		3		18		false		          18      OPERATIONAL UPDATES:				false

		68						LN		3		19		false		          19           Eric Melbardis (*)				false

		69						LN		3		19		false		                       Kittitas Valley Wind, EDP Renewables				false

		70						LN		3		20		false		          20				false

		71						LN		3		20		false		                       Jennifer Galbraith (*)				false

		72						LN		3		21		false		          21           Wild Horse Wind Power Project, Puget Sound Energy				false

		73						LN		3		22		false		          22           Jeremy Smith (*)				false

		74						LN		3		22		false		                       Chehalis Generation Facility, PacifiCorp				false

		75						LN		3		23		false		          23				false

		76						LN		3		23		false		                       Amy Moon (*)				false

		77						LN		3		24		false		          24           Columbia Generating Station & WNP-1/4, Energy				false

		78						LN		3		24		false		                       Northwest				false

		79						LN		3		25		false		          25				false

		80						PG		4		0		false		page 4				false

		81						LN		4		1		false		           1                     APPEARANCES (Continuing)				false

		82						LN		4		2		false		           2				false

		83						LN		4		3		false		           3      OPERATIONAL UPDATES (Continuing):				false

		84						LN		4		4		false		           4           Thomas Cushing (*)				false

		85						LN		4		4		false		                       Columbia Solar, Tuusso Energy				false

		86						LN		4		5		false		           5				false

		87						LN		4		5		false		                       Jacob Crist (*)				false

		88						LN		4		6		false		           6           Goose Prairie Solar, Brookfield Renewable				false

		89						LN		4		7		false		           7				false

		90						LN		4		8		false		           8      COUNSEL FOR THE ENVIRONMENT:				false

		91						LN		4		9		false		           9           Sarah Reyneveld (*)				false

		92						LN		4		10		false		          10				false

		93						LN		4		11		false		          11				false

		94						LN		4		12		false		          12				false

		95						LN		4		13		false		          13				false

		96						LN		4		14		false		          14				false

		97						LN		4		15		false		          15				false

		98						LN		4		16		false		          16				false

		99						LN		4		17		false		          17				false

		100						LN		4		18		false		          18				false

		101						LN		4		19		false		          19				false

		102						LN		4		20		false		          20				false

		103						LN		4		21		false		          21				false

		104						LN		4		22		false		          22				false

		105						LN		4		23		false		          23				false

		106						LN		4		24		false		          24				false

		107						LN		4		25		false		          25      (*) indicates remote attendee				false

		108						PG		5		0		false		page 5				false

		109						LN		5		1		false		           1                          MEETING INDEX				false

		110						LN		5		2		false		           2      EVENT:                                       PAGE NO.				false

		111						LN		5		3		false		           3    Call to order                                       7				false

		112						LN		5		4		false		           4    Roll call                                           7				false

		113						LN		5		5		false		           5    Proposed agenda                                    12				false

		114						LN		5		6		false		           6    Minutes				false

		115						LN		5		7		false		           7         11/29/2023 Horse Heaven Special Meeting       12				false

		116						LN		5		8		false		           8         12/20/2023 Monthly Council Meeting            13				false

		117						LN		5		9		false		           9    Projects				false

		118						LN		5		10		false		          10         Kittitas Valley Wind Project                  14				false

		119						LN		5		11		false		          11         Wild Horse Wind Power Project                 16				false

		120						LN		5		12		false		          12         Chehalis Generation Facility                  17				false

		121						LN		5		13		false		          13         Grays Harbor Energy Center                    17				false

		122						LN		5		14		false		          14         Columbia Solar                                17				false

		123						LN		5		15		false		          15         Columbia Generating Station & WNP-1/4         17				false

		124						LN		5		16		false		          16         Goose Prairie Solar                           18				false

		125						LN		5		17		false		          17         High Top and Ostrea                           19				false

		126						LN		5		18		false		          18         Whistling Ridge                               19				false

		127						LN		5		19		false		          19         Badger Mountain                               19				false

		128						LN		5		20		false		          20         Wautoma Solar                                 20				false

		129						LN		5		21		false		          21         Hop Hill Solar                                21				false

		130						LN		5		22		false		          22         Carriger Solar                                22				false

		131						LN		5		23		false		          23         Horse Heaven Wind Farm                        23				false

		132						LN		5		24		false		          24         Cascade Renewable Transmission               104				false

		133						LN		5		25		false		          25    Third-quarter cost allocation                     107				false

		134						PG		6		0		false		page 6				false

		135						LN		6		1		false		           1                    MEETING INDEX (Continuing)				false

		136						LN		6		2		false		           2       EVENT:                                       PAGE NO.				false

		137						LN		6		3		false		           3    Employee updates				false

		138						LN		6		4		false		           4         New-employee introduction of Lisa McLean     108				false

		139						LN		6		5		false		           5         New-employee introduction of Zia Ahmed       109				false

		140						LN		6		6		false		           6         New-employee introduction of Maria Belkina   110				false

		141						LN		6		7		false		           7         New-employee introduction of Adrienne        111				false

		142						LN		6		7		false		                     Barker				false

		143						LN		6		8		false		           8				false

		144						LN		6		8		false		                Adjournment                                       112				false

		145						LN		6		9		false		           9				false

		146						LN		6		10		false		          10				false

		147						LN		6		11		false		          11				false

		148						LN		6		12		false		          12				false

		149						LN		6		13		false		          13				false

		150						LN		6		14		false		          14				false

		151						LN		6		15		false		          15				false

		152						LN		6		16		false		          16				false

		153						LN		6		17		false		          17				false

		154						LN		6		18		false		          18				false

		155						LN		6		19		false		          19				false

		156						LN		6		20		false		          20				false

		157						LN		6		21		false		          21				false

		158						LN		6		22		false		          22				false

		159						LN		6		23		false		          23				false

		160						LN		6		24		false		          24				false

		161						LN		6		25		false		          25				false

		162						PG		7		0		false		page 7				false

		163						LN		7		1		false		           1                        BE IT REMEMBERED that on Wednesday,				false

		164						LN		7		2		false		           2      January 31, 2024, at 621 Woodland Square Loop				false

		165						LN		7		3		false		           3      Southeast, Lacey, Washington, at 3:00 p.m., the				false

		166						LN		7		4		false		           4      following Monthly Meeting of the Washington State				false

		167						LN		7		5		false		           5      Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council was held, to				false

		168						LN		7		6		false		           6      wit:				false

		169						LN		7		7		false		           7				false

		170						LN		7		8		false		           8                          <<<<<< >>>>>>				false

		171						LN		7		9		false		           9				false

		172						LN		7		10		false		          10                        CHAIR DREW:  Good afternoon.  This				false

		173						LN		7		11		false		          11      is Kathleen Drew, Chair of the Energy Facility Site				false

		174						LN		7		12		false		          12      Evaluation Council, calling our January meeting to				false

		175						LN		7		13		false		          13      order.				false

		176						LN		7		14		false		          14          Ms. Grantham, will you call the roll.				false

		177						LN		7		15		false		          15                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Certainly.				false

		178						LN		7		16		false		          16          Department of Commerce.				false

		179						LN		7		17		false		          17                        MS. OSBORNE:  Elizabeth Osborne,				false

		180						LN		7		18		false		          18      present.				false

		181						LN		7		19		false		          19                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Department of				false

		182						LN		7		20		false		          20      Ecology.				false

		183						LN		7		21		false		          21                        MR. LEVITT:  Eli Levitt, present.				false

		184						LN		7		22		false		          22                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Department of Fish				false

		185						LN		7		23		false		          23      and Wildlife.				false

		186						LN		7		24		false		          24                        MR. LIVINGSTON:  Mike Livingston,				false

		187						LN		7		25		false		          25      present.				false

		188						PG		8		0		false		page 8				false

		189						LN		8		1		false		            1                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Department of Natural				false

		190						LN		8		2		false		            2     Resources.				false

		191						LN		8		3		false		            3                        MR. YOUNG:  Lenny Young, present.				false

		192						LN		8		4		false		            4                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Utilities and				false

		193						LN		8		5		false		            5     Transportation Commission.				false

		194						LN		8		6		false		            6                        MS. BREWSTER:  Stacey Brewster,				false

		195						LN		8		7		false		            7     present.				false

		196						LN		8		8		false		            8                        MS. GRANTHAM:  For local government				false

		197						LN		8		9		false		            9     and optional State agencies:				false

		198						LN		8		10		false		           10          For the Horse Heaven project:  For Benton County,				false

		199						LN		8		11		false		           11     Ed Brost.				false

		200						LN		8		12		false		           12          For the Badger Mountain project:  For Douglas				false

		201						LN		8		13		false		           13     County, Jordyn Guilio.				false

		202						LN		8		14		false		           14                        MS. GUILIO:  Present.				false

		203						LN		8		15		false		           15                        MS. GRANTHAM:  For the Wautoma Solar				false

		204						LN		8		16		false		           16     Project:  For Benton County, Dave Sharp.				false

		205						LN		8		17		false		           17          The Washington State Department of Transportation,				false

		206						LN		8		18		false		           18     Paul Gonseth.				false

		207						LN		8		19		false		           19                        MR. GONSETH:  Paul Gonseth, present.				false

		208						LN		8		20		false		           20                        MS. GRANTHAM:  For the Hop Hill				false

		209						LN		8		21		false		           21     Solar Project:  For Benton County, Paul Krupin.				false

		210						LN		8		22		false		           22                        MR. KRUPIN:  Paul Krupin, present.				false

		211						LN		8		23		false		           23                        MS. GRANTHAM:  For the Carriger				false

		212						LN		8		24		false		           24     Solar project:  For Klickitat County, Matt Chiles.				false

		213						LN		8		25		false		           25          Assistant attorney generals:  Jon Thompson.				false

		214						PG		9		0		false		page 9				false

		215						LN		9		1		false		            1                        MR. THOMPSON:  Present.				false

		216						LN		9		2		false		            2                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Jenna Slocum.				false

		217						LN		9		3		false		            3          Zack Packer.				false

		218						LN		9		4		false		            4                        MR. PACKER:  Present.				false

		219						LN		9		5		false		            5                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Administrative law				false

		220						LN		9		6		false		            6     judges:  Adam Torem.				false

		221						LN		9		7		false		            7          Laura Bradley.				false

		222						LN		9		8		false		            8          Dan Gerard.				false

		223						LN		9		9		false		            9          And Joni Derifield.				false

		224						LN		9		10		false		           10          For the Council staff:  Sonia Bumpus.				false

		225						LN		9		11		false		           11                        MS. BUMPUS:  Present.				false

		226						LN		9		12		false		           12                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Ami Hafkemeyer.				false

		227						LN		9		13		false		           13                        MS. HAFKEMEYER:  Present.				false

		228						LN		9		14		false		           14                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Amy Moon.				false

		229						LN		9		15		false		           15                        MS. MOON:  Amy Moon, present.				false

		230						LN		9		16		false		           16                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Stew Henderson.				false

		231						LN		9		17		false		           17          Joan Owens.				false

		232						LN		9		18		false		           18                        MS. OWENS:  Present.				false

		233						LN		9		19		false		           19                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Dave Walker.				false

		234						LN		9		20		false		           20                        MR. WALKER:  Present.				false

		235						LN		9		21		false		           21                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Sonja Skavland.				false

		236						LN		9		22		false		           22                        MS. SKAVLAND:  Present.				false

		237						LN		9		23		false		           23                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Lisa Masengale.				false

		238						LN		9		24		false		           24          Sara Randolph.				false

		239						LN		9		25		false		           25          Sean Greene.				false

		240						PG		10		0		false		page 10				false

		241						LN		10		1		false		            1                        MR. GREENE:  Present.				false

		242						LN		10		2		false		            2                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Lance Caputo.				false

		243						LN		10		3		false		            3          John Barnes.				false

		244						LN		10		4		false		            4                        MR. CAPUTO:  Lance Caputo, present.				false

		245						LN		10		5		false		            5                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Thank you, Lance.				false

		246						LN		10		6		false		            6          John Barnes.				false

		247						LN		10		7		false		            7                        MR. BARNES:  Present.				false

		248						LN		10		8		false		            8                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Joanne Snarski.				false

		249						LN		10		9		false		            9                        MS. SNARSKI:  Present.				false

		250						LN		10		10		false		           10                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Alex Shiley.				false

		251						LN		10		11		false		           11                        MS. SHILEY:  Present.				false

		252						LN		10		12		false		           12                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Ali Smith.				false

		253						LN		10		13		false		           13                        MS. SMITH:  Ali Smith, present.				false

		254						LN		10		14		false		           14                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Karl Holappa.				false

		255						LN		10		15		false		           15                        MR. HOLAPPA:  Karl Holappa, present.				false

		256						LN		10		16		false		           16                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Audra Allen.				false

		257						LN		10		17		false		           17          Zia Ahmed.				false

		258						LN		10		18		false		           18                        MR. AHMED:  Present.				false

		259						LN		10		19		false		           19                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Maria Belkina.				false

		260						LN		10		20		false		           20                        MS. BELKINA:  "Belkina."  Present.				false

		261						LN		10		21		false		           21                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Lisa McLean.				false

		262						LN		10		22		false		           22                        MS. McLEAN:  Present.				false

		263						LN		10		23		false		           23                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Adrienne Barker.				false

		264						LN		10		24		false		           24                        MS. BARKER:  Present.				false

		265						LN		10		25		false		           25                        MS. GRANTHAM:  For operational				false

		266						PG		11		0		false		page 11				false

		267						LN		11		1		false		            1     updates:  For the Kittitas Valley wind project, Eric				false

		268						LN		11		2		false		            2     Melbardis.				false

		269						LN		11		3		false		            3          Wild Horse Wind Power Proj- -- oh.				false

		270						LN		11		4		false		            4                        MR. MELBARDIS:  Eric Melbardis,				false

		271						LN		11		5		false		            5     present.				false

		272						LN		11		6		false		            6                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Thank you,				false

		273						LN		11		7		false		            7     Mr. Melbardis.				false

		274						LN		11		8		false		            8          For the Wild Horse Wind Power Project.				false

		275						LN		11		9		false		            9                        MS. GALBRAITH:  Jennifer Galbraith,				false

		276						LN		11		10		false		           10     present.				false

		277						LN		11		11		false		           11                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Grays Harbor Energy				false

		278						LN		11		12		false		           12     Center.				false

		279						LN		11		13		false		           13          Chehalis Generation Facility.				false

		280						LN		11		14		false		           14                        MR. SMITH:  Jeremy Smith, present.				false

		281						LN		11		15		false		           15                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Columbia Generating				false

		282						LN		11		16		false		           16     Station.				false

		283						LN		11		17		false		           17          Columbia Solar.				false

		284						LN		11		18		false		           18                        MR. CUSHING:  Thomas Cushing,				false

		285						LN		11		19		false		           19     present.				false

		286						LN		11		20		false		           20                        MS. GRANTHAM:  And the Goose Prairie				false

		287						LN		11		21		false		           21     Solar.				false

		288						LN		11		22		false		           22                        MR. CRIST:  Jacob Crist, present.				false

		289						LN		11		23		false		           23                        MS. GRANTHAM:  And do we have anyone				false

		290						LN		11		24		false		           24     present for the counsel for the environment?				false

		291						LN		11		25		false		           25                        MS. REYNEVELD:  Yes.  Sarah				false

		292						PG		12		0		false		page 12				false

		293						LN		12		1		false		            1     Reyneveld, present.  I'm also joined by Yuriy Korol, a				false

		294						LN		12		2		false		            2     newly assigned counsel for the environment, who's also				false

		295						LN		12		3		false		            3     present.				false

		296						LN		12		4		false		            4                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Thank you,				false

		297						LN		12		5		false		            5     Ms. Reyneveld.				false

		298						LN		12		6		false		            6          Chair, we have a quorum for all of the councils.				false

		299						LN		12		7		false		            7     Thank you.				false

		300						LN		12		8		false		            8                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.				false

		301						LN		12		9		false		            9          On to our approving the meeting minutes.				false

		302						LN		12		10		false		           10          First of all, let's approve the proposed agenda.				false

		303						LN		12		11		false		           11     The proposed agenda is in front of you.				false

		304						LN		12		12		false		           12          Is there a motion to approve the agenda?				false

		305						LN		12		13		false		           13                        MR. YOUNG:  Lenny Young --				false

		306						LN		12		14		false		           14                        MR. LEVITT:  Eli Levitt --				false

		307						LN		12		15		false		           15                        MR. YOUNG:  Go ahead, Eli.				false

		308						LN		12		16		false		           16                        MR. LEVITT:  Motion to approve.				false

		309						LN		12		17		false		           17                        MR. YOUNG:  Lenny Young.  Second.				false

		310						LN		12		18		false		           18                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.				false

		311						LN		12		19		false		           19          All those in favor, please say "aye."				false

		312						LN		12		20		false		           20                        MULTIPLE SPEAKERS:  Aye.				false

		313						LN		12		21		false		           21                        CHAIR DREW:  Those opposed?				false

		314						LN		12		22		false		           22          The agenda is approved.				false

		315						LN		12		23		false		           23          Moving on to the meeting minutes.  For November				false

		316						LN		12		24		false		           24     29th, 2023, meeting:  The Horse Heaven special meeting				false

		317						LN		12		25		false		           25     minutes.				false

		318						PG		13		0		false		page 13				false

		319						LN		13		1		false		            1          Is there a motion to approve the special meeting				false

		320						LN		13		2		false		            2     minutes?				false

		321						LN		13		3		false		            3                        MS. OSBORNE:  Elizabeth Osborne.  So				false

		322						LN		13		4		false		            4     moved.				false

		323						LN		13		5		false		            5                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.				false

		324						LN		13		6		false		            6          Second?				false

		325						LN		13		7		false		            7                        MS. BREWSTER:  Stacey Brewster.				false

		326						LN		13		8		false		            8     Second.				false

		327						LN		13		9		false		            9                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.				false

		328						LN		13		10		false		           10          The comments I have on those meeting minutes:				false

		329						LN		13		11		false		           11          Page 30, Line 18:  The word "iterate,"				false

		330						LN		13		12		false		           12     i-t-e-r-a-t-e, should be "iterative," i-t-e-r-a-t-i-v-e.				false

		331						LN		13		13		false		           13          Page 32, Line 13:  "Tax," t-a-x, should be TACs,				false

		332						LN		13		14		false		           14     capital T, capital A, capital C, s.				false

		333						LN		13		15		false		           15          Those are the two corrections that I have.  Are				false

		334						LN		13		16		false		           16     there any other corrections?				false

		335						LN		13		17		false		           17          Hearing none.				false

		336						LN		13		18		false		           18          All those in favor of the meeting minutes as				false

		337						LN		13		19		false		           19     amended, please say "aye."				false

		338						LN		13		20		false		           20                        MULTIPLE SPEAKERS:  Aye.				false

		339						LN		13		21		false		           21                        CHAIR DREW:  Opposed?				false

		340						LN		13		22		false		           22          The minutes are approved.				false

		341						LN		13		23		false		           23          Moving on to our December 20th monthly Council				false

		342						LN		13		24		false		           24     meeting minutes.				false

		343						LN		13		25		false		           25          Is there a motion to approve those minutes?				false

		344						PG		14		0		false		page 14				false

		345						LN		14		1		false		            1                        MR. YOUNG:  Lenny Young.  So moved.				false

		346						LN		14		2		false		            2                        CHAIR DREW:  Second?				false

		347						LN		14		3		false		            3                        MR. LIVINGSTON:  Mike Livingston.				false

		348						LN		14		4		false		            4     Second.				false

		349						LN		14		5		false		            5                        CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  The comments I				false

		350						LN		14		6		false		            6     have, the corrections I have for the December 20th				false

		351						LN		14		7		false		            7     minutes are:				false

		352						LN		14		8		false		            8          Page 12, Line 12:  "Ms.," M-s, should be "Mr.,"				false

		353						LN		14		9		false		            9     M-r.				false

		354						LN		14		10		false		           10          Page 15, Line 6:  So this one, strike from the				false

		355						LN		14		11		false		           11     comma after "Archaeology" through "preservation," and				false

		356						LN		14		12		false		           12     this should say "Archaeology and Historic				false

		357						LN		14		13		false		           13     Preservation."				false

		358						LN		14		14		false		           14          Page 48, Line 6, the word "let," l-e-t, should be				false

		359						LN		14		15		false		           15     "less," l-e-s-s.				false

		360						LN		14		16		false		           16          Are there any other corrections?				false

		361						LN		14		17		false		           17          Hearing none.				false

		362						LN		14		18		false		           18          All those in favor of the meeting minutes as				false

		363						LN		14		19		false		           19     amended, please say "aye."				false

		364						LN		14		20		false		           20                        MULTIPLE SPEAKERS:  Aye.				false

		365						LN		14		21		false		           21                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.				false

		366						LN		14		22		false		           22          We'll move now to the operational update.				false

		367						LN		14		23		false		           23     Mr. Melbardis.  Sorry.  That would be Kittitas Valley				false

		368						LN		14		24		false		           24     wind project.				false

		369						LN		14		25		false		           25                        MR. MELBARDIS:  Good afternoon,				false

		370						PG		15		0		false		page 15				false

		371						LN		15		1		false		            1     Chair Drew, EFSEC Council, and staff.  For the record,				false

		372						LN		15		2		false		            2     this is Eric Melbardis with EDP Renewables giving my				false

		373						LN		15		3		false		            3     final report for the Kittitas Valley wind power				false

		374						LN		15		4		false		            4     project.				false

		375						LN		15		5		false		            5          Firstly, we have nothing nonroutine to report for				false

		376						LN		15		6		false		            6     the period.  However, I did e-mail EFSEC staff				false

		377						LN		15		7		false		            7     earlier -- I think it was last week -- that I have				false

		378						LN		15		8		false		            8     accepted a promotion, so there will be a management				false

		379						LN		15		9		false		            9     change at Kittitas Valley after 14 years.				false

		380						LN		15		10		false		           10          I've been here since we -- since we put the				false

		381						LN		15		11		false		           11     turbines in the ground, and I will be moving on to an				false

		382						LN		15		12		false		           12     area manager role for the company, where I will have --				false

		383						LN		15		13		false		           13     be responsible for just over a couple of gigawatts of				false

		384						LN		15		14		false		           14     solar in Nevada, California, and Arizona.				false

		385						LN		15		15		false		           15          So I will -- was going to introduce the new				false

		386						LN		15		16		false		           16     manager for Kittitas Valley, Jarred Caseday.  However,				false

		387						LN		15		17		false		           17     when -- when we rescheduled the meeting, he wasn't able				false

		388						LN		15		18		false		           18     to make it today.  So I will fill him in, and he will				false

		389						LN		15		19		false		           19     be giving the -- the KV report next month.				false

		390						LN		15		20		false		           20          That's all I have.				false

		391						LN		15		21		false		           21                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.  My				false

		392						LN		15		22		false		           22     microphone was not responding adequately.  Thank you,				false

		393						LN		15		23		false		           23     Eric.  You have been a great partner, and we look				false

		394						LN		15		24		false		           24     forward to working with you in another capacity.  And				false

		395						LN		15		25		false		           25     congratulations to you.				false

		396						PG		16		0		false		page 16				false

		397						LN		16		1		false		            1                        MR. MELBARDIS:  Thank you.				false

		398						LN		16		2		false		            2                        CHAIR DREW:  Wild Horse operat- --				false

		399						LN		16		3		false		            3     wind power project.  Ms. Galbraith.				false

		400						LN		16		4		false		            4                        MS. GALBRAITH:  Yes.  Thank you,				false

		401						LN		16		5		false		            5     Chair Drew, Council members, and staff.  This is				false

		402						LN		16		6		false		            6     Jennifer Galbraith with Puget Sound Energy representing				false

		403						LN		16		7		false		            7     the Wild Horse wind facility.				false

		404						LN		16		8		false		            8          And for the month of December, I have a couple of				false

		405						LN		16		9		false		            9     environmental compliance updates.				false

		406						LN		16		10		false		           10          The Wild Horse Technical Advisory Committee met				false

		407						LN		16		11		false		           11     via conference call on December 5th for the annual				false

		408						LN		16		12		false		           12     meeting.  This was an informational meeting only.				false

		409						LN		16		13		false		           13     There were no items that required formal actions or				false

		410						LN		16		14		false		           14     recommendations from the TAC for the Council's				false

		411						LN		16		15		false		           15     consideration.				false

		412						LN		16		16		false		           16          And then the second item.  In accordance with the				false

		413						LN		16		17		false		           17     site certification agreement, the Operation Spill				false

		414						LN		16		18		false		           18     Prevention, Control and Countermeasures Plan was				false

		415						LN		16		19		false		           19     updated and submitted to EFSEC staff on December 18th,				false

		416						LN		16		20		false		           20     and there were only minor administrative updates to				false

		417						LN		16		21		false		           21     that plan.				false

		418						LN		16		22		false		           22          And that's all I have.  Thank you.				false

		419						LN		16		23		false		           23                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.  And thank				false

		420						LN		16		24		false		           24     you for including the minutes from the TAC meeting.  I				false

		421						LN		16		25		false		           25     appreciated reading them and keeping up with the good				false

		422						PG		17		0		false		page 17				false

		423						LN		17		1		false		            1     work that you're doing.				false

		424						LN		17		2		false		            2                        MS. GALBRAITH:  Great.  Thank you.				false

		425						LN		17		3		false		            3                        CHAIR DREW:  Chehalis Generation				false

		426						LN		17		4		false		            4     Facility.  Mr. Smith.				false

		427						LN		17		5		false		            5                        MR. SMITH:  Good afternoon, Chair				false

		428						LN		17		6		false		            6     Drew, Council members, and staff.  This is Jeremy				false

		429						LN		17		7		false		            7     Smith, the operations manager representing Chehalis				false

		430						LN		17		8		false		            8     Generation Facility.				false

		431						LN		17		9		false		            9          I have nothing nonroutine to note for the month of				false

		432						LN		17		10		false		           10     December.				false

		433						LN		17		11		false		           11                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.				false

		434						LN		17		12		false		           12          Grays Harbor Energy Center.  Mr. Sherin.				false

		435						LN		17		13		false		           13                        MS. HAFKEMEYER:  Chair Drew, if I				false

		436						LN		17		14		false		           14     may chime in.  This is Ami Hafkemeyer, for the record.				false

		437						LN		17		15		false		           15          The update is provided by the facility in your				false

		438						LN		17		16		false		           16     Council packets.  There were no nonroutine items to				false

		439						LN		17		17		false		           17     report.				false

		440						LN		17		18		false		           18                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.				false

		441						LN		17		19		false		           19          Columbia Solar.  Mr. Cushing.				false

		442						LN		17		20		false		           20                        MR. CUSHING:  Good afternoon, Chair				false

		443						LN		17		21		false		           21     Drew, Council members, EFSEC staff.  This is Thomas				false

		444						LN		17		22		false		           22     Cushing speaking on behalf of Columbia Solar.				false

		445						LN		17		23		false		           23          There are no nonroutine updates.				false

		446						LN		17		24		false		           24                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.				false

		447						LN		17		25		false		           25          Columbia Generating Station and WNP-1 and -4.				false

		448						PG		18		0		false		page 18				false

		449						LN		18		1		false		            1                        MS. MOON:  Good afternoon, Chair				false

		450						LN		18		2		false		            2     Drew.  This is Amy Moon, EFSEC staff.  Energy Northwest				false

		451						LN		18		3		false		            3     asked if I could give the update.				false

		452						LN		18		4		false		            4          There are no nonroutine items to report, as				false

		453						LN		18		5		false		            5     demonstrated in the Council packet.  Thank you.				false

		454						LN		18		6		false		            6                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.				false

		455						LN		18		7		false		            7          Goose Prairie Solar project update.  Mr. Crist.				false

		456						LN		18		8		false		            8                        MR. CRIST:  Good afternoon, Chair				false

		457						LN		18		9		false		            9     Drew, EFSEC Council, and staff.  This is Jacob Crist,				false

		458						LN		18		10		false		           10     senior project manager, on behalf of Brookfield				false

		459						LN		18		11		false		           11     Renewable.				false

		460						LN		18		12		false		           12          So for construction updates:  Starting with the				false

		461						LN		18		13		false		           13     substation.  So the construction is progressing.  The				false

		462						LN		18		14		false		           14     substation completion is expected in -- sometime in mid				false

		463						LN		18		15		false		           15     to late March.  Remaining equipment and material				false

		464						LN		18		16		false		           16     deliveries are still being planned.  Everything is				false

		465						LN		18		17		false		           17     still on schedule here.  Predrilling is complete, along				false

		466						LN		18		18		false		           18     with our medium-voltage cable install.  Pile-driving				false

		467						LN		18		19		false		           19     perimeter fence continue along with the racking and				false

		468						LN		18		20		false		           20     module install.				false

		469						LN		18		21		false		           21          So the last two weeks' work's been slowed pretty				false

		470						LN		18		22		false		           22     significantly with weather delays due to snow, snow				false

		471						LN		18		23		false		           23     melt, and rain.  So it's really all hands on deck for				false

		472						LN		18		24		false		           24     maintaining B&Ps right now throughout this period.  And				false

		473						LN		18		25		false		           25     then we do have, as recent as today, ongoing				false

		474						PG		19		0		false		page 19				false

		475						LN		19		1		false		            1     environmental inspections by WSP also.				false

		476						LN		19		2		false		            2          And that's -- that's my update.				false

		477						LN		19		3		false		            3                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.				false

		478						LN		19		4		false		            4          Council members, are there any questions?				false

		479						LN		19		5		false		            5          Thank you for the update.				false

		480						LN		19		6		false		            6          Moving on to High Top and Ostrea project update.				false

		481						LN		19		7		false		            7     Ms. Hafkemeyer.				false

		482						LN		19		8		false		            8                        MS. HAFKEMEYER:  Thank you, Chair				false

		483						LN		19		9		false		            9     Drew.  Good afternoon, Chair and Council.  Again, this				false

		484						LN		19		10		false		           10     is Ami Hafkemeyer, for the record.				false

		485						LN		19		11		false		           11          Staff are continuing to work on preconstruction				false

		486						LN		19		12		false		           12     plan review with the certificate holder.  There are no				false

		487						LN		19		13		false		           13     further updates at this time.				false

		488						LN		19		14		false		           14                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.				false

		489						LN		19		15		false		           15          Whistling Ridge.  Ms. Hafkemeyer.				false

		490						LN		19		16		false		           16                        MS. HAFKEMEYER:  Thank you.				false

		491						LN		19		17		false		           17          Staff continue to coordinate to work towards				false

		492						LN		19		18		false		           18     scheduling a public informational meeting for the				false

		493						LN		19		19		false		           19     requests for this project.  Details will be announced				false

		494						LN		19		20		false		           20     once they are available.				false

		495						LN		19		21		false		           21                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.				false

		496						LN		19		22		false		           22          Badger Mountain, project update.  Ms. Snarski.				false

		497						LN		19		23		false		           23                        MS. SNARSKI:  Thank you, Chair Drew.				false

		498						LN		19		24		false		           24     And good afternoon, Council members.  For the record,				false

		499						LN		19		25		false		           25     this is Joanne Snarski, the siting specialist for				false

		500						PG		20		0		false		page 20				false

		501						LN		20		1		false		            1     Badger Mountain solar.				false

		502						LN		20		2		false		            2          Efforts continue on the development of the				false

		503						LN		20		3		false		            3     supplemental cultural resources survey.  We have				false

		504						LN		20		4		false		            4     received Department of Archaeology and Historic				false

		505						LN		20		5		false		            5     Preservation concurrence on a work plan for the initial				false

		506						LN		20		6		false		            6     pedestrian survey.				false

		507						LN		20		7		false		            7          Additionally, we recently began working with the				false

		508						LN		20		8		false		            8     Department of Natural Resources to obtain an access				false

		509						LN		20		9		false		            9     agreement for our subcontractors to the state lands for				false

		510						LN		20		10		false		           10     cultural resources survey.  Due to the current winter				false

		511						LN		20		11		false		           11     conditions at the proposed site, we are not able to				false

		512						LN		20		12		false		           12     begin work until snow thaws.				false

		513						LN		20		13		false		           13          Finally, the findings of this survey will inform				false

		514						LN		20		14		false		           14     the cultural resources section of the draft				false

		515						LN		20		15		false		           15     environmental impact statement.				false

		516						LN		20		16		false		           16          Any questions?				false

		517						LN		20		17		false		           17                        CHAIR DREW:  Any questions for				false

		518						LN		20		18		false		           18     Ms. Snarski?				false

		519						LN		20		19		false		           19          Thank you.				false

		520						LN		20		20		false		           20          Wautoma Solar Project.  Mr. Caputo.				false

		521						LN		20		21		false		           21                        MS. HAFKEMEYER:  Chair Drew, I will				false

		522						LN		20		22		false		           22     also be giving the update --				false

		523						LN		20		23		false		           23                        CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  Thank you.				false

		524						LN		20		24		false		           24                        MS. HAFKEMEYER:  -- for Wautoma				false

		525						LN		20		25		false		           25     Solar.				false

		526						PG		21		0		false		page 21				false

		527						LN		21		1		false		            1                        CHAIR DREW:  I didn't know.  I				false

		528						LN		21		2		false		            2     heard --				false

		529						LN		21		3		false		            3                        MS. HAFKEMEYER:  This is Ami				false

		530						LN		21		4		false		            4     Hafkemeyer.				false

		531						LN		21		5		false		            5                        CHAIR DREW:  Yeah.  Go ahead.				false

		532						LN		21		6		false		            6                        MS. HAFKEMEYER:  Yes.				false

		533						LN		21		7		false		            7          Sorry.  I just minimized my update.  I apologize.				false

		534						LN		21		8		false		            8          Again, for the record, this is Ami Hafkemeyer.				false

		535						LN		21		9		false		            9     Staff are continuing coordination with our contracted				false

		536						LN		21		10		false		           10     agencies, tribal staff, and the applicant to refine				false

		537						LN		21		11		false		           11     identified mitigation for the Wautoma proposal.				false

		538						LN		21		12		false		           12          Staff are also working in coordination with the				false

		539						LN		21		13		false		           13     Office of Administrative Hearings and our attorney				false

		540						LN		21		14		false		           14     general support in preparation for logistics associated				false

		541						LN		21		15		false		           15     with the adjudicative proceedings for this project.				false

		542						LN		21		16		false		           16          Are there any questions?				false

		543						LN		21		17		false		           17                        CHAIR DREW:  Are there any				false

		544						LN		21		18		false		           18     questions?				false

		545						LN		21		19		false		           19          Thank you.				false

		546						LN		21		20		false		           20          Hop Hill Solar Project.  Mr. Barnes.				false

		547						LN		21		21		false		           21                        MR. BARNES:  Thank you, Chair Drew				false

		548						LN		21		22		false		           22     and Council members.  For the record, this is John				false

		549						LN		21		23		false		           23     Barnes, EFSEC staff, for the Hop Hill application.				false

		550						LN		21		24		false		           24          Work continues with the applicant to complete				false

		551						LN		21		25		false		           25     studies and reports needed to make a SEPA				false

		552						PG		22		0		false		page 22				false

		553						LN		22		1		false		            1     determination.  We are continuing to coordinate and				false

		554						LN		22		2		false		            2     review the application with our contractor, contracted				false

		555						LN		22		3		false		            3     agencies, and tribal governments.				false

		556						LN		22		4		false		            4          Are there any questions?				false

		557						LN		22		5		false		            5                        CHAIR DREW:  Are there any				false

		558						LN		22		6		false		            6     questions?				false

		559						LN		22		7		false		            7          Thank you, Mr. Barnes.				false

		560						LN		22		8		false		            8          Carriger Solar.  Ms. Snarski.				false

		561						LN		22		9		false		            9                        MS. SNARSKI:  Yes.  Thank you, Chair				false

		562						LN		22		10		false		           10     Drew.				false

		563						LN		22		11		false		           11          For the record, this is Joanne Snarski, the siting				false

		564						LN		22		12		false		           12     special -- specialist for Carriger Solar.				false

		565						LN		22		13		false		           13          In early January, we received feedback from the				false

		566						LN		22		14		false		           14     Klickitat County Public Works Department on the draft				false

		567						LN		22		15		false		           15     traffic impact assessment.  We will continue to work				false

		568						LN		22		16		false		           16     with the County to refine the assessment to ensure all				false

		569						LN		22		17		false		           17     impacts can be appropriately mitigated.				false

		570						LN		22		18		false		           18          Staff also received a third revision to the				false

		571						LN		22		19		false		           19     cultural resources survey from the applicant.  It is				false

		572						LN		22		20		false		           20     currently being reviewed by the Department of				false

		573						LN		22		21		false		           21     Archaeology and Historic Preservation and the Yakama				false

		574						LN		22		22		false		           22     Nation.				false

		575						LN		22		23		false		           23          On a final note, the interagency agreement for the				false

		576						LN		22		24		false		           24     completion of the Traditional Cultural Property Study				false

		577						LN		22		25		false		           25     by the Yakama Nation for this site has been fully				false

		578						PG		23		0		false		page 23				false

		579						LN		23		1		false		            1     executed.  The work is underway.  The work is scheduled				false

		580						LN		23		2		false		            2     to be completed in December 2024.				false

		581						LN		23		3		false		            3          Any questions?				false

		582						LN		23		4		false		            4                        CHAIR DREW:  Any questions for				false

		583						LN		23		5		false		            5     Ms. Snarski?				false

		584						LN		23		6		false		            6          Thank you.				false

		585						LN		23		7		false		            7          We are now moving on to the Horse Heaven Wind				false

		586						LN		23		8		false		            8     Farm.  We're going to have an update from Ms. Moon.  I				false

		587						LN		23		9		false		            9     am actually going to take the mitigation discussion				false

		588						LN		23		10		false		           10     first, unless there are any objections from Council.				false

		589						LN		23		11		false		           11          Ms. Moon, why don't you go ahead with the update,				false

		590						LN		23		12		false		           12     and then we'll move to the presentation by Mr. Greene.				false

		591						LN		23		13		false		           13                        MS. MOON:  Okay.  So I -- maybe you				false

		592						LN		23		14		false		           14     can clarify, Council Chair Drew.  I -- I had an update				false

		593						LN		23		15		false		           15     on the information on firefighting from DNR and the				false

		594						LN		23		16		false		           16     Benton County fire chief.  Do you want me to go ahead				false

		595						LN		23		17		false		           17     with that first?				false

		596						LN		23		18		false		           18                        CHAIR DREW:  Yes, please.				false

		597						LN		23		19		false		           19                        MS. MOON:  Okay.  Thank you.				false

		598						LN		23		20		false		           20          For the record, this is Amy Moon reporting on the				false

		599						LN		23		21		false		           21     Horse Heaven wind project.				false

		600						LN		23		22		false		           22          At the December 20th Council meeting, I presented				false

		601						LN		23		23		false		           23     information regarding firefighting and fire suppression				false

		602						LN		23		24		false		           24     that led to the Council's request for additional				false

		603						LN		23		25		false		           25     information regarding the roles of the Washington				false

		604						PG		24		0		false		page 24				false

		605						LN		24		1		false		            1     Department of Natural Resources, referred to here				false

		606						LN		24		2		false		            2     further as "DNR," and the local fire district on fire				false

		607						LN		24		3		false		            3     protection and firefighting in the proposed Horse				false

		608						LN		24		4		false		            4     Heaven wind project area.				false

		609						LN		24		5		false		            5          EFSEC staff worked with DNR and the Benton County				false

		610						LN		24		6		false		            6     Fire District No. 1 to answer the Council's questions.				false

		611						LN		24		7		false		            7     Russ Lane, the DNR division manager in the Wildland				false

		612						LN		24		8		false		            8     Fire Management Division, and the Benton County Fire				false

		613						LN		24		9		false		            9     District fire chief, Lonnie Click, provided responses				false

		614						LN		24		10		false		           10     to the Council's questions.				false

		615						LN		24		11		false		           11          Both the original questions and responses from the				false

		616						LN		24		12		false		           12     December Council meeting and the follow-up questions				false

		617						LN		24		13		false		           13     and responses are included in the January 24th Council				false

		618						LN		24		14		false		           14     packet for your review.  But I do have some additional				false

		619						LN		24		15		false		           15     updates on that.				false

		620						LN		24		16		false		           16          So I wanted to start off with clarifications to				false

		621						LN		24		17		false		           17     information I presented at the December Council meeting				false

		622						LN		24		18		false		           18     regarding aerial firefighting, specifically if the				false

		623						LN		24		19		false		           19     project area would be a no-fly zone.				false

		624						LN		24		20		false		           20          According to Mr. Lane, the height of the vertical				false

		625						LN		24		21		false		           21     obstacles or turbines is what would prevent aerial fire				false

		626						LN		24		22		false		           22     response in the interior of the proposed project.				false

		627						LN		24		23		false		           23     Mr. Lane further stated that he doesn't see any way to				false

		628						LN		24		24		false		           24     mitigate for the aerial response of turbine heights up				false

		629						LN		24		25		false		           25     to 657 feet or aerial mitigation for the proposed				false

		630						PG		25		0		false		page 25				false

		631						LN		25		1		false		            1     turbine spacing.				false

		632						LN		25		2		false		            2          The aerial firefighting questions and responses I				false

		633						LN		25		3		false		            3     submitted to DNR are included in your Council packet.				false

		634						LN		25		4		false		            4     However, in further follow-up, EFSEC received				false

		635						LN		25		5		false		            5     additional information from Mr. Lane on January 26,				false

		636						LN		25		6		false		            6     which was too late for the Council packet, clarifying				false

		637						LN		25		7		false		            7     DNR aerial firefighting efforts, which I will go over				false

		638						LN		25		8		false		            8     now.				false

		639						LN		25		9		false		            9          At the December meeting, the Council asked if DNR				false

		640						LN		25		10		false		           10     had any recommended mitigation measures that may				false

		641						LN		25		11		false		           11     address aerial firefighting activities in association				false

		642						LN		25		12		false		           12     with those turbine heights up to 657 feet.  DNR				false

		643						LN		25		13		false		           13     indicated mitigating conflict with tactical aerial				false

		644						LN		25		14		false		           14     operations to provide safety and maneuvering space may				false

		645						LN		25		15		false		           15     not be possible due to density and height of the				false

		646						LN		25		16		false		           16     proposed turbines that would need an additional safety				false

		647						LN		25		17		false		           17     buffer of one to two tower heights around the project				false

		648						LN		25		18		false		           18     to, quote, ensure safe operation for aircraft				false

		649						LN		25		19		false		           19     operations, end quote.				false

		650						LN		25		20		false		           20          Mr. Lane also expressed concern over the long				false

		651						LN		25		21		false		           21     lines and bucket that extend up to 150 feet below the				false

		652						LN		25		22		false		           22     helicopter airframe.  In further communication, he				false

		653						LN		25		23		false		           23     clarified that the DNR's owned and contracted fleet				false

		654						LN		25		24		false		           24     includes light, medium, and heavy Type 3, 2, and 1				false

		655						LN		25		25		false		           25     helicopters as well as single-engine and twin-engine				false

		656						PG		26		0		false		page 26				false

		657						LN		26		1		false		            1     turboprop aircraft.				false

		658						LN		26		2		false		            2          He stated that the DNR fixed-wing tankers operate				false

		659						LN		26		3		false		            3     in both retardant and scooping configurations, which				false

		660						LN		26		4		false		            4     would be like scooping water from a river.  And he is				false

		661						LN		26		5		false		            5     comfortable that they can safely operate the three				false

		662						LN		26		6		false		            6     types of helicopters and light tankers, which are				false

		663						LN		26		7		false		            7     AT-820 models, at a standoff distance of approximately				false

		664						LN		26		8		false		            8     one-quarter mile and that he is reasonably certain DNR				false

		665						LN		26		9		false		            9     would hear the same for the twin-engine scoopers, which				false

		666						LN		26		10		false		           10     are the CL-145 models, and twin tankers, which are the				false

		667						LN		26		11		false		           11     Q400 models, but can verify that with his vendor, if				false

		668						LN		26		12		false		           12     needed.  If the Council wants that, we can get that				false

		669						LN		26		13		false		           13     verification.				false

		670						LN		26		14		false		           14          Mr. Lane also noted that DNR infrequently borrow				false

		671						LN		26		15		false		           15     the large and very large jet engine transport-type				false

		672						LN		26		16		false		           16     aircraft present in the federal fleet, which are				false

		673						LN		26		17		false		           17     DC-10s, and these are referred to as very large air				false

		674						LN		26		18		false		           18     tankers.  But these fly on less than 1 percent of DNR				false

		675						LN		26		19		false		           19     incidents.				false

		676						LN		26		20		false		           20          In the information included in the Council packet,				false

		677						LN		26		21		false		           21     Mr. Lane expressed his high concern about damage to the				false

		678						LN		26		22		false		           22     wind farm that could likely occur from bucket or				false

		679						LN		26		23		false		           23     retardant drops in the wind farm area, as these drops				false

		680						LN		26		24		false		           24     come down with the force of gravity and many thousands				false

		681						LN		26		25		false		           25     of pounds of water or retardant that could easily snap				false

		682						PG		27		0		false		page 27				false

		683						LN		27		1		false		            1     off blades and can do other damage to towers.				false

		684						LN		27		2		false		            2          Mr. Lane further stated that DNR takes great care				false

		685						LN		27		3		false		            3     to avoid damage to high-value infrastructure when				false

		686						LN		27		4		false		            4     firefighting and could easily do more damage conducting				false

		687						LN		27		5		false		            5     aerial drops within a wind project than the fire,				false

		688						LN		27		6		false		            6     itself, might do.  And that potential would also likely				false

		689						LN		27		7		false		            7     lead to DNR to make a "no go" call for aerial				false

		690						LN		27		8		false		            8     operations within the perimeter of the wind farm.				false

		691						LN		27		9		false		            9          Mr. Lane wanted to remind EFSEC that the "go" or				false

		692						LN		27		10		false		           10     "no go" call for safe operations near obstacles will be				false

		693						LN		27		11		false		           11     made by the pilot in command at the time of the mission				false

		694						LN		27		12		false		           12     and that DNR remain concerned that operations interior				false

		695						LN		27		13		false		           13     to a large-scale wind project would pose unacceptable				false

		696						LN		27		14		false		           14     risks to air crews.  However, he further stated that he				false

		697						LN		27		15		false		           15     believes they have multiple effective tools to do				false

		698						LN		27		16		false		           16     aerial firefighting around the perimeter of wind				false

		699						LN		27		17		false		           17     projects from a safe standoff distance.				false

		700						LN		27		18		false		           18          I conferred with the Benton County Fire District				false

		701						LN		27		19		false		           19     No. 1 fire chief, Lonnie Click.  He reviewed the DNR				false

		702						LN		27		20		false		           20     information and stated that his fire district responses				false

		703						LN		27		21		false		           21     would be nearly exact and that the vertical obstruction				false

		704						LN		27		22		false		           22     of the turbine tower is the ultimate hazard to				false

		705						LN		27		23		false		           23     firefighting aircraft; in turn, requiring the aircraft				false

		706						LN		27		24		false		           24     to fly a considerable distance from the towers.				false

		707						LN		27		25		false		           25          Chief Click also stated he agrees with what DNR				false

		708						PG		28		0		false		page 28				false

		709						LN		28		1		false		            1     stated and that the -- about the pilot discretion and				false

		710						LN		28		2		false		            2     working outside the proposed project perimeter are key				false

		711						LN		28		3		false		            3     factors in fire response.				false

		712						LN		28		4		false		            4          I know that was a lot of information.  Does the				false

		713						LN		28		5		false		            5     Council have any questions?				false

		714						LN		28		6		false		            6                        CHAIR DREW:  Are there any questions				false

		715						LN		28		7		false		            7     from Council members?				false

		716						LN		28		8		false		            8                        MS. MOON:  It looks like Council				false

		717						LN		28		9		false		            9     Member Young may have.				false

		718						LN		28		10		false		           10                        CHAIR DREW:  I don't know why I'm				false

		719						LN		28		11		false		           11     not seeing that on my screen.  We're going to pause for				false

		720						LN		28		12		false		           12     just a moment while I make sure I can have -- Andrea,				false

		721						LN		28		13		false		           13     can you come help?				false

		722						LN		28		14		false		           14          Just a second.				false

		723						LN		28		15		false		           15                               (Discussion off the record.)				false

		724						LN		28		16		false		           16				false

		725						LN		28		17		false		           17                        CHAIR DREW:  Mr. Young, is your hand				false

		726						LN		28		18		false		           18     up?				false

		727						LN		28		19		false		           19                        MR. YOUNG:  Yes, it is.				false

		728						LN		28		20		false		           20                               (Discussion off the record.)				false

		729						LN		28		21		false		           21				false

		730						LN		28		22		false		           22                        CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  I'm going to				false

		731						LN		28		23		false		           23     have to ask you to let me know when you raise your				false

		732						LN		28		24		false		           24     hands.				false

		733						LN		28		25		false		           25          Mr. Young.				false

		734						PG		29		0		false		page 29				false

		735						LN		29		1		false		            1                        MR. YOUNG:  Thank you.				false

		736						LN		29		2		false		            2          Amy, would it be fair to summarize what you				false

		737						LN		29		3		false		            3     recounted that aerial fire suppression would not be				false

		738						LN		29		4		false		            4     feasible within the wind farm perimeter or within a				false

		739						LN		29		5		false		            5     one-quarter-mile buffer of the perimeter which was				false

		740						LN		29		6		false		            6     being referred to as the standoff distance?  Is that a				false

		741						LN		29		7		false		            7     correct summary interpretation?				false

		742						LN		29		8		false		            8                        MS. MOON:  Yes.  Based on what				false

		743						LN		29		9		false		            9     Mr. Lane provided to EFSEC, that -- that is correct.				false

		744						LN		29		10		false		           10                        MR. YOUNG:  And I understand that				false

		745						LN		29		11		false		           11     Chief Click concurs with Mr. Lane?				false

		746						LN		29		12		false		           12                        MS. MOON:  Yes.  Yes, Chief Click				false

		747						LN		29		13		false		           13     did concur.				false

		748						LN		29		14		false		           14          Any further questions?  I see another hand.  But				false

		749						LN		29		15		false		           15     I'm not sure that we can take Paul Krupin's question.				false

		750						LN		29		16		false		           16                        CHAIR DREW:  That's correct.  We're				false

		751						LN		29		17		false		           17     only taking members from Horse Heaven Council members.				false

		752						LN		29		18		false		           18                        MS. MOON:  Okay.  If there are no				false

		753						LN		29		19		false		           19     further questions, I have -- I would like to -- to				false

		754						LN		29		20		false		           20     continue with my update.				false

		755						LN		29		21		false		           21                        CHAIR DREW:  Go ahead.				false

		756						LN		29		22		false		           22                        MS. MOON:  Okay.				false

		757						LN		29		23		false		           23          As directed by the Council at the December 20th				false

		758						LN		29		24		false		           24     Council meeting, EFSEC staff also made updates to other				false

		759						LN		29		25		false		           25     proposed mitigation measures presented in the final				false

		760						PG		30		0		false		page 30				false

		761						LN		30		1		false		            1     environmental impact statement issued on October 31st				false

		762						LN		30		2		false		            2     of 2023.  62 comments were received during the comment				false

		763						LN		30		3		false		            3     campaign associated with the Council's direction in				false

		764						LN		30		4		false		            4     December to produce figures demonstrating potential				false

		765						LN		30		5		false		            5     project exclusions for their consideration.				false

		766						LN		30		6		false		            6          Our SEPA specialist, Sean Greene, is here to				false

		767						LN		30		7		false		            7     present the proposed updates and to answer any				false

		768						LN		30		8		false		            8     questions.				false

		769						LN		30		9		false		            9          And so if you're ready, Sean, I'll turn it over to				false

		770						LN		30		10		false		           10     you.				false

		771						LN		30		11		false		           11                        MR. GREENE:  Yes.  I believe Chair				false

		772						LN		30		12		false		           12     Drew wanted to lead off before I began.				false

		773						LN		30		13		false		           13                        CHAIR DREW:  That's right.  Thank				false

		774						LN		30		14		false		           14     you, Mr. Greene.				false

		775						LN		30		15		false		           15          So as the Council continues our discussion on our				false

		776						LN		30		16		false		           16     recommendation to the governor or on the Horse Heaven				false

		777						LN		30		17		false		           17     wind and solar project, I'd like to make a few				false

		778						LN		30		18		false		           18     comments.				false

		779						LN		30		19		false		           19          Much of what you have seen in our meetings over				false

		780						LN		30		20		false		           20     the past couple of months has been a discussion of				false

		781						LN		30		21		false		           21     mitigation measures recommended in the final EIS.  The				false

		782						LN		30		22		false		           22     Council will consider any changes to these measures,				false

		783						LN		30		23		false		           23     taking into account not just the information we've				false

		784						LN		30		24		false		           24     received through the EIS but the information we've				false

		785						LN		30		25		false		           25     received as a Council through the adjudicative process				false

		786						PG		31		0		false		page 31				false

		787						LN		31		1		false		            1     and the comments we've received from the public				false

		788						LN		31		2		false		            2     throughout our review.  We thank everyone for your				false

		789						LN		31		3		false		            3     participation in our process.				false

		790						LN		31		4		false		            4          Mr. Greene, if you would show Figure 2-5 from the				false

		791						LN		31		5		false		            5     final EIS, which we have referred to several times				false

		792						LN		31		6		false		            6     during our conversation over the past couple of months,				false

		793						LN		31		7		false		            7     and please describe to the Council what is represented				false

		794						LN		31		8		false		            8     here.				false

		795						LN		31		9		false		            9                        MR. GREENE:  Yes.  Thank you, Chair				false

		796						LN		31		10		false		           10     Drew and Council members.  For the record, this is Sean				false

		797						LN		31		11		false		           11     Greene, SEPA specialist for EFSEC.				false

		798						LN		31		12		false		           12          What this figure represents, there are two roughly				false

		799						LN		31		13		false		           13     equivalent figures in Chapter 2 of the FEIS, each				false

		800						LN		31		14		false		           14     representing one of the two turbine options being				false

		801						LN		31		15		false		           15     proposed.				false

		802						LN		31		16		false		           16          This is Turbine Option 1.  And this figure				false

		803						LN		31		17		false		           17     represents an assessment of turbine impacts to a number				false

		804						LN		31		18		false		           18     of resources:  Specifically, areas within two miles of				false

		805						LN		31		19		false		           19     a ferruginous hawk nest; areas with medium or higher				false

		806						LN		31		20		false		           20     modeled linkage for a wildlife movement corridor; areas				false

		807						LN		31		21		false		           21     with shrubsteppe habitat; turbines that would create				false

		808						LN		31		22		false		           22     noise impacts, visual impacts, shadow flicker impacts,				false

		809						LN		31		23		false		           23     or would have impacts to archaeological and				false

		810						LN		31		24		false		           24     architectural resources with traditional cultural				false

		811						LN		31		25		false		           25     property resources shown on the confidential Council				false

		812						PG		32		0		false		page 32				false

		813						LN		32		1		false		            1     map that was provided under separate cover to this map.				false

		814						LN		32		2		false		            2          This also shows turbines that would have impacts				false

		815						LN		32		3		false		            3     to recreational opportunities.				false

		816						LN		32		4		false		            4          In terms of the color coding, red-color turbines				false

		817						LN		32		5		false		            5     on this map are indicative of turbines that were either				false

		818						LN		32		6		false		            6     assessed as having a high impact on three or more of				false

		819						LN		32		7		false		            7     those listed resources or having an impact to one or				false

		820						LN		32		8		false		            8     more particularly vulnerable or sensitive resources,				false

		821						LN		32		9		false		            9     such as ferruginous hawk nests or archaeological				false

		822						LN		32		10		false		           10     resources.				false

		823						LN		32		11		false		           11                        CHAIR DREW:  Mr. Young, you have a				false

		824						LN		32		12		false		           12     question.  Now I don't see you.				false

		825						LN		32		13		false		           13                        MR. YOUNG:  Yes.  Thank you.				false

		826						LN		32		14		false		           14          The way you described that, I just want to be				false

		827						LN		32		15		false		           15     clear:  That this map does not take into account				false

		828						LN		32		16		false		           16     impacts to traditional cultural properties and that				false

		829						LN		32		17		false		           17     those are identified separately on the confidential				false

		830						LN		32		18		false		           18     map; is that correct?				false

		831						LN		32		19		false		           19                        MR. GREENE:  That is correct.				false

		832						LN		32		20		false		           20                        MR. YOUNG:  So TCPs are not -- not				false

		833						LN		32		21		false		           21     factored into what color the turbines are shaded on				false

		834						LN		32		22		false		           22     this map, correct?				false

		835						LN		32		23		false		           23                        MR. GREENE:  That is correct.				false

		836						LN		32		24		false		           24                        MR. YOUNG:  Thank you.				false

		837						LN		32		25		false		           25                        MR. GREENE:  Were there any further				false

		838						PG		33		0		false		page 33				false

		839						LN		33		1		false		            1     questions regarding this map and the meaning of the				false

		840						LN		33		2		false		            2     color coding or what resources are being assessed as				false

		841						LN		33		3		false		            3     part of this color coding and the determination of the				false

		842						LN		33		4		false		            4     class of impact?				false

		843						LN		33		5		false		            5                        CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  Thank you.				false

		844						LN		33		6		false		            6          So I do want to -- like the Council to start our				false

		845						LN		33		7		false		            7     conversation by discussing the elimination of the areas				false

		846						LN		33		8		false		            8     in which the red turbines are located as you've heard				false

		847						LN		33		9		false		            9     described.				false

		848						LN		33		10		false		           10          And I will say that although in impact we don't				false

		849						LN		33		11		false		           11     have specific turbines identified, we do know from the				false

		850						LN		33		12		false		           12     information that we have received that is confidential				false

		851						LN		33		13		false		           13     from the Yakama Nation that every turbine -- I'm				false

		852						LN		33		14		false		           14     sorry -- the entire site impacts traditional cultural				false

		853						LN		33		15		false		           15     properties.  So I want to make that statement, that the				false

		854						LN		33		16		false		           16     entire project does impact traditional cultural				false

		855						LN		33		17		false		           17     properties.				false

		856						LN		33		18		false		           18          But what I would like to do is to ask the Council				false

		857						LN		33		19		false		           19     to consider eliminating the turbines in -- represented				false

		858						LN		33		20		false		           20     by the red dots but within those areas, so not just				false

		859						LN		33		21		false		           21     within the entire areas represented by those red dots.				false

		860						LN		33		22		false		           22     And that is because the multiple compacting impacts in				false

		861						LN		33		23		false		           23     this area described.				false

		862						LN		33		24		false		           24          First of all, we've received information through				false

		863						LN		33		25		false		           25     the FEIS, again through the adjudication and public				false

		864						PG		34		0		false		page 34				false

		865						LN		34		1		false		            1     comments.  In my view, taking this action will				false

		866						LN		34		2		false		            2     eliminate all turbines in two-mile circles around				false

		867						LN		34		3		false		            3     current and historic ferruginous hawk nests, and it				false

		868						LN		34		4		false		            4     will reduce the impact on -- of the project on cultural				false

		869						LN		34		5		false		            5     resources and traditional cultural properties.				false

		870						LN		34		6		false		            6          It will reduce the impacts to the wildlife				false

		871						LN		34		7		false		            7     corridors throughout the project.				false

		872						LN		34		8		false		            8          It will reduce visual impact to communities to the				false

		873						LN		34		9		false		            9     east of the project and remove turbines from a				false

		874						LN		34		10		false		           10     prominent ridgeline.				false

		875						LN		34		11		false		           11          It will reduce potential impact on aerial				false

		876						LN		34		12		false		           12     firefighting on the slope northeast of the project and				false

		877						LN		34		13		false		           13     will reduce the impact of the project on some				false

		878						LN		34		14		false		           14     recreational areas.  Not eliminate all impacts, but				false

		879						LN		34		15		false		           15     there will be a reduction in impacts by taking this				false

		880						LN		34		16		false		           16     action.				false

		881						LN		34		17		false		           17          And I'd just like to ask Council members, please				false

		882						LN		34		18		false		           18     feel free to share your view of this action.				false

		883						LN		34		19		false		           19          Mr. Greene.				false

		884						LN		34		20		false		           20                        MR. GREENE:  Yeah.  I just wanted to				false

		885						LN		34		21		false		           21     make one point.  You mentioned that this would reduce				false

		886						LN		34		22		false		           22     the potential risk to aerial firefighting on the slope				false

		887						LN		34		23		false		           23     northeast of the project area.  It is actually the				false

		888						LN		34		24		false		           24     northwest of the project area.				false

		889						LN		34		25		false		           25                        CHAIR DREW:  Oh.  Thank you.  Okay.				false

		890						PG		35		0		false		page 35				false

		891						LN		35		1		false		            1     My mistake.  Thank you.				false

		892						LN		35		2		false		            2          Council members, I'd like to understand your				false

		893						LN		35		3		false		            3     views.				false

		894						LN		35		4		false		            4          Mr. Livingston.				false

		895						LN		35		5		false		            5                        MR. LIVINGSTON:  Hello.  Thanks,				false

		896						LN		35		6		false		            6     Chair Drew.				false

		897						LN		35		7		false		            7          I appreciate, one, the -- the further				false

		898						LN		35		8		false		            8     clarification about what the green/red/yellow dots are				false

		899						LN		35		9		false		            9     on the map.  I also appreciate the work that's gone				false

		900						LN		35		10		false		           10     into this.  And I -- I agree with you.  We've gone				false

		901						LN		35		11		false		           11     through such a deliberative, intense process of trying				false

		902						LN		35		12		false		           12     to understand what impacts this size of a project has				false

		903						LN		35		13		false		           13     posed for us to consider.				false

		904						LN		35		14		false		           14          And so the approach of eliminating those turbines				false

		905						LN		35		15		false		           15     that are in red I support for the reasons you				false

		906						LN		35		16		false		           16     mentioned.  They're going to reduce, and not eliminate,				false

		907						LN		35		17		false		           17     risk to the hawk.  They're going to reduce, and not				false

		908						LN		35		18		false		           18     eliminate, complications to firefighting.  There's the				false

		909						LN		35		19		false		           19     habitat connectivity also is going to be -- the impacts				false

		910						LN		35		20		false		           20     will be reduced but not eliminated.				false

		911						LN		35		21		false		           21          So we're working towards a project that could be				false

		912						LN		35		22		false		           22     permitted, and from my perspective, without having such				false

		913						LN		35		23		false		           23     a huge size, scope, and scale that would impact all				false

		914						LN		35		24		false		           24     these important resources.				false

		915						LN		35		25		false		           25          So those are my -- those are my views and comments				false

		916						PG		36		0		false		page 36				false

		917						LN		36		1		false		            1     at the moment.  Thank you.				false

		918						LN		36		2		false		            2                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.				false

		919						LN		36		3		false		            3          Mr. Young.				false

		920						LN		36		4		false		            4                        MR. YOUNG:  Chair, I support what				false

		921						LN		36		5		false		            5     you've described, removing all the red turbines.  That				false

		922						LN		36		6		false		            6     is not the full extent of my concerns, and there are				false

		923						LN		36		7		false		            7     additional turbines that I would like to see				false

		924						LN		36		8		false		            8     eliminated.  I think we'll get to that later in the				false

		925						LN		36		9		false		            9     discussion.  But I support what you've described for				false

		926						LN		36		10		false		           10     the reasons you -- you gave.				false

		927						LN		36		11		false		           11                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.				false

		928						LN		36		12		false		           12          Other Council members?				false

		929						LN		36		13		false		           13          Mr. Levitt.				false

		930						LN		36		14		false		           14                        MR. LEVITT:  Yeah.  Hello.  I'm				false

		931						LN		36		15		false		           15     supportive of the comments you made earlier, Chair				false

		932						LN		36		16		false		           16     Drew.  You know, I guess I do have some questions for				false

		933						LN		36		17		false		           17     EFSEC staff about how viable some of the strings of				false

		934						LN		36		18		false		           18     turbines are when a large number are eliminated.  For				false

		935						LN		36		19		false		           19     example, there's some -- some yellow, perhaps some				false

		936						LN		36		20		false		           20     orange kind of in the middle of the project.  And so,				false

		937						LN		36		21		false		           21     you know, I don't -- I don't know how to answer those				false

		938						LN		36		22		false		           22     questions.  But to make the project viable, you know,				false

		939						LN		36		23		false		           23     there is infrastructure that connects the rows of				false

		940						LN		36		24		false		           24     turbines, so I'm concerned about some of those.				false

		941						LN		36		25		false		           25                        CHAIR DREW:  Mr. Greene, you want to				false

		942						PG		37		0		false		page 37				false

		943						LN		37		1		false		            1     answer that?				false

		944						LN		37		2		false		            2                        MR. GREENE:  Yeah.  I can -- I can				false

		945						LN		37		3		false		            3     address that.				false

		946						LN		37		4		false		            4          So a few of the turbines that you've mentioned,				false

		947						LN		37		5		false		            5     specifically the ones that identify as Class 1 or				false

		948						LN		37		6		false		            6     Class 2 impacts here in the yellow and orange dots,				false

		949						LN		37		7		false		            7     would potentially be excluded by other mitigation				false

		950						LN		37		8		false		            8     measures that the Council is going to consider as part				false

		951						LN		37		9		false		            9     of this meeting.				false

		952						LN		37		10		false		           10          As for the secondary project components, things				false

		953						LN		37		11		false		           11     like roads and transmission lines, we -- we'll be				false

		954						LN		37		12		false		           12     presenting the Council with a set of exclusion measures				false

		955						LN		37		13		false		           13     that they can impose for primary project components --				false

		956						LN		37		14		false		           14     things like turbines, solar arrays, and BESSes, battery				false

		957						LN		37		15		false		           15     stations -- and a secondary question about what				false

		958						LN		37		16		false		           16     exclusions the Council would like to impose on				false

		959						LN		37		17		false		           17     secondary components, things like those roads and				false

		960						LN		37		18		false		           18     transmission lines.				false

		961						LN		37		19		false		           19          So there will be a level of delineation there that				false

		962						LN		37		20		false		           20     the Council can consider and provide guidance to staff				false

		963						LN		37		21		false		           21     on how you would like to see those exclusion measures				false

		964						LN		37		22		false		           22     put into place.				false

		965						LN		37		23		false		           23                        MR. LEVITT:  Thank you.				false

		966						LN		37		24		false		           24                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.				false

		967						LN		37		25		false		           25          Other comments by Council members?				false

		968						PG		38		0		false		page 38				false

		969						LN		38		1		false		            1          Ms. Brewster.				false

		970						LN		38		2		false		            2                        MS. BREWSTER:  Yeah.  I want to				false

		971						LN		38		3		false		            3     support the notion of eliminating the turbines with the				false

		972						LN		38		4		false		            4     highest impacts on multiple features, so the turbines				false

		973						LN		38		5		false		            5     marked in red.  I am supportive of that notion.				false

		974						LN		38		6		false		            6                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.				false

		975						LN		38		7		false		            7          And, again, because we're not -- we're talking				false

		976						LN		38		8		false		            8     about the areas that those red turbines represent, so I				false

		977						LN		38		9		false		            9     want to say that again.  Because it's not moving them a				false

		978						LN		38		10		false		           10     few feet.  They would not be in the entire area.				false

		979						LN		38		11		false		           11     You've seen it in different ways in Wild-5 that we will				false

		980						LN		38		12		false		           12     see later as well.  But I just want to say that for the				false

		981						LN		38		13		false		           13     record.				false

		982						LN		38		14		false		           14          So hearing that we have strong support for doing				false

		983						LN		38		15		false		           15     that, I wanted to lay the foundation of our				false

		984						LN		38		16		false		           16     conversation and the fact that it doesn't rest on one				false

		985						LN		38		17		false		           17     particular resource but on multiple impacts that we				false

		986						LN		38		18		false		           18     have been concerned about as we have heard throughout				false

		987						LN		38		19		false		           19     this project.				false

		988						LN		38		20		false		           20          So with that, I will ask Sean, then, to move on to				false

		989						LN		38		21		false		           21     the next part of his presentation.				false

		990						LN		38		22		false		           22                        MR. GREENE:  Thank you, Chair Drew.				false

		991						LN		38		23		false		           23          And I did want to mention that the Council has				false

		992						LN		38		24		false		           24     access to a confidential version of this same figure				false

		993						LN		38		25		false		           25     that actually shows red-shaded areas, which are the				false

		994						PG		39		0		false		page 39				false

		995						LN		39		1		false		            1     boundaries of some of those particularly vulnerable or				false

		996						LN		39		2		false		            2     sensitive resources.				false

		997						LN		39		3		false		            3                        CHAIR DREW:  Right.				false

		998						LN		39		4		false		            4                        MR. GREENE:  And that shows the				false

		999						LN		39		5		false		            5     approximate outlines of the areas of the micro-siting				false

		1000						LN		39		6		false		            6     corridor that would be excluded if these mitigation				false

		1001						LN		39		7		false		            7     measures were put into place to exclude those red-color				false

		1002						LN		39		8		false		            8     turbines.				false

		1003						LN		39		9		false		            9          So moving forward.  I wanted to go through the --				false

		1004						LN		39		10		false		           10     the various exclusion mitigation measures that the				false

		1005						LN		39		11		false		           11     Council was discussing at the previous meeting.  In				false

		1006						LN		39		12		false		           12     cases where it's -- it's a new measure, such as this				false

		1007						LN		39		13		false		           13     Veg-10, I'll show the text as proposed to be included				false

		1008						LN		39		14		false		           14     within a draft SCA, were -- were the Council to				false

		1009						LN		39		15		false		           15     recommend approval for this project.				false

		1010						LN		39		16		false		           16                        CHAIR DREW:  I want to -- may I				false

		1011						LN		39		17		false		           17     interrupt you?				false

		1012						LN		39		18		false		           18                        MR. GREENE:  Yes.				false

		1013						LN		39		19		false		           19                        CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  So I asked				false

		1014						LN		39		20		false		           20     Mr. Greene to present this.  I had presented at the				false

		1015						LN		39		21		false		           21     last meeting the idea of eliminating the east solar				false

		1016						LN		39		22		false		           22     field.  As I looked at comments and discussed this				false

		1017						LN		39		23		false		           23     further, I wanted to present a different option to the				false

		1018						LN		39		24		false		           24     Council that would eliminate solar arrays in any				false

		1019						LN		39		25		false		           25     rabbitbrush shrubland or any of the priority habitat				false

		1020						PG		40		0		false		page 40				false

		1021						LN		40		1		false		            1     areas rather than request the entire solar field be				false

		1022						LN		40		2		false		            2     eliminated.  So that's where this comes from.				false

		1023						LN		40		3		false		            3          Do you have more that you'd like to share on that?				false

		1024						LN		40		4		false		            4                        MR. GREENE:  Yes.				false

		1025						LN		40		5		false		            5          So this is just to show the text of that proposed				false

		1026						LN		40		6		false		            6     mitigation measure, were it to be incorporated.				false

		1027						LN		40		7		false		            7          The next slide here.  There we go.				false

		1028						LN		40		8		false		            8          So this is a -- a figure showing most of what was				false

		1029						LN		40		9		false		            9     originally proposed as that east solar field.  Those				false

		1030						LN		40		10		false		           10     red polygons are the -- the boundaries of the				false

		1031						LN		40		11		false		           11     originally proposed solar arrays.				false

		1032						LN		40		12		false		           12          In the final application submitted by the				false

		1033						LN		40		13		false		           13     applicant, they significantly reduced -- or I shouldn't				false

		1034						LN		40		14		false		           14     say "significant" -- they heavily reduced the footprint				false

		1035						LN		40		15		false		           15     of the proposed east solar array to approximately				false

		1036						LN		40		16		false		           16     what's encased in that green polygon that I drew.  It				false

		1037						LN		40		17		false		           17     accounted for a roughly 80 percent reduction in impacts				false

		1038						LN		40		18		false		           18     to sensitive habitat types that would be targeted by				false

		1039						LN		40		19		false		           19     this mitigation measure, resulting in approximately 140				false

		1040						LN		40		20		false		           20     acres of total impacts associated with the east solar				false

		1041						LN		40		21		false		           21     array.				false

		1042						LN		40		22		false		           22          There are no proposed permanent disturbance				false

		1043						LN		40		23		false		           23     impacts to any of these habitat types with the County				false

		1044						LN		40		24		false		           24     Well solar array or the Sellards solar array, which are				false

		1045						LN		40		25		false		           25     the other two options under consideration.  So it's				false

		1046						PG		41		0		false		page 41				false

		1047						LN		41		1		false		            1     just an indication of what the east solar array looks				false

		1048						LN		41		2		false		            2     like in the current proposal, and the blue in that				false

		1049						LN		41		3		false		            3     central polygon indicates east-side interior				false

		1050						LN		41		4		false		            4     grasslands, which is a priority habitat designated by				false

		1051						LN		41		5		false		            5     WDFW, and the pink polygon to the bottom left is				false

		1052						LN		41		6		false		            6     rabbitbrush shrubland, which would also be excluded as				false

		1053						LN		41		7		false		            7     part of this mitigation measure.				false

		1054						LN		41		8		false		            8                        CHAIR DREW:  Mr. Young.				false

		1055						LN		41		9		false		            9                        MR. YOUNG:  Are the three habitat				false

		1056						LN		41		10		false		           10     types listed there -- east-side (interior) grassland,				false

		1057						LN		41		11		false		           11     rabbitbrush shrubland, and sagebrush shrubsteppe --				false

		1058						LN		41		12		false		           12     does that comprise all of the DFW-designated priority				false

		1059						LN		41		13		false		           13     habitat types?				false

		1060						LN		41		14		false		           14                        MR. GREENE:  That includes all --				false

		1061						LN		41		15		false		           15     that includes rabbitbrush shrubland, which is generally				false

		1062						LN		41		16		false		           16     considered an early -- early successional stage of				false

		1063						LN		41		17		false		           17     shrubsteppe, and so it -- often incorporated with other				false

		1064						LN		41		18		false		           18     priority habitat types.  The only two are the only				false

		1065						LN		41		19		false		           19     priority habitat types designated by WDFW that have any				false

		1066						LN		41		20		false		           20     impacts associated with them as a result of solar				false

		1067						LN		41		21		false		           21     arrays --				false

		1068						LN		41		22		false		           22                        MR. YOUNG:  Could -- could you --				false

		1069						LN		41		23		false		           23                        MR. GREENE:  -- for this project.				false

		1070						LN		41		24		false		           24                        MR. YOUNG:  Could you flip back to				false

		1071						LN		41		25		false		           25     the previous slide that had the text?				false

		1072						PG		42		0		false		page 42				false

		1073						LN		42		1		false		            1                        MR. GREENE:  Yes.				false

		1074						LN		42		2		false		            2                        MR. YOUNG:  So where it says "or				false

		1075						LN		42		3		false		            3     DFW-designated priority habitat types," is it just				false

		1076						LN		42		4		false		            4     those other two that we've specifically talked about?				false

		1077						LN		42		5		false		            5                        MR. GREENE:  It would be -- sorry.				false

		1078						LN		42		6		false		            6                        MR. YOUNG:  Or are there other				false

		1079						LN		42		7		false		            7     DFW-designated priority habitat types that would be				false

		1080						LN		42		8		false		            8     included here?				false

		1081						LN		42		9		false		            9                        MR. GREENE:  It would include all				false

		1082						LN		42		10		false		           10     designated priority habitat types.  There are no others				false

		1083						LN		42		11		false		           11     within this area.				false

		1084						LN		42		12		false		           12                        MR. YOUNG:  Okay.				false

		1085						LN		42		13		false		           13                        MR. GREENE:  So -- so essentially --				false

		1086						LN		42		14		false		           14                        MR. YOUNG:  Sorry.  Cutting you off				false

		1087						LN		42		15		false		           15     there.				false

		1088						LN		42		16		false		           16                        MR. GREENE:  No.  I was -- I was				false

		1089						LN		42		17		false		           17     going to say, effectively it is those other two types,				false

		1090						LN		42		18		false		           18     the --				false

		1091						LN		42		19		false		           19                        MR. YOUNG:  Okay.				false

		1092						LN		42		20		false		           20                        MR. GREENE:  The sagebrush				false

		1093						LN		42		21		false		           21     shrubsteppe and east-side (interior) grassland.				false

		1094						LN		42		22		false		           22                        MR. YOUNG:  So in -- on the ground,				false

		1095						LN		42		23		false		           23     those are the only three types that are involved,				false

		1096						LN		42		24		false		           24     really, for our conversation?				false

		1097						LN		42		25		false		           25                        MR. GREENE:  Correct.				false

		1098						PG		43		0		false		page 43				false

		1099						LN		43		1		false		            1                        MR. YOUNG:  Thank you.				false

		1100						LN		43		2		false		            2                        MR. GREENE:  And so the Council				false

		1101						LN		43		3		false		            3     that -- or pardon me.  The question I would like to				false

		1102						LN		43		4		false		            4     present to the Council for your deliberations and				false

		1103						LN		43		5		false		            5     discussions, so as to give guidance to staff, is:  For				false

		1104						LN		43		6		false		            6     this proposed mitigation measure, should all solar				false

		1105						LN		43		7		false		            7     arrays be allowed on rabbitbrush shrubland and priority				false

		1106						LN		43		8		false		            8     habitats with compensatory mitigation at the				false

		1107						LN		43		9		false		            9     FEIS-recommended ratios, which is the current version				false

		1108						LN		43		10		false		           10     incorporated into the FEIS, or excluded from all				false

		1109						LN		43		11		false		           11     rabbitbrush shrubland and priority habitats, which is				false

		1110						LN		43		12		false		           12     the proposed version that was shown before?				false

		1111						LN		43		13		false		           13          And I would like to indicate, these are not the				false

		1112						LN		43		14		false		           14     only two options.  If the Council has further options,				false

		1113						LN		43		15		false		           15     absolutely provide staff with that direction.				false

		1114						LN		43		16		false		           16                        CHAIR DREW:  So from my perspective				false

		1115						LN		43		17		false		           17     are that there is -- we are trying to reduce impacts on				false

		1116						LN		43		18		false		           18     ferruginous hawks.  There is area that is potential for				false

		1117						LN		43		19		false		           19     their finding their appropriate sources of food.  Then				false

		1118						LN		43		20		false		           20     I think we should look at keeping those and not				false

		1119						LN		43		21		false		           21     covering them with solar panels.  But I am open to				false

		1120						LN		43		22		false		           22     conversation by the Council.  I did want to recognize				false

		1121						LN		43		23		false		           23     that some of the east solar field is on areas that are				false

		1122						LN		43		24		false		           24     currently under agricultural production and less				false

		1123						LN		43		25		false		           25     valuable for the species of concern.				false

		1124						PG		44		0		false		page 44				false

		1125						LN		44		1		false		            1          Are there any comments?				false

		1126						LN		44		2		false		            2          Mr. Livingston.				false

		1127						LN		44		3		false		            3                        MR. LIVINGSTON:  Can we go back,				false

		1128						LN		44		4		false		            4     Sean, to the -- I just want to see.  How many acres are				false

		1129						LN		44		5		false		            5     we talking about?				false

		1130						LN		44		6		false		            6                        MR. GREENE:  It's approximately 140				false

		1131						LN		44		7		false		            7     acres.				false

		1132						LN		44		8		false		            8                        MR. LIVINGSTON:  And if we go with				false

		1133						LN		44		9		false		            9     your Proposed Option B, what would be the impacts?				false

		1134						LN		44		10		false		           10                        MR. GREENE:  Essentially the -- the				false

		1135						LN		44		11		false		           11     pink-colored polygon and the blue-colored polygon would				false

		1136						LN		44		12		false		           12     be excluded, and the -- the color surrounding those				false

		1137						LN		44		13		false		           13     polygons would also be excluded from the siting of any				false

		1138						LN		44		14		false		           14     solar arrays.  That would give the applicant either the				false

		1139						LN		44		15		false		           15     option of reducing the footprint of the solar array to				false

		1140						LN		44		16		false		           16     exclude those -- those plats or restructuring their				false

		1141						LN		44		17		false		           17     proposed east solar array to cover the same number of				false

		1142						LN		44		18		false		           18     acres but no longer cover those priority habitat areas				false

		1143						LN		44		19		false		           19     or rabbitbrush shrubland.				false

		1144						LN		44		20		false		           20                        MR. LIVINGSTON:  It would be helpful				false

		1145						LN		44		21		false		           21     for me if I knew what was the surrou- -- I guess I can				false

		1146						LN		44		22		false		           22     see some of the surrounding habitat types to the north				false

		1147						LN		44		23		false		           23     and to the east and to the west.  I don't know what's				false

		1148						LN		44		24		false		           24     to the south, 'cause I guess it's outside of the -- the				false

		1149						LN		44		25		false		           25     project boundaries.				false

		1150						PG		45		0		false		page 45				false

		1151						LN		45		1		false		            1          Do we know what the habitat looks like to that				false

		1152						LN		45		2		false		            2     south?  'Cause one of the key components here for				false

		1153						LN		45		3		false		            3     viable habitat is to have larger acreages.  If these				false

		1154						LN		45		4		false		            4     are isolated pieces, they have less importance than				false

		1155						LN		45		5		false		            5     they would if they're connected to some other existing				false

		1156						LN		45		6		false		            6     acres to the south and elsewhere.  So I don't have				false

		1157						LN		45		7		false		            7     that -- a full picture of that.				false

		1158						LN		45		8		false		            8          So at this point, I would -- without that				false

		1159						LN		45		9		false		            9     information, I would lean towards supporting B, if we				false

		1160						LN		45		10		false		           10     were to go forward with supporting the solar fields to				false

		1161						LN		45		11		false		           11     the east here.				false

		1162						LN		45		12		false		           12                        MR. GREENE:  And to address your				false

		1163						LN		45		13		false		           13     question, I do not know off the top of my head what the				false

		1164						LN		45		14		false		           14     habitat cover is to the south.  That is an area outside				false

		1165						LN		45		15		false		           15     of project control, so I don't know that we have				false

		1166						LN		45		16		false		           16     on-the-ground surveys of that vegetation.  But the				false

		1167						LN		45		17		false		           17     surrounding areas to the east, west, and north are				false

		1168						LN		45		18		false		           18     primarily agricultural.				false

		1169						LN		45		19		false		           19                        MR. LIVINGSTON:  Thank you.				false

		1170						LN		45		20		false		           20                        CHAIR DREW:  Mr. Young.				false

		1171						LN		45		21		false		           21                        MR. YOUNG:  Chair Drew, I also				false

		1172						LN		45		22		false		           22     support Option B as you have proposed.  But I feel for				false

		1173						LN		45		23		false		           23     reasons that we'll get to, I think, later in our				false

		1174						LN		45		24		false		           24     discussion, I propo- -- I favor eliminating the entire				false

		1175						LN		45		25		false		           25     east solar field.  But to the extent of this particular				false

		1176						PG		46		0		false		page 46				false

		1177						LN		46		1		false		            1     question point here, I do support Option B.				false

		1178						LN		46		2		false		            2                        CHAIR DREW:  Others?				false

		1179						LN		46		3		false		            3          Ms. Brewster.				false

		1180						LN		46		4		false		            4                        MS. BREWSTER:  I will weigh in my				false

		1181						LN		46		5		false		            5     support for Option B at this point.  Thank you.				false

		1182						LN		46		6		false		            6                        MR. LEVITT:  Yeah.  This is Eli.  I				false

		1183						LN		46		7		false		            7     support Option B as well, as long as the applicant has				false

		1184						LN		46		8		false		            8     some flexibility to adjust.				false

		1185						LN		46		9		false		            9                        CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  Let's move on to				false

		1186						LN		46		10		false		           10     the next question, then.				false

		1187						LN		46		11		false		           11                        MR. GREENE:  Okay.  Thank you.				false

		1188						LN		46		12		false		           12          Next is the modifications to Habitat 1, which is				false

		1189						LN		46		13		false		           13     the mitigation measure addressing wildlife movement				false

		1190						LN		46		14		false		           14     corridors.				false

		1191						LN		46		15		false		           15          As a result of previous Council discussions, it				false

		1192						LN		46		16		false		           16     has been restructured to -- I should say, the original				false

		1193						LN		46		17		false		           17     version allowed siting of all project components within				false

		1194						LN		46		18		false		           18     modeled wildlife movement corridors, so long as the				false

		1195						LN		46		19		false		           19     applicant produced a corridor mitigation plan in				false

		1196						LN		46		20		false		           20     consultation with EFSEC that we felt appropriately				false

		1197						LN		46		21		false		           21     addressed the impacts.				false

		1198						LN		46		22		false		           22          The current version following the previous Council				false

		1199						LN		46		23		false		           23     meeting's discussion would prohibit the siting of				false

		1200						LN		46		24		false		           24     primary project components, such as specifically				false

		1201						LN		46		25		false		           25     turbines, solar arrays, and battery stations, and any				false

		1202						PG		47		0		false		page 47				false

		1203						LN		47		1		false		            1     movement corridors modeled as medium to very high				false

		1204						LN		47		2		false		            2     linkage and would prohibit secondary project				false

		1205						LN		47		3		false		            3     components, such as roads and power lines and				false

		1206						LN		47		4		false		            4     substations, in modeled high to very high linkage				false

		1207						LN		47		5		false		            5     movement corridors.				false

		1208						LN		47		6		false		            6          And in the previous meeting, Council also directed				false

		1209						LN		47		7		false		            7     staff to seek out guidance from WDFW staff on how they				false

		1210						LN		47		8		false		            8     viewed this -- this modification of the original				false

		1211						LN		47		9		false		            9     measure.				false

		1212						LN		47		10		false		           10          First, EFSEC requested from WDFW --- WDFW staff				false

		1213						LN		47		11		false		           11     how primary project components should be defined for				false

		1214						LN		47		12		false		           12     the purposes of mitigation throughout this document.				false

		1215						LN		47		13		false		           13     And WDFW staff believe that primary project components				false

		1216						LN		47		14		false		           14     should be defined as turbines, solar arrays, and				false

		1217						LN		47		15		false		           15     battery stations, consistent with the current version				false

		1218						LN		47		16		false		           16     of this -- this measure that you see on the left.				false

		1219						LN		47		17		false		           17          The second question we asked was whether primary				false

		1220						LN		47		18		false		           18     project components should be excluded from medium to				false

		1221						LN		47		19		false		           19     very high linkage or high to very high linkage				false

		1222						LN		47		20		false		           20     corridors, and WDFW staff believe that primary project				false

		1223						LN		47		21		false		           21     components should not be sited in medium to very high				false

		1224						LN		47		22		false		           22     linkage corridors, again consistent with the current				false

		1225						LN		47		23		false		           23     version of Hab-1.				false

		1226						LN		47		24		false		           24          And the third occas- -- the third question also				false

		1227						LN		47		25		false		           25     resulted in WDFW staff concurring with the current				false

		1228						PG		48		0		false		page 48				false

		1229						LN		48		1		false		            1     version of Hab-1 that secondary -- that's a typo --				false

		1230						LN		48		2		false		            2     secondary project components should not be sited in				false

		1231						LN		48		3		false		            3     high to very high linkage corridors but could be sited				false

		1232						LN		48		4		false		            4     in medium corridors with a corridor mitigation plan as				false

		1233						LN		48		5		false		            5     included in Hab-1.				false

		1234						LN		48		6		false		            6          And just for the purposes of recollection and this				false

		1235						LN		48		7		false		            7     conversation, this is a map of the modeled wildlife				false

		1236						LN		48		8		false		            8     movement corridors throughout the project area.  The				false

		1237						LN		48		9		false		            9     locations most of concern are this -- this central				false

		1238						LN		48		10		false		           10     medium and high linkage corridor that bisects the site,				false

		1239						LN		48		11		false		           11     and the second part is this narrow strip of high and				false

		1240						LN		48		12		false		           12     medium movement corridor.  That's more of a concern for				false

		1241						LN		48		13		false		           13     the primary -- the current location of the proposed				false

		1242						LN		48		14		false		           14     primary transmission line for the applicant.  And we				false

		1243						LN		48		15		false		           15     can come back to this figure during discussion.				false

		1244						LN		48		16		false		           16                        CHAIR DREW:  Can you go back to				false

		1245						LN		48		17		false		           17     what -- go ahead.  You had another -- another view				false

		1246						LN		48		18		false		           18     there.				false

		1247						LN		48		19		false		           19                        MR. GREENE:  Yeah, so this is going				false

		1248						LN		48		20		false		           20     to continue.  This is a -- a figure propo- -- or				false

		1249						LN		48		21		false		           21     produced for the purposes of this discussion.  It's not				false

		1250						LN		48		22		false		           22     exact.  It's just additional aid.				false

		1251						LN		48		23		false		           23          And it is for Turbine Option 1, which, just as a				false

		1252						LN		48		24		false		           24     reminder, Turbine Option 1 would site a maximum of 222				false

		1253						LN		48		25		false		           25     turbines, with a maximum height of 499 feet.				false

		1254						PG		49		0		false		page 49				false

		1255						LN		49		1		false		            1          Option 2, for which a similar figure has been				false

		1256						LN		49		2		false		            2     produced but is not in this presentation currently,				false

		1257						LN		49		3		false		            3     would site a maximum of 141 turbines, so fewer				false

		1258						LN		49		4		false		            4     turbines, with a maximum height of 671 feet.  Fewer				false

		1259						LN		49		5		false		            5     turbines at a taller height.				false

		1260						LN		49		6		false		            6          In terms of what project components are currently				false

		1261						LN		49		7		false		            7     proposed in high or above wildlife linkage corridor,				false

		1262						LN		49		8		false		            8     there is the primary transmission line at three				false

		1263						LN		49		9		false		            9     different points, one within this bigger square and				false

		1264						LN		49		10		false		           10     twice within the smaller rectangle.				false

		1265						LN		49		11		false		           11          22 Option 1 turbines are within high or above				false

		1266						LN		49		12		false		           12     corridors, and six -- or six Option 2 turbines are				false

		1267						LN		49		13		false		           13     within those high or above corridors.				false

		1268						LN		49		14		false		           14          Within medium -- or within just the medium				false

		1269						LN		49		15		false		           15     linkage -- level of linkage corridor is again the				false

		1270						LN		49		16		false		           16     primary transmission line at three different points and				false

		1271						LN		49		17		false		           17     then 11 Option 1 turbines or 16 Option 2 turbines.				false

		1272						LN		49		18		false		           18     There are no solar arrays, battery substations -- or				false

		1273						LN		49		19		false		           19     battery stations or substations that are currently				false

		1274						LN		49		20		false		           20     proposed in medium or higher modeled habitat movement				false

		1275						LN		49		21		false		           21     corridors.				false

		1276						LN		49		22		false		           22                        CHAIR DREW:  And of those numbers,				false

		1277						LN		49		23		false		           23     some of those turbine numbers you've identified, we've				false

		1278						LN		49		24		false		           24     already talk about -- talked about eliminating some of				false

		1279						LN		49		25		false		           25     those in those areas, so we've reduced that; is that				false

		1280						PG		50		0		false		page 50				false

		1281						LN		50		1		false		            1     correct?				false

		1282						LN		50		2		false		            2                        MR. GREENE:  Yes.  Many of the				false

		1283						LN		50		3		false		            3     turbines that are within these movement corridors would				false

		1284						LN		50		4		false		            4     also potentially be excluded by other mitigation				false

		1285						LN		50		5		false		            5     measures that we're going to discuss in today's				false

		1286						LN		50		6		false		            6     meeting; specifically, the ferruginous hawk Species 5				false

		1287						LN		50		7		false		            7     mitigation.				false

		1288						LN		50		8		false		            8                        CHAIR DREW:  I will say to Council				false

		1289						LN		50		9		false		            9     members that I have been thinking quite a bit about, as				false

		1290						LN		50		10		false		           10     Mr. Levitt brought up, connectivity, stranded assets,				false

		1291						LN		50		11		false		           11     as well as the impact that turbines, once they're				false

		1292						LN		50		12		false		           12     constructed, have on wildlife movement.  It's not --				false

		1293						LN		50		13		false		           13     they don't entirely block the movement, in fact.  I				false

		1294						LN		50		14		false		           14     know we have seen, some of us who have been here for a				false

		1295						LN		50		15		false		           15     while, seen examples of wildlife throughout the Wild				false

		1296						LN		50		16		false		           16     Horse wind project, for example.				false

		1297						LN		50		17		false		           17          I would like to suggest that we don't eliminate --				false

		1298						LN		50		18		false		           18     that we go back to the original FEIS-recommended				false

		1299						LN		50		19		false		           19     version.  Because I think it's important to maintain an				false

		1300						LN		50		20		false		           20     ability to have infrastructure throughout this project.				false

		1301						LN		50		21		false		           21          So perhaps, Sean, if you can remind us again what				false

		1302						LN		50		22		false		           22     the original mitigation was.				false

		1303						LN		50		23		false		           23                        MR. GREENE:  Yes.  So the original				false

		1304						LN		50		24		false		           24     request, that the applicant locate all project				false

		1305						LN		50		25		false		           25     components outside of medium or above linkage corridors				false

		1306						PG		51		0		false		page 51				false

		1307						LN		51		1		false		            1     to the extent feasible.  Then for any components that				false

		1308						LN		51		2		false		            2     would be sited within medium or above corridors, there				false

		1309						LN		51		3		false		            3     are a series of measures that we would require to be				false

		1310						LN		51		4		false		            4     incorporated into a corridor mitigation plan that				false

		1311						LN		51		5		false		            5     describes the proposed impacts and identifies effective				false

		1312						LN		51		6		false		            6     mitigation and restoration as a result of those				false

		1313						LN		51		7		false		            7     impacts, and that plan would be submitted to the				false

		1314						LN		51		8		false		            8     pre-tech -- pre-operational technical advisory group				false

		1315						LN		51		9		false		            9     prior to construction, approved by EFSEC, and then				false

		1316						LN		51		10		false		           10     monitored and enforced by EFSEC with the guidance of				false

		1317						LN		51		11		false		           11     the technical advisory committee throughout the life of				false

		1318						LN		51		12		false		           12     the project.				false

		1319						LN		51		13		false		           13                        CHAIR DREW:  Any comments from				false

		1320						LN		51		14		false		           14     Council members?				false

		1321						LN		51		15		false		           15          Again, I think we've reduced the number of				false

		1322						LN		51		16		false		           16     turbines in this area.				false

		1323						LN		51		17		false		           17          Mr. Young.				false

		1324						LN		51		18		false		           18                        MR. YOUNG:  I disagree with going				false

		1325						LN		51		19		false		           19     back to the original language.  I favor the way we				false

		1326						LN		51		20		false		           20     configured it on December 20th.				false

		1327						LN		51		21		false		           21                        MR. GREENE:  And I have questions				false

		1328						LN		51		22		false		           22     with -- with the various options available, if the				false

		1329						LN		51		23		false		           23     Council would like to have that up for discussion.				false

		1330						LN		51		24		false		           24                        CHAIR DREW:  Okay.				false

		1331						LN		51		25		false		           25                        MR. GREENE:  So the first would be				false

		1332						PG		52		0		false		page 52				false

		1333						LN		52		1		false		            1     for primary project components, which is turbines,				false

		1334						LN		52		2		false		            2     solar arrays, and battery substations:  Should they be				false

		1335						LN		52		3		false		            3     allowed within these corridors when combined with the				false

		1336						LN		52		4		false		            4     corridor mitigation plan, which is the version included				false

		1337						LN		52		5		false		            5     within the FEIS; excluded from high to very high				false

		1338						LN		52		6		false		            6     linkage corridors -- again, there are no very high				false

		1339						LN		52		7		false		            7     modeled linkage corridors within the project area, but				false

		1340						LN		52		8		false		            8     from high to very high -- or excluded from medium to				false

		1341						LN		52		9		false		            9     very high linkage corridors, which is the current				false

		1342						LN		52		10		false		           10     version that was shown as discussed at the previous				false

		1343						LN		52		11		false		           11     Council meeting.				false

		1344						LN		52		12		false		           12                        CHAIR DREW:  Are there any other				false

		1345						LN		52		13		false		           13     comments from Council members?				false

		1346						LN		52		14		false		           14          Mr. Livingston.				false

		1347						LN		52		15		false		           15                        MR. LIVINGSTON:  Yeah, I -- I'm in				false

		1348						LN		52		16		false		           16     agreement with Lenny.  I want to stick with what we				false

		1349						LN		52		17		false		           17     agreed to back in December, if possible.				false

		1350						LN		52		18		false		           18                        CHAIR DREW:  So to exclude...				false

		1351						LN		52		19		false		           19                        MR. GREENE:  This question is				false

		1352						LN		52		20		false		           20     specific to primary components.  There's a				false

		1353						LN		52		21		false		           21     subsequent --				false

		1354						LN		52		22		false		           22                        CHAIR DREW:  Primary.				false

		1355						LN		52		23		false		           23                        MR. GREENE:  -- question.				false

		1356						LN		52		24		false		           24                        CHAIR DREW:  Solar arrays, BESS, and				false

		1357						LN		52		25		false		           25     turbines from medium to very high linkage corridors.				false

		1358						PG		53		0		false		page 53				false

		1359						LN		53		1		false		            1                        MR. GREENE:  Yes.				false

		1360						LN		53		2		false		            2                        CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  C.				false

		1361						LN		53		3		false		            3          Are there any other comments from Council members?				false

		1362						LN		53		4		false		            4          Ms. Brewster.				false

		1363						LN		53		5		false		            5                        MS. BREWSTER:  Yeah.  Sean, can you				false

		1364						LN		53		6		false		            6     talk about the transmission components that might be				false

		1365						LN		53		7		false		            7     affected by this?				false

		1366						LN		53		8		false		            8                        MR. GREENE:  So there is a				false

		1367						LN		53		9		false		            9     subsequent question to this one regarding how the				false

		1368						LN		53		10		false		           10     Council would like to incorporate exclusions for				false

		1369						LN		53		11		false		           11     secondary components, and transmission lines are part				false

		1370						LN		53		12		false		           12     of that.				false

		1371						LN		53		13		false		           13          This first question is just regarding turbines,				false

		1372						LN		53		14		false		           14     solar arrays, and BESSes, or battery stations.  But the				false

		1373						LN		53		15		false		           15     primary concern for transmission lines is, as I				false

		1374						LN		53		16		false		           16     mentioned, this -- this area, the primary transmission				false

		1375						LN		53		17		false		           17     line for the project does run from east to west through				false

		1376						LN		53		18		false		           18     this area.  So it would have to be resited further				false

		1377						LN		53		19		false		           19     north.  And then the current proposed line runs through				false

		1378						LN		53		20		false		           20     this red rectangle to the left, and at two points it				false

		1379						LN		53		21		false		           21     does cross a modeled high linkage movement corridor, so				false

		1380						LN		53		22		false		           22     it would not be allowed in those sites and would have				false

		1381						LN		53		23		false		           23     to be, again, restructured to a different location.				false

		1382						LN		53		24		false		           24                        CHAIR DREW:  But that's coming next.				false

		1383						LN		53		25		false		           25                        MR. GREENE:  Yes, that is the -- the				false

		1384						PG		54		0		false		page 54				false

		1385						LN		54		1		false		            1     next question.  This first question is -- is just --				false

		1386						LN		54		2		false		            2                        CHAIR DREW:  First one's about --				false

		1387						LN		54		3		false		            3                        MR. GREENE:  -- dealing with				false

		1388						LN		54		4		false		            4     turbines --				false

		1389						LN		54		5		false		            5                        CHAIR DREW:  -- turbines --				false

		1390						LN		54		6		false		            6                        MR. GREENE:  -- solar arrays, and --				false

		1391						LN		54		7		false		            7                        CHAIR DREW:  -- solar arrays --				false

		1392						LN		54		8		false		            8                        MR. GREENE:  -- battery stations.				false

		1393						LN		54		9		false		            9                        CHAIR DREW:  -- and BESS.				false

		1394						LN		54		10		false		           10                        MR. GREENE:  Yes.				false

		1395						LN		54		11		false		           11                        CHAIR DREW:  Mr. Levitt.				false

		1396						LN		54		12		false		           12                        MR. LEVITT:  Well, I guess I just				false

		1397						LN		54		13		false		           13     wanted to ask, so when we say "wildlife corridor," are				false

		1398						LN		54		14		false		           14     we primarily talking about pronghorn or other species				false

		1399						LN		54		15		false		           15     as well?				false

		1400						LN		54		16		false		           16                        MR. GREENE:  There are other species				false

		1401						LN		54		17		false		           17     that will make use of these corridors:  Deer and the				false

		1402						LN		54		18		false		           18     like.  It is modeled based on the -- I forget the name				false

		1403						LN		54		19		false		           19     of the organization.  It is the -- the Washington				false

		1404						LN		54		20		false		           20     Wildlife Movement Corridor Working Group, I believe.				false

		1405						LN		54		21		false		           21     That -- that is the data set that is being used for				false

		1406						LN		54		22		false		           22     this figure here, and it covers a variety of species.				false

		1407						LN		54		23		false		           23                        MR. LEVITT:  And is this the figure				false

		1408						LN		54		24		false		           24     that was also used at one point for transportation				false

		1409						LN		54		25		false		           25     planning, or are the purposes broader than -- for this				false

		1410						PG		55		0		false		page 55				false

		1411						LN		55		1		false		            1     data?				false

		1412						LN		55		2		false		            2                        MR. GREENE:  I don't have the answer				false

		1413						LN		55		3		false		            3     to that question right now.				false

		1414						LN		55		4		false		            4                        MR. LEVITT:  I guess -- I guess my				false

		1415						LN		55		5		false		            5     concern is that we're primarily looking at a wildlife				false

		1416						LN		55		6		false		            6     corridor for sort of a reintroduced species that -- I'm				false

		1417						LN		55		7		false		            7     not a wildlife expert, but I don't believe the				false

		1418						LN		55		8		false		            8     pronghorn are threatened or endangered.  So I'm				false

		1419						LN		55		9		false		            9     concerned that we're making large adjustments to the				false

		1420						LN		55		10		false		           10     project similar to what we're doing for ferruginous				false

		1421						LN		55		11		false		           11     hawk when the species is not threatened or endangered.				false

		1422						LN		55		12		false		           12     I guess I'm -- I'm interested in more compromise				false

		1423						LN		55		13		false		           13     options, if possible.				false

		1424						LN		55		14		false		           14                        CHAIR DREW:  Mr. Livingston?				false

		1425						LN		55		15		false		           15                        MR. LIVINGSTON:  I think I might be				false

		1426						LN		55		16		false		           16     able to address some of that.  So I haven't looked at				false

		1427						LN		55		17		false		           17     the habitat connectivity study, itself -- other than				false

		1428						LN		55		18		false		           18     these data layers that have been provided to us -- in				false

		1429						LN		55		19		false		           19     some time.  It's based on existing habitat, so it'd be				false

		1430						LN		55		20		false		           20     shrubsteppe or interior grassland, shrublands.  And				false

		1431						LN		55		21		false		           21     then some of the species that they did modeling for				false

		1432						LN		55		22		false		           22     included Townsend's ground squirrels, badgers.  You				false

		1433						LN		55		23		false		           23     know, I can't -- I can't tell you all of them.  It				false

		1434						LN		55		24		false		           24     wasn't, in fact -- it was done before or right after				false

		1435						LN		55		25		false		           25     the pronghorn were reintroduced.  So it wasn't based on				false

		1436						PG		56		0		false		page 56				false

		1437						LN		56		1		false		            1     pronghorn.  It was based on other species that are				false

		1438						LN		56		2		false		            2     dependent upon having habitat connected on the ground				false

		1439						LN		56		3		false		            3     for their -- their movement patterns.  So it's not just				false

		1440						LN		56		4		false		            4     pronghorn.  This is a number of different species that				false

		1441						LN		56		5		false		            5     they're looking at.				false

		1442						LN		56		6		false		            6          There were a few -- some of the importance of this				false

		1443						LN		56		7		false		            7     corridor habitat is, if you look at everything				false

		1444						LN		56		8		false		            8     surrounding it, all the green is non-habitat.  What's				false

		1445						LN		56		9		false		            9     remaining in the Horse Heaven Hill is, along the				false

		1446						LN		56		10		false		           10     ridgeline, you have that red corridor that goes up in				false

		1447						LN		56		11		false		           11     the northwest corner of the map that goes north to				false

		1448						LN		56		12		false		           12     south, and then you have this one band that goes right				false

		1449						LN		56		13		false		           13     through the middle of this project, way out, but then				false

		1450						LN		56		14		false		           14     connects to habitat further south.  Ultimately, there's				false

		1451						LN		56		15		false		           15     some connectivity that goes into Oregon.				false

		1452						LN		56		16		false		           16          And so there's this small band of habitat				false

		1453						LN		56		17		false		           17     remaining, connecting wildlife core habitat areas				false

		1454						LN		56		18		false		           18     across this -- this landscape.  So that's the -- that's				false

		1455						LN		56		19		false		           19     the importance of these areas for area species that				false

		1456						LN		56		20		false		           20     would -- that would use that.				false

		1457						LN		56		21		false		           21                        CHAIR DREW:  A question that I have.				false

		1458						LN		56		22		false		           22     And thank you for that.  Again, kind of getting back to				false

		1459						LN		56		23		false		           23     the disruptive nature if we're not -- let's say we				false

		1460						LN		56		24		false		           24     don't have solar arrays, we don't have BESS, but				false

		1461						LN		56		25		false		           25     there's temporary -- fewer -- significantly fewer, I				false

		1462						PG		57		0		false		page 57				false

		1463						LN		57		1		false		            1     would say -- turbines in that area, and they have a				false

		1464						LN		57		2		false		            2     wild- -- wildlife corridor plan.				false

		1465						LN		57		3		false		            3          Can you put those options back up again, please?				false

		1466						LN		57		4		false		            4     A, B, and C.				false

		1467						LN		57		5		false		            5                        MR. GREENE:  Okay.				false

		1468						LN		57		6		false		            6                        CHAIR DREW:  So --				false

		1469						LN		57		7		false		            7                        MR. GREENE:  And I would like to --				false

		1470						LN		57		8		false		            8                        CHAIR DREW:  -- excluded -- maybe B.				false

		1471						LN		57		9		false		            9     If we looked at excluded from the high linkage corridor				false

		1472						LN		57		10		false		           10     area and combined with a corridor mitigation plan, is				false

		1473						LN		57		11		false		           11     that someplace we can get to?  Rather than the medium.				false

		1474						LN		57		12		false		           12          But you're looking at, Mike -- sorry.  I'm just				false

		1475						LN		57		13		false		           13     asking you again.				false

		1476						LN		57		14		false		           14                        MR. LIVINGSTON:  Yeah.  Chair, are				false

		1477						LN		57		15		false		           15     you asking for these primary components or secondary?				false

		1478						LN		57		16		false		           16                        CHAIR DREW:  Well, the primary				false

		1479						LN		57		17		false		           17     components -- you know, we're not -- they're not				false

		1480						LN		57		18		false		           18     planning, but we could say solar arrays and BESS, but				false

		1481						LN		57		19		false		           19     the turbines are the only ones.				false

		1482						LN		57		20		false		           20                        MR. LIVINGSTON:  Right.				false

		1483						LN		57		21		false		           21                        CHAIR DREW:  And if -- if so, that's				false

		1484						LN		57		22		false		           22     fine.  I just want to confirm, given Eli's question as				false

		1485						LN		57		23		false		           23     well.				false

		1486						LN		57		24		false		           24                        MR. LIVINGSTON:  Yeah, so it's hard				false

		1487						LN		57		25		false		           25     to track where -- what we agreed to with those red				false

		1488						PG		58		0		false		page 58				false

		1489						LN		58		1		false		            1     turbine strings in that map at the beginning of the				false

		1490						LN		58		2		false		            2     presentation to what we're talking about right now,				false

		1491						LN		58		3		false		            3     whether there would be primary components -- turbines,				false

		1492						LN		58		4		false		            4     specifically -- in that area or not.  I -- I don't				false

		1493						LN		58		5		false		            5     recall.  It'd be best to keep the turbines out of				false

		1494						LN		58		6		false		            6     there.  And from medium to the very high linkage				false

		1495						LN		58		7		false		            7     corridors.  That would be my preference.				false

		1496						LN		58		8		false		            8                        CHAIR DREW:  Okay.				false

		1497						LN		58		9		false		            9                        MR. LEVITT:  And, Mike, when you say				false

		1498						LN		58		10		false		           10     best to keep them out, is this based on research that				false

		1499						LN		58		11		false		           11     WDFW has done about the porosity of wind turbines in				false

		1500						LN		58		12		false		           12     specific species that were -- were considered when				false

		1501						LN		58		13		false		           13     making the -- the wildlife corridor map?				false

		1502						LN		58		14		false		           14                        MR. LIVINGSTON:  It's -- it's a				false

		1503						LN		58		15		false		           15     combination, Eli, of remaining habitat, the species				false

		1504						LN		58		16		false		           16     that might exist there -- Townsend's ground squirrels,				false

		1505						LN		58		17		false		           17     for example -- those being a primary prey for				false

		1506						LN		58		18		false		           18     ferruginous hawks, and so their -- it -- you know,				false

		1507						LN		58		19		false		           19     their interest in foraging in those areas to obtain				false

		1508						LN		58		20		false		           20     for -- food for -- for themselves as well as their				false

		1509						LN		58		21		false		           21     young as they're raising them, so it's a combination.				false

		1510						LN		58		22		false		           22          These -- these habitat linkages are, you know, the				false

		1511						LN		58		23		false		           23     remaining habitat in an area that animals can use				false

		1512						LN		58		24		false		           24     either to live or to migrate through or to forage, and				false

		1513						LN		58		25		false		           25     so I have a concern because there's so little of it				false

		1514						PG		59		0		false		page 59				false

		1515						LN		59		1		false		            1     left in that area that it's super important for all of				false

		1516						LN		59		2		false		            2     the critters that are dependent upon the shrubsteppe				false

		1517						LN		59		3		false		            3     habitat.				false

		1518						LN		59		4		false		            4                        MR. LEVITT:  Okay.  Thank you.				false

		1519						LN		59		5		false		            5     That's helpful for my understanding.				false

		1520						LN		59		6		false		            6                        CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  Mr. Levitt,				false

		1521						LN		59		7		false		            7     what's your thought at this point?				false

		1522						LN		59		8		false		            8                        MR. LEVITT:  Yeah, I guess I can				false

		1523						LN		59		9		false		            9     live with B or C.  I'll go with the -- go with the flow				false

		1524						LN		59		10		false		           10     of the Council.				false

		1525						LN		59		11		false		           11                        CHAIR DREW:  Any other comments from				false

		1526						LN		59		12		false		           12     Council members?				false

		1527						LN		59		13		false		           13          Thank you.				false

		1528						LN		59		14		false		           14          I think, Ms. Brewster.				false

		1529						LN		59		15		false		           15                        MS. BREWSTER:  Yeah.  I was just				false

		1530						LN		59		16		false		           16     going to say Councilman Livingston's comments are very				false

		1531						LN		59		17		false		           17     helpful.  So for the primary components, I guess I -- I				false

		1532						LN		59		18		false		           18     will agree with C.  I think if B could be a possible				false

		1533						LN		59		19		false		           19     compromise.  But I'm going to defer to WDFW's opinion				false

		1534						LN		59		20		false		           20     on that.				false

		1535						LN		59		21		false		           21                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.				false

		1536						LN		59		22		false		           22          So I will say let's then move on with C.				false

		1537						LN		59		23		false		           23                        MR. GREENE:  Okay.  Thank you.				false

		1538						LN		59		24		false		           24          Then the next question is the same question but				false

		1539						LN		59		25		false		           25     essentially for secondary project components, which				false

		1540						PG		60		0		false		page 60				false

		1541						LN		60		1		false		            1     includes things like roads, substations, transmission				false

		1542						LN		60		2		false		            2     lines.  So should these secondary components be allowed				false

		1543						LN		60		3		false		            3     within corridors with the corridor mitigation plan,				false

		1544						LN		60		4		false		            4     which was the FEIS version, excluded from high to very				false

		1545						LN		60		5		false		            5     high linkage corridors, which is the current version				false

		1546						LN		60		6		false		            6     based on the previous Council meeting, or further				false

		1547						LN		60		7		false		            7     excluded from medium to very high linkage corridors as				false

		1548						LN		60		8		false		            8     well?				false

		1549						LN		60		9		false		            9                        CHAIR DREW:  Mr. Young.				false

		1550						LN		60		10		false		           10                        MR. YOUNG:  Could we go back and				false

		1551						LN		60		11		false		           11     look at the language from December 20?  Because I think				false

		1552						LN		60		12		false		           12     there was a last sentence that was -- that was not read				false

		1553						LN		60		13		false		           13     here this afternoon about the applicant could site				false

		1554						LN		60		14		false		           14     secondary components in the medium linkage if they				false

		1555						LN		60		15		false		           15     produced the rationale that satisfied EFSEC.				false

		1556						LN		60		16		false		           16          Is that incorporated into Option C for the				false

		1557						LN		60		17		false		           17     secondary components?				false

		1558						LN		60		18		false		           18                        MR. GREENE:  For secondary				false

		1559						LN		60		19		false		           19     components, the current version is Option B, which				false

		1560						LN		60		20		false		           20     excludes them from high to very high but would allow				false

		1561						LN		60		21		false		           21     secondary components within medium modeled corridor				false

		1562						LN		60		22		false		           22     linkage with this corridor mitigation plan.  That was				false

		1563						LN		60		23		false		           23     based on -- pardon me.  That was based on the				false

		1564						LN		60		24		false		           24     discussion from the previous Council meeting.				false

		1565						LN		60		25		false		           25                        MR. YOUNG:  Could you flip back to				false

		1566						PG		61		0		false		page 61				false

		1567						LN		61		1		false		            1     the options again?				false

		1568						LN		61		2		false		            2                        MR. GREENE:  Yes.				false

		1569						LN		61		3		false		            3                        MR. YOUNG:  That seems to be like a				false

		1570						LN		61		4		false		            4     modified -- a modified B.  Because our discussions				false

		1571						LN		61		5		false		            5     on -- if I got this right, our discussions on December				false

		1572						LN		61		6		false		            6     20th did not take it so far as to completely exclude				false

		1573						LN		61		7		false		            7     secondary components from medium.				false

		1574						LN		61		8		false		            8                        MR. GREENE:  Yes.  And --				false

		1575						LN		61		9		false		            9                        MR. YOUNG:  Is that correct?				false

		1576						LN		61		10		false		           10                        MR. GREENE:  That is correct.  And				false

		1577						LN		61		11		false		           11     this -- this version shown here, the current version is				false

		1578						LN		61		12		false		           12     B, which does not exclude secondary components from				false

		1579						LN		61		13		false		           13     medium.  It just would --				false

		1580						LN		61		14		false		           14                        MR. YOUNG:  Well, but it puts -- it				false

		1581						LN		61		15		false		           15     puts a condition on putting them in medium, as they				false

		1582						LN		61		16		false		           16     would have to meet the corridor mitigation plan, and				false

		1583						LN		61		17		false		           17     the rationale would have to be presented to EFSEC.				false

		1584						LN		61		18		false		           18     It's not just open season on -- on medium areas				false

		1585						LN		61		19		false		           19     under -- under what we talked about on the 20th.				false

		1586						LN		61		20		false		           20                        MR. GREENE:  Okay.				false

		1587						LN		61		21		false		           21                        MR. YOUNG:  Correct?				false

		1588						LN		61		22		false		           22                        MR. GREENE:  And --				false

		1589						LN		61		23		false		           23                        MR. YOUNG:  I want to make sure I'm				false

		1590						LN		61		24		false		           24     correct.				false

		1591						LN		61		25		false		           25                        MR. GREENE:  Yes.				false

		1592						PG		62		0		false		page 62				false

		1593						LN		62		1		false		            1                        MR. YOUNG:  I hope I said that				false

		1594						LN		62		2		false		            2     right.				false

		1595						LN		62		3		false		            3                        MR. GREENE:  Yes.  With the current				false

		1596						LN		62		4		false		            4     version, based on our understanding of the previous				false

		1597						LN		62		5		false		            5     Council discussion, secondary components in medium				false

		1598						LN		62		6		false		            6     linkage areas would still need to be presented to EFSEC				false

		1599						LN		62		7		false		            7     with a corridor mitigation plan included.				false

		1600						LN		62		8		false		            8          If there is a desire to remove that stipulation				false

		1601						LN		62		9		false		            9     and allow secondary components to be sited within				false

		1602						LN		62		10		false		           10     medium corridor linkage without a mitigation plan, that				false

		1603						LN		62		11		false		           11     can be incorporated into this -- this measure, if				false

		1604						LN		62		12		false		           12     that's the Council's desire.				false

		1605						LN		62		13		false		           13                        MR. YOUNG:  I think that's the way				false

		1606						LN		62		14		false		           14     that B is written right now.  And so B does not really				false

		1607						LN		62		15		false		           15     reflect the totality of where we landed on secondary				false

		1608						LN		62		16		false		           16     components on December 20th.  B -- B should have				false

		1609						LN		62		17		false		           17     additional language about siting in medium is				false

		1610						LN		62		18		false		           18     predicated upon an approval by EFSEC and a corridor				false

		1611						LN		62		19		false		           19     mitigation plan.				false

		1612						LN		62		20		false		           20                        MR. GREENE:  Yes.				false

		1613						LN		62		21		false		           21                        MR. HENDERSON:  I don't think				false

		1614						LN		62		22		false		           22     there's any disagreement about the current ver- -- what				false

		1615						LN		62		23		false		           23     the current version is, just how it's being described				false

		1616						LN		62		24		false		           24     here in B.  It's inadequately --				false

		1617						LN		62		25		false		           25                        MR. YOUNG:  Yeah.				false

		1618						PG		63		0		false		page 63				false

		1619						LN		63		1		false		            1                        MR. HENDERSON:  -- described here in				false

		1620						LN		63		2		false		            2     B.				false

		1621						LN		63		3		false		            3                        MR. YOUNG:  That's right.				false

		1622						LN		63		4		false		            4                        MR. GREENE:  Yes.				false

		1623						LN		63		5		false		            5                        MR. YOUNG:  Yeah.				false

		1624						LN		63		6		false		            6                        MR. GREENE:  I agree with that.  I				false

		1625						LN		63		7		false		            7     used abbreviated text just for this question, but				false

		1626						LN		63		8		false		            8     the -- the essence of Option B here is the full text of				false

		1627						LN		63		9		false		            9     that current version based on the 12/20 meeting that --				false

		1628						LN		63		10		false		           10     that was shown earlier.  I should have added more				false

		1629						LN		63		11		false		           11     descriptive text to this answer.				false

		1630						LN		63		12		false		           12                        MR. YOUNG:  Thank you for that				false

		1631						LN		63		13		false		           13     clarification.  And with that clarification, I can				false

		1632						LN		63		14		false		           14     support Option B for the secondary components.				false

		1633						LN		63		15		false		           15                        CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  Other comments?				false

		1634						LN		63		16		false		           16          So this is the secondary components, the				false

		1635						LN		63		17		false		           17     transmission lines.				false

		1636						LN		63		18		false		           18          Can you show us again -- let's see the map.  Which				false

		1637						LN		63		19		false		           19     one?				false

		1638						LN		63		20		false		           20          So -- and then you had another one with open --				false

		1639						LN		63		21		false		           21                        MR. GREENE:  Yes.				false

		1640						LN		63		22		false		           22                        CHAIR DREW:  So essentially not --				false

		1641						LN		63		23		false		           23     go ahead and describe what this is again.				false

		1642						LN		63		24		false		           24                        MR. GREENE:  Sure.  So the -- the				false

		1643						LN		63		25		false		           25     empty spaces that you see, the -- the small empty				false

		1644						PG		64		0		false		page 64				false

		1645						LN		64		1		false		            1     spaces in this transmission line here and then the				false

		1646						LN		64		2		false		            2     larger square incorporates all areas of high linkage.				false

		1647						LN		64		3		false		            3     So no components, primary or secondary, would be				false

		1648						LN		64		4		false		            4     allowed in those areas, and that's why in this visual				false

		1649						LN		64		5		false		            5     aid, those areas have been erased of project				false

		1650						LN		64		6		false		            6     components.				false

		1651						LN		64		7		false		            7          As currently designed, the project's primary				false

		1652						LN		64		8		false		            8     transmission line does go through this -- I think it				false

		1653						LN		64		9		false		            9     might be shown on -- yes.  The primary transmission				false

		1654						LN		64		10		false		           10     line does go through this high linkage area throughout				false

		1655						LN		64		11		false		           11     much of that -- that central corridor and then patches				false

		1656						LN		64		12		false		           12     through high linkage area twice in this -- this upper				false

		1657						LN		64		13		false		           13     corridor here.				false

		1658						LN		64		14		false		           14          So for secondary components, that would be the --				false

		1659						LN		64		15		false		           15     the primary effect of this mitigation being imposed,				false

		1660						LN		64		16		false		           16     that the primary transmission line would have to be				false

		1661						LN		64		17		false		           17     redesigned to be located, for this main corridor,				false

		1662						LN		64		18		false		           18     farther north, and for this -- this northwestern				false

		1663						LN		64		19		false		           19     corridor, likely farther west.				false

		1664						LN		64		20		false		           20                        CHAIR DREW:  Mr. Livingston.				false

		1665						LN		64		21		false		           21                        MR. LIVINGSTON:  Sean, do we -- do				false

		1666						LN		64		22		false		           22     you know what the size of the transmission line will				false

		1667						LN		64		23		false		           23     be, kV?				false

		1668						LN		64		24		false		           24                        MR. GREENE:  Not off the top of my				false

		1669						LN		64		25		false		           25     head.  I want to say 230 kilovolt.  I'm not sure if				false

		1670						PG		65		0		false		page 65				false

		1671						LN		65		1		false		            1     that's correct, though.				false

		1672						LN		65		2		false		            2                        MR. LIVINGSTON:  And there would				false

		1673						LN		65		3		false		            3     likely be a road associated with it, gravel road, or do				false

		1674						LN		65		4		false		            4     we know?				false

		1675						LN		65		5		false		            5                        MR. GREENE:  I don't know if there				false

		1676						LN		65		6		false		            6     is a road associated with the transmission line				false

		1677						LN		65		7		false		            7     throughout this extent, but there are project roads				false

		1678						LN		65		8		false		            8     that cross much of the project area, so they would be				false

		1679						LN		65		9		false		            9     affected by exclusion from high linkage corridors as				false

		1680						LN		65		10		false		           10     well.				false

		1681						LN		65		11		false		           11                        MR. LIVINGSTON:  Yeah, I just wonder				false

		1682						LN		65		12		false		           12     if there's possibilities of associating these with				false

		1683						LN		65		13		false		           13     existing roads and other lines that are already out				false

		1684						LN		65		14		false		           14     there.  We don't -- I don't have a sense of that or if				false

		1685						LN		65		15		false		           15     we're talking about uninterrupted habitat having a				false

		1686						LN		65		16		false		           16     brand-new transmission line and a road going through				false

		1687						LN		65		17		false		           17     it.				false

		1688						LN		65		18		false		           18                        CHAIR DREW:  Is there a possibility				false

		1689						LN		65		19		false		           19     that, from what you say, we could say that -- let me				false

		1690						LN		65		20		false		           20     think -- that it would be excluded from high -- can you				false

		1691						LN		65		21		false		           21     take the lang- -- bring the language back up for me?				false

		1692						LN		65		22		false		           22          Thank you.				false

		1693						LN		65		23		false		           23          Secondary project components should be excluded				false

		1694						LN		65		24		false		           24     from high and very high linkage corridors unless there				false

		1695						LN		65		25		false		           25     is existing infras- -- then it's following existing				false

		1696						PG		66		0		false		page 66				false

		1697						LN		66		1		false		            1     infrastructure and it's -- comes with the corridor				false

		1698						LN		66		2		false		            2     mitigation plan and through the staff?  I'm trying to				false

		1699						LN		66		3		false		            3     figure out a pathway where that can be considered.				false

		1700						LN		66		4		false		            4          Ms. Brewster.				false

		1701						LN		66		5		false		            5                        MS. BREWSTER:  Yeah.  I just want to				false

		1702						LN		66		6		false		            6     voice my support for preserving the corridor areas and				false

		1703						LN		66		7		false		            7     then voice a concern with the reality of moving				false

		1704						LN		66		8		false		            8     transmission corridors.  I -- I don't know how easy				false

		1705						LN		66		9		false		            9     that is to redesign and if that is the type of thing				false

		1706						LN		66		10		false		           10     that makes a project like this infeasible.  So I don't				false

		1707						LN		66		11		false		           11     know if staff could provide more information on that or				false

		1708						LN		66		12		false		           12     could be acquired.				false

		1709						LN		66		13		false		           13                        MS. BUMPUS:  Chair Drew, this is				false

		1710						LN		66		14		false		           14     Sonia Bumpus, if I may.				false

		1711						LN		66		15		false		           15                        CHAIR DREW:  Go ahead.				false

		1712						LN		66		16		false		           16                        MS. BUMPUS:  I was just going to				false

		1713						LN		66		17		false		           17     mention as I was listening to the deliberation that the				false

		1714						LN		66		18		false		           18     FEIS did consider the impacts to these corridors and				false

		1715						LN		66		19		false		           19     the wildlife and the habitat, and -- and so I think				false

		1716						LN		66		20		false		           20     that the corridor mitigation plan, that mitigation that				false

		1717						LN		66		21		false		           21     came in through the FEIS is good mitigation here.  So I				false

		1718						LN		66		22		false		           22     just wanted to -- to make that comment.				false

		1719						LN		66		23		false		           23          And part of that too is just to say that, for the				false

		1720						LN		66		24		false		           24     secondary components, I think that there -- there would				false

		1721						LN		66		25		false		           25     be some -- some very -- very real consequences to the				false

		1722						PG		67		0		false		page 67				false

		1723						LN		67		1		false		            1     project design if it goes -- if we start to go outside				false

		1724						LN		67		2		false		            2     of the proposed mitigation measure in the FEIS, such --				false

		1725						LN		67		3		false		            3     such that we may even see just the -- the totality of				false

		1726						LN		67		4		false		            4     the project amended.				false

		1727						LN		67		5		false		            5          And so I just wanted to -- to make that comment,				false

		1728						LN		67		6		false		            6     just hearing that some of the Council members were --				false

		1729						LN		67		7		false		            7     were wondering about that.				false

		1730						LN		67		8		false		            8                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.				false

		1731						LN		67		9		false		            9          Other comments?				false

		1732						LN		67		10		false		           10          I think we're -- I have a view that we may -- and				false

		1733						LN		67		11		false		           11     maybe that's not correct -- we may be a bit conflicted				false

		1734						LN		67		12		false		           12     on an absolute exclusion even in the high linkage				false

		1735						LN		67		13		false		           13     corridors for the secondary movement.				false

		1736						LN		67		14		false		           14          Can we -- I guess I'm going to have to ask for a				false

		1737						LN		67		15		false		           15     vote on this.				false

		1738						LN		67		16		false		           16                        MR. LEVITT:  Before a vote, may I				false

		1739						LN		67		17		false		           17     ask a clarification question?				false

		1740						LN		67		18		false		           18                        CHAIR DREW:  Yes.				false

		1741						LN		67		19		false		           19                        MR. LEVITT:  I'm sorry if I missed				false

		1742						LN		67		20		false		           20     this.  Is it possible that some of these are a little				false

		1743						LN		67		21		false		           21     hybrid, like you could do B and there would be a				false

		1744						LN		67		22		false		           22     corridor mitigation plan?				false

		1745						LN		67		23		false		           23                        CHAIR DREW:  I think the problem				false

		1746						LN		67		24		false		           24     comes from it be- -- the exclusion being in the high				false

		1747						LN		67		25		false		           25     linkage corridor according to this map.  Because we've				false

		1748						PG		68		0		false		page 68				false

		1749						LN		68		1		false		            1     heard that the current design has transmission lines				false

		1750						LN		68		2		false		            2     that go through the area identified on the map as a				false

		1751						LN		68		3		false		            3     high linkage corridor.				false

		1752						LN		68		4		false		            4          Again, I would say that it is disturbance.  It may				false

		1753						LN		68		5		false		            5     already be disturbed.  We don't know that from looking				false

		1754						LN		68		6		false		            6     at the map that we have in front of us.  So I think				false

		1755						LN		68		7		false		            7     that presents us with a -- a challenge.				false

		1756						LN		68		8		false		            8          Go ahead.  Somebody else.				false

		1757						LN		68		9		false		            9          Mr. Livingston.				false

		1758						LN		68		10		false		           10                        MR. LIVINGSTON:  Thank you.				false

		1759						LN		68		11		false		           11          Even though we don't know what's underneath these				false

		1760						LN		68		12		false		           12     colors on the ground and the ability to colocate some				false

		1761						LN		68		13		false		           13     of this infrastructure with existing infrastructure,				false

		1762						LN		68		14		false		           14     which is a best management practice if you can do that,				false

		1763						LN		68		15		false		           15     can we stall on this one -- hate to say that, but give				false

		1764						LN		68		16		false		           16     us a little bit of time, give us some information so				false

		1765						LN		68		17		false		           17     that we know what this looks like on the ground?				false

		1766						LN		68		18		false		           18     Otherwise, with the information I have, I'm going to be				false

		1767						LN		68		19		false		           19     conservative in my vote.				false

		1768						LN		68		20		false		           20                        CHAIR DREW:  So can we say perhaps				false

		1769						LN		68		21		false		           21     that if it's colocated with existing roads and				false

		1770						LN		68		22		false		           22     infrastructure, then it would be a conversation in a				false

		1771						LN		68		23		false		           23     mitigation plan?				false

		1772						LN		68		24		false		           24                        MR. LIVINGSTON:  And if that's not				false

		1773						LN		68		25		false		           25     possible, what do we do then?				false

		1774						PG		69		0		false		page 69				false

		1775						LN		69		1		false		            1                        MS. BUMPUS:  Yeah, I would propose				false

		1776						LN		69		2		false		            2     that, you know -- this is Sonia Bumpus.  I propose at				false

		1777						LN		69		3		false		            3     that point, you still have your corridor mitigation				false

		1778						LN		69		4		false		            4     plan, which -- which was proposed in the FEIS.				false

		1779						LN		69		5		false		            5                        CHAIR DREW:  I hear -- I hear				false

		1780						LN		69		6		false		            6     concern.  I don't know that we -- I mean, I don't know				false

		1781						LN		69		7		false		            7     how much more information we could get on this going				false

		1782						LN		69		8		false		            8     forward.  We are deep into the details, so I am going				false

		1783						LN		69		9		false		            9     to go ahead and ask for a vote of -- Mr. Greene, go				false

		1784						LN		69		10		false		           10     ahead.				false

		1785						LN		69		11		false		           11                        MR. GREENE:  Yes.  I just wanted to				false

		1786						LN		69		12		false		           12     say that if it is the Council's desire to see a version				false

		1787						LN		69		13		false		           13     of B, so excluding from high to very high linkage				false

		1788						LN		69		14		false		           14     corridors for secondary components but allowing them				false

		1789						LN		69		15		false		           15     within medium or, and then the modification would be,				false

		1790						LN		69		16		false		           16     when colocated with existing infrastructure, that is a				false

		1791						LN		69		17		false		           17     version of this mitigation that we could write up.				false

		1792						LN		69		18		false		           18                        CHAIR DREW:  How does that sound to				false

		1793						LN		69		19		false		           19     Council members?				false

		1794						LN		69		20		false		           20                        MR. LEVITT:  I'm interested in that.				false

		1795						LN		69		21		false		           21                        CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  Mr. Young.				false

		1796						LN		69		22		false		           22                        MR. YOUNG:  I'd -- I'd like to have				false

		1797						LN		69		23		false		           23     that clarified once more and repeated.				false

		1798						LN		69		24		false		           24                        MR. GREENE:  Sure.  So secondary				false

		1799						LN		69		25		false		           25     components would be allowed in medium or below habitat				false

		1800						PG		70		0		false		page 70				false

		1801						LN		70		1		false		            1     linkage corridors with the habitat mitiga- -- or				false

		1802						LN		70		2		false		            2     sorry -- corridor mitigation plan and then only allowed				false

		1803						LN		70		3		false		            3     in high to very high linkage corridors when colocated				false

		1804						LN		70		4		false		            4     with existing infrastructure and, again, accompanied by				false

		1805						LN		70		5		false		            5     a corridor mitigation plan.				false

		1806						LN		70		6		false		            6                        MR. YOUNG:  Thank you for the				false

		1807						LN		70		7		false		            7     clarification, but I do not support that.				false

		1808						LN		70		8		false		            8                        CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  I will call for				false

		1809						LN		70		9		false		            9     a vote on the version just described by Mr. Greene:				false

		1810						LN		70		10		false		           10     Secondary project components allowed in medium to high				false

		1811						LN		70		11		false		           11     linkage -- and I might --				false

		1812						LN		70		12		false		           12                        MR. GREENE:  Sorry.  It's medium --				false

		1813						LN		70		13		false		           13                        CHAIR DREW:  Say it again, please.				false

		1814						LN		70		14		false		           14                        MR. GREENE:  Yes.  Of course.				false

		1815						LN		70		15		false		           15          Secondary components would be allowed in medium				false

		1816						LN		70		16		false		           16     and below when accompanied by a corridor mitigation				false

		1817						LN		70		17		false		           17     plan, and then excluded from high to very high unless				false

		1818						LN		70		18		false		           18     colocated with existing infrastructure and, again,				false

		1819						LN		70		19		false		           19     accompanied by a corridor mitigation plan.				false

		1820						LN		70		20		false		           20                        CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  All those in				false

		1821						LN		70		21		false		           21     favor, please say "aye," or raise your hands.				false

		1822						LN		70		22		false		           22          Okay.				false

		1823						LN		70		23		false		           23          All those opposed.				false

		1824						LN		70		24		false		           24          Okay.				false

		1825						LN		70		25		false		           25                        MR. YOUNG:  Lenny Young votes "no."				false

		1826						PG		71		0		false		page 71				false

		1827						LN		71		1		false		            1                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.				false

		1828						LN		71		2		false		            2                        UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  Voted for it.				false

		1829						LN		71		3		false		            3                        UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  Oh, you did.				false

		1830						LN		71		4		false		            4     I just didn't see --				false

		1831						LN		71		5		false		            5                        MR. YOUNG:  No, I --				false

		1832						LN		71		6		false		            6                        CHAIR DREW:  So we will --				false

		1833						LN		71		7		false		            7                        MR. YOUNG:  I did not -- did not				false

		1834						LN		71		8		false		            8     vote for it.  The hand -- the hands from --				false

		1835						LN		71		9		false		            9                        CHAIR DREW:  Right.				false

		1836						LN		71		10		false		           10                        MR. YOUNG:  -- the first vote were				false

		1837						LN		71		11		false		           11     not taken down when I raised my hand.				false

		1838						LN		71		12		false		           12                        CHAIR DREW:  Yes, I saw that.				false

		1839						LN		71		13		false		           13          Mr. Young voted "no."				false

		1840						LN		71		14		false		           14          It is approved.  Thank you, everybody.				false

		1841						LN		71		15		false		           15          Let's move on to the next question.				false

		1842						LN		71		16		false		           16                        MR. GREENE:  Okay.  Thank you.				false

		1843						LN		71		17		false		           17          The next is Species 5, which is the				false

		1844						LN		71		18		false		           18     species-specific mitigation for the ferruginous hawk.				false

		1845						LN		71		19		false		           19     There are several slides of this.  The original text is				false

		1846						LN		71		20		false		           20     on the left from the FEIS.  The amended text is on the				false

		1847						LN		71		21		false		           21     right, current to the previous Council meeting.				false

		1848						LN		71		22		false		           22          The original version would only -- only allow				false

		1849						LN		71		23		false		           23     project components to be sited within two miles -- a				false

		1850						LN		71		24		false		           24     two-mile radius of an existing -- or a documented				false

		1851						LN		71		25		false		           25     ferruginous hawk nest, if the applicant were able to				false

		1852						PG		72		0		false		page 72				false

		1853						LN		72		1		false		            1     prove to EFSEC and the -- PTAG that the nest was not				false

		1854						LN		72		2		false		            2     active, that there was no viable habitat in the area,				false

		1855						LN		72		3		false		            3     and they had produced a species-specific mitigation and				false

		1856						LN		72		4		false		            4     monitoring plan.				false

		1857						LN		72		5		false		            5          As a result of previous Council deliberations,				false

		1858						LN		72		6		false		            6     this measure has been amended to exclude all primary				false

		1859						LN		72		7		false		            7     project components from that two-mile radius of any				false

		1860						LN		72		8		false		            8     identified nest but potentially allow for secondary				false

		1861						LN		72		9		false		            9     components based on those initial restrictions:  Again,				false

		1862						LN		72		10		false		           10     proving that the nest is not active, there is no viable				false

		1863						LN		72		11		false		           11     habitat, and they have produced a species-specific				false

		1864						LN		72		12		false		           12     mitigation and monitoring plan.				false

		1865						LN		72		13		false		           13          And that is the text throughout.  Essentially just				false

		1866						LN		72		14		false		           14     reflect that change.  And also based on Council				false

		1867						LN		72		15		false		           15     direction, staff -- EFSEC staff reached out to WDFW				false

		1868						LN		72		16		false		           16     staff on whether there was an indica- -- or a belief				false

		1869						LN		72		17		false		           17     that there were any project components that could be				false

		1870						LN		72		18		false		           18     sited within two miles of a documented nest that would				false

		1871						LN		72		19		false		           19     not have adverse effects on the ferruginous hawk, and				false

		1872						LN		72		20		false		           20     WDFW staff indicated that there are no project				false

		1873						LN		72		21		false		           21     components that could be sited within that two-mile				false

		1874						LN		72		22		false		           22     radius without having adverse impacts.  So all project				false

		1875						LN		72		23		false		           23     components would have an adverse impact.				false

		1876						LN		72		24		false		           24          And this is, again, the visual aid figure.  The				false

		1877						LN		72		25		false		           25     areas with the red-shaded corridors are the existing				false

		1878						PG		73		0		false		page 73				false

		1879						LN		73		1		false		            1     proposed micro-siting corridors that, with the current				false

		1880						LN		73		2		false		            2     version of Species 5, would not be allowed to site any				false

		1881						LN		73		3		false		            3     turbines or other project -- primary project				false

		1882						LN		73		4		false		            4     components, such as solar arrays and battery substa- --				false

		1883						LN		73		5		false		            5     battery stations.				false

		1884						LN		73		6		false		            6          The clear-colored corridors are areas outside of				false

		1885						LN		73		7		false		            7     those two-mile radii and would be allowed to site				false

		1886						LN		73		8		false		            8     project components normally.  So the areas that would				false

		1887						LN		73		9		false		            9     be included within this exclusion area, so the two-mile				false

		1888						LN		73		10		false		           10     radius of all identified nests, would include 116				false

		1889						LN		73		11		false		           11     Option 1 turbines or 73 Option 2 turbines.  It would				false

		1890						LN		73		12		false		           12     include the entirety of the east solar siting area.  It				false

		1891						LN		73		13		false		           13     would include three proposed substation locations and				false

		1892						LN		73		14		false		           14     significant portions of the primary transmission line.				false

		1893						LN		73		15		false		           15          So the question for the Council.  Again, this is a				false

		1894						LN		73		16		false		           16     two-part question.  The first is regarding just primary				false

		1895						LN		73		17		false		           17     project components, so turbines, solar arrays, and				false

		1896						LN		73		18		false		           18     battery substations.  Should those primary project				false

		1897						LN		73		19		false		           19     components be allowed within two miles of a documented				false

		1898						LN		73		20		false		           20     ferruginous hawk nest only when the applicant can				false

		1899						LN		73		21		false		           21     demonstrate that the nest is inactive, no viable				false

		1900						LN		73		22		false		           22     foraging habitat is present, and the applicant produces				false

		1901						LN		73		23		false		           23     a mitigation and management plan specific to that				false

		1902						LN		73		24		false		           24     species, which was the version of this measure included				false

		1903						LN		73		25		false		           25     in the FEIS.				false

		1904						PG		74		0		false		page 74				false

		1905						LN		74		1		false		            1          Option B would exclude all primary project				false

		1906						LN		74		2		false		            2     components within a half mile of documented nests,				false

		1907						LN		74		3		false		            3     which is the existing WDFW seasonal buffer, and which				false

		1908						LN		74		4		false		            4     essentially make that permanent for all project				false

		1909						LN		74		5		false		            5     components.  And then for any primary project				false

		1910						LN		74		6		false		            6     components within a half mile to two miles of a nest,				false

		1911						LN		74		7		false		            7     the original Species 5 would again apply, so project				false

		1912						LN		74		8		false		            8     components would be allowed if the applicant can meet				false

		1913						LN		74		9		false		            9     those -- those requirements.				false

		1914						LN		74		10		false		           10          And then the third version here is what was				false

		1915						LN		74		11		false		           11     proposed at the last Council meeting, which is that all				false

		1916						LN		74		12		false		           12     primary project components are excluded from areas				false

		1917						LN		74		13		false		           13     within two miles of a documented ferruginous hawk nest.				false

		1918						LN		74		14		false		           14                        CHAIR DREW:  Question for you:  Are				false

		1919						LN		74		15		false		           15     all -- based on our earlier map of the areas identified				false

		1920						LN		74		16		false		           16     by red turbines and the multiple compounding impacts				false

		1921						LN		74		17		false		           17     that those turbines have that we discussed earlier,				false

		1922						LN		74		18		false		           18     removing those turbines in those areas, does that				false

		1923						LN		74		19		false		           19     remove all turbines within the two miles of a				false

		1924						LN		74		20		false		           20     documented ferruginous hawk nest?				false

		1925						LN		74		21		false		           21                        MR. GREENE:  I -- I would say every				false

		1926						LN		74		22		false		           22     red-colored turbine in that first figure is not only				false

		1927						LN		74		23		false		           23     red because it was in -- it is within two miles of a				false

		1928						LN		74		24		false		           24     nest, but all red turbines on that figure are within a				false

		1929						LN		74		25		false		           25     two -- two-mile radius --				false

		1930						PG		75		0		false		page 75				false

		1931						LN		75		1		false		            1                        CHAIR DREW:  And there --				false

		1932						LN		75		2		false		            2                        MR. GREENE:  -- of a nest.				false

		1933						LN		75		3		false		            3                        CHAIR DREW:  -- are no others...				false

		1934						LN		75		4		false		            4                        MR. GREENE:  There are no other red				false

		1935						LN		75		5		false		            5     turbines that are outside of --				false

		1936						LN		75		6		false		            6                        CHAIR DREW:  There are no --				false

		1937						LN		75		7		false		            7                        MR. GREENE:  -- a two-mile radius --				false

		1938						LN		75		8		false		            8                        CHAIR DREW:  -- turbines that are --				false

		1939						LN		75		9		false		            9                        MR. GREENE:  -- of a nest.				false

		1940						LN		75		10		false		           10                        CHAIR DREW:  Yeah.  Okay.				false

		1941						LN		75		11		false		           11          So I want to start from that question, because I				false

		1942						LN		75		12		false		           12     want us to seriously consider the solar arrays and BESS				false

		1943						LN		75		13		false		           13     if they are in the same category of creating impacts to				false

		1944						LN		75		14		false		           14     the ferruginous hawk foraging area, which is what I				false

		1945						LN		75		15		false		           15     focused on by the new mitigation measure that we talked				false

		1946						LN		75		16		false		           16     about earlier.				false

		1947						LN		75		17		false		           17          In my opinion, I think it is the turbines that are				false

		1948						LN		75		18		false		           18     the most impact, and it's also the elimination of				false

		1949						LN		75		19		false		           19     existing priority habitat.  But if what we are doing is				false

		1950						LN		75		20		false		           20     putting solar arrays within those two miles of the				false

		1951						LN		75		21		false		           21     nests on agricultural already disturbed property, I				false

		1952						LN		75		22		false		           22     guess my view is it should be perhaps just the turbines				false

		1953						LN		75		23		false		           23     that are eliminated in the two-mile ferruginous hawk				false

		1954						LN		75		24		false		           24     zone.				false

		1955						LN		75		25		false		           25          So comments on that.				false

		1956						PG		76		0		false		page 76				false

		1957						LN		76		1		false		            1          Mr. Livingston.				false

		1958						LN		76		2		false		            2                        MR. LIVINGSTON:  Yeah, I'm still --				false

		1959						LN		76		3		false		            3     I'm still supporting C, which would exclude all primary				false

		1960						LN		76		4		false		            4     compo- -- project components.  And if that would				false

		1961						LN		76		5		false		            5     include solar, then I would -- I would be supporting				false

		1962						LN		76		6		false		            6     that still.				false

		1963						LN		76		7		false		            7                        CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  Mr. Young.				false

		1964						LN		76		8		false		            8                        MR. YOUNG:  Yeah, I agree with				false

		1965						LN		76		9		false		            9     Mr. Livingston, and I -- I support Option C.				false

		1966						LN		76		10		false		           10                        CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  Others?				false

		1967						LN		76		11		false		           11                        MR. LEVITT:  I think I might need a				false

		1968						LN		76		12		false		           12     review of the map again, because I was a little				false

		1969						LN		76		13		false		           13     confused by that explanation, but I think I do not				false

		1970						LN		76		14		false		           14     support C.				false

		1971						LN		76		15		false		           15                        CHAIR DREW:  Okay.				false

		1972						LN		76		16		false		           16                        MR. GREENE:  Can you clarify which				false

		1973						LN		76		17		false		           17     map you would like to see again?				false

		1974						LN		76		18		false		           18                        MR. LEVITT:  Sorry.  The one you				false

		1975						LN		76		19		false		           19     went over where you were saying clear -- clear				false

		1976						LN		76		20		false		           20     sections.  It was just before --				false

		1977						LN		76		21		false		           21                        MR. GREENE:  Yes.				false

		1978						LN		76		22		false		           22                        MR. LEVITT:  -- we got -- yeah.				false

		1979						LN		76		23		false		           23                        MR. GREENE:  Yeah.  So the red-				false

		1980						LN		76		24		false		           24     shaded sections are sections of the micro-si- -- the				false

		1981						LN		76		25		false		           25     wind micro-siting corridor where turbines would no				false

		1982						PG		77		0		false		page 77				false

		1983						LN		77		1		false		            1     longer be allowed under the current form of the				false

		1984						LN		77		2		false		            2     mitigation, so they are within two miles of a				false

		1985						LN		77		3		false		            3     documented nest.  The clear are areas outside of that				false

		1986						LN		77		4		false		            4     two-mile buffer.  So wind turbines would be allowed to				false

		1987						LN		77		5		false		            5     be sited normally.				false

		1988						LN		77		6		false		            6                        MR. LEVITT:  And green is to be				false

		1989						LN		77		7		false		            7     sited normally?				false

		1990						LN		77		8		false		            8                        MR. GREENE:  Yes, green are the				false

		1991						LN		77		9		false		            9     actual currently proposed locations of turbines.				false

		1992						LN		77		10		false		           10                        MR. LEVITT:  And solar fields,				false

		1993						LN		77		11		false		           11     like -- there's solar fields on the west, and they're				false

		1994						LN		77		12		false		           12     demarcated by cross lines?				false

		1995						LN		77		13		false		           13                        MR. GREENE:  Yes, they are.  And				false

		1996						LN		77		14		false		           14     they are with -- they are outside of that two-mile				false

		1997						LN		77		15		false		           15     radius of any identified nest.  The east solar array,				false

		1998						LN		77		16		false		           16     which is not shown on this map because it -- it was				false

		1999						LN		77		17		false		           17     excluded for a number of mitigation reasons, would be				false

		2000						LN		77		18		false		           18     fully within a two-mile radius of a nest.				false

		2001						LN		77		19		false		           19                        MR. LEVITT:  Do you show it with				false

		2002						LN		77		20		false		           20     your cursor approximately where you --				false

		2003						LN		77		21		false		           21                        MR. GREENE:  Yes.  It's -- it's				false

		2004						LN		77		22		false		           22     right -- well, it's -- it's right here mostly actually.				false

		2005						LN		77		23		false		           23                        MR. LEVITT:  Okay.  Thank you.				false

		2006						LN		77		24		false		           24                        CHAIR DREW:  Other comments from				false

		2007						LN		77		25		false		           25     Council members?				false

		2008						PG		78		0		false		page 78				false

		2009						LN		78		1		false		            1                        MR. LEVITT:  Mr. Greene, if we were				false

		2010						LN		78		2		false		            2     to go with C, would the applicant have the option of				false

		2011						LN		78		3		false		            3     trying to adjust where the -- where that solar station				false

		2012						LN		78		4		false		            4     is?				false

		2013						LN		78		5		false		            5                        MR. GREENE:  Likely not for the				false

		2014						LN		78		6		false		            6     solar array, just because there's a lot involved with				false

		2015						LN		78		7		false		            7     the -- the siting of project components and the only				false

		2016						LN		78		8		false		            8     areas where full -- a full complement of surveys had				false

		2017						LN		78		9		false		            9     been performed are the current cross-hatched solar				false

		2018						LN		78		10		false		           10     arrays or those corridors, the -- the micro-siting				false

		2019						LN		78		11		false		           11     corridors.  So they could identify a different site and				false

		2020						LN		78		12		false		           12     propose that.  It would require more collection of data				false

		2021						LN		78		13		false		           13     and analysis.				false

		2022						LN		78		14		false		           14                        CHAIR DREW:  Probably an amendment.				false

		2023						LN		78		15		false		           15                        MR. GREENE:  Yes.				false

		2024						LN		78		16		false		           16                        MR. LEVITT:  And the reason they				false

		2025						LN		78		17		false		           17     probably have two sets is one is connected to one side				false

		2026						LN		78		18		false		           18     of the project, and another is connected to different				false

		2027						LN		78		19		false		           19     parts of the project; is that correct?				false

		2028						LN		78		20		false		           20     Infrastructure-wise?				false

		2029						LN		78		21		false		           21                        MR. GREENE:  The primary				false

		2030						LN		78		22		false		           22     transmission line does connect the eastern part of the				false

		2031						LN		78		23		false		           23     project to the western part, but there are substations				false

		2032						LN		78		24		false		           24     located on both sides.  So I would imagine that each				false

		2033						LN		78		25		false		           25     solar array connects to different substations as				false

		2034						PG		79		0		false		page 79				false

		2035						LN		79		1		false		            1     currently proposed.				false

		2036						LN		79		2		false		            2                        MR. LEVITT:  Okay.  Thank you.				false

		2037						LN		79		3		false		            3                        CHAIR DREW:  Any other comments?				false

		2038						LN		79		4		false		            4          We will take a vote.  The vote will be whether or				false

		2039						LN		79		5		false		            5     not the primary project components, all of them --				false

		2040						LN		79		6		false		            6     turbines, solar arrays, and BESS -- should be excluded				false

		2041						LN		79		7		false		            7     from all areas within two miles of a documented				false

		2042						LN		79		8		false		            8     ferruginous hawk nest.				false

		2043						LN		79		9		false		            9          So we're voting on C.  And all those in favor,				false

		2044						LN		79		10		false		           10     raise hands.				false

		2045						LN		79		11		false		           11          All those opposed.				false

		2046						LN		79		12		false		           12          Put your hands down.				false

		2047						LN		79		13		false		           13          All those opposed.				false

		2048						LN		79		14		false		           14          So we will be -- okay.  So what are we moving				false

		2049						LN		79		15		false		           15     forward with, then?				false

		2050						LN		79		16		false		           16          Ms. Brewster.				false

		2051						LN		79		17		false		           17                        MS. BREWSTER:  Yeah, I guess maybe a				false

		2052						LN		79		18		false		           18     bit more discussion about a compromise like B.  I'm in				false

		2053						LN		79		19		false		           19     favor of excluding -- I guess my concern is maybe the				false

		2054						LN		79		20		false		           20     east solar array and its -- how it's affected,				false

		2055						LN		79		21		false		           21     considering the discussion we had earlier about the				false

		2056						LN		79		22		false		           22     east solar array and the habitat types.				false

		2057						LN		79		23		false		           23          So I guess I am in favor of the two-mile hard				false

		2058						LN		79		24		false		           24     boundary for most things, but I think I have a question				false

		2059						LN		79		25		false		           25     about that east solar array.				false

		2060						PG		80		0		false		page 80				false

		2061						LN		80		1		false		            1                        CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  And your				false

		2062						LN		80		2		false		            2     question on the east solar array is...?				false

		2063						LN		80		3		false		            3                        MS. BREWSTER:  Well, I guess not so				false

		2064						LN		80		4		false		            4     much a question as not -- I guess I am just not a -- I				false

		2065						LN		80		5		false		            5     haven't had a chance to think about that east solar				false

		2066						LN		80		6		false		            6     array and its effects and how it is affected by the				false

		2067						LN		80		7		false		            7     two-mile boundaries and especially around the historic				false

		2068						LN		80		8		false		            8     nests that may be demonstrated as not viable.				false

		2069						LN		80		9		false		            9                        CHAIR DREW:  Okay.				false

		2070						LN		80		10		false		           10                        MS. BREWSTER:  So that's where --				false

		2071						LN		80		11		false		           11     why I'm waffling a little bit.				false

		2072						LN		80		12		false		           12                        CHAIR DREW:  Okay.				false

		2073						LN		80		13		false		           13          Mr. Levitt.				false

		2074						LN		80		14		false		           14                        MR. LEVITT:  Yeah, I guess I have a				false

		2075						LN		80		15		false		           15     question for Mr. Greene, Mr. Livingston, or other EFSEC				false

		2076						LN		80		16		false		           16     staff with expertise.  But I guess I'm curious if there				false

		2077						LN		80		17		false		           17     is a best management practice that has been in place in				false

		2078						LN		80		18		false		           18     Washington or more widely in Western states for -- for				false

		2079						LN		80		19		false		           19     these specific questions, half mile or two miles.				false

		2080						LN		80		20		false		           20     Like, do most states do B?  Do most states do C?  Et				false

		2081						LN		80		21		false		           21     cetera.				false

		2082						LN		80		22		false		           22                        MR. GREENE:  I would say, in most				false

		2083						LN		80		23		false		           23     existing cases, ferruginous hawk nests are not				false

		2084						LN		80		24		false		           24     necessarily provided a buffer from development.  This				false

		2085						LN		80		25		false		           25     was proposed in this case because this species is --				false

		2086						PG		81		0		false		page 81				false

		2087						LN		81		1		false		            1     their population levels are very fragile in this area,				false

		2088						LN		81		2		false		            2     and there's a -- a significant threat to their				false

		2089						LN		81		3		false		            3     continued existence in the area both as a result of				false

		2090						LN		81		4		false		            4     direct mortality and loss of foraging habitat.				false

		2091						LN		81		5		false		            5          The two-mile buffer was arrived at through				false

		2092						LN		81		6		false		            6     discussions with WDFW staff as an indication of the				false

		2093						LN		81		7		false		            7     general home range of ferruginous hawks from their				false

		2094						LN		81		8		false		            8     nests, and that was their guidance on the desired				false

		2095						LN		81		9		false		            9     buffer that WDFW staff would like to see implemented				false

		2096						LN		81		10		false		           10     for all project components.				false

		2097						LN		81		11		false		           11          The -- the Option B here that EFSEC staff				false

		2098						LN		81		12		false		           12     developed as a potential option for discussion was				false

		2099						LN		81		13		false		           13     arrived at by using the existing WDFW seasonal buffers				false

		2100						LN		81		14		false		           14     for project -- for work activities for active				false

		2101						LN		81		15		false		           15     ferruginous hawk nests, which is half a mile, and				false

		2102						LN		81		16		false		           16     considering a case where that half-mile seasonal buffer				false

		2103						LN		81		17		false		           17     is made permanent for all project components and no				false

		2104						LN		81		18		false		           18     siting would be done in that area with the remaining				false

		2105						LN		81		19		false		           19     1.5-mile radius of the home range being covered by the				false

		2106						LN		81		20		false		           20     existing restrictions within the FEIS version of this				false

		2107						LN		81		21		false		           21     measure, which is, again, the inactive nest, nonviable				false

		2108						LN		81		22		false		           22     habitat, and a mitigation and monitoring and management				false

		2109						LN		81		23		false		           23     plan.				false

		2110						LN		81		24		false		           24                        CHAIR DREW:  So would an option be				false

		2111						LN		81		25		false		           25     that we would not allow -- which I think we've already				false

		2112						PG		82		0		false		page 82				false

		2113						LN		82		1		false		            1     done, but just to be sure -- turbines to be constructed				false

		2114						LN		82		2		false		            2     within the two-mile documented ferruginous hawk nest				false

		2115						LN		82		3		false		            3     but would allow solar arrays or BESS -- I don't even				false

		2116						LN		82		4		false		            4     know that I want to go to the demonstrating that a nest				false

		2117						LN		82		5		false		            5     is inactive, I guess.				false

		2118						LN		82		6		false		            6                        MS. BUMPUS:  Chair Drew, this is --				false

		2119						LN		82		7		false		            7                        CHAIR DREW:  Yes.				false

		2120						LN		82		8		false		            8                        MS. BUMPUS:  -- Sonia Bumpus.				false

		2121						LN		82		9		false		            9          I was just going to mention, you know, as I'm				false

		2122						LN		82		10		false		           10     listening here, that the Council talked about				false

		2123						LN		82		11		false		           11     eliminating the red turbines, which are also turbines				false

		2124						LN		82		12		false		           12     within this two-mile --				false

		2125						LN		82		13		false		           13                        CHAIR DREW:  Right.				false

		2126						LN		82		14		false		           14                        MS. BUMPUS:  -- buffer.  So I wonder				false

		2127						LN		82		15		false		           15     if maybe it makes more sense to look at this question				false

		2128						LN		82		16		false		           16     as just about solar arrays and BESS.				false

		2129						LN		82		17		false		           17                        CHAIR DREW:  Yes.				false

		2130						LN		82		18		false		           18                        MS. BUMPUS:  And then the other				false

		2131						LN		82		19		false		           19     thing I was just going to mention is that I think that				false

		2132						LN		82		20		false		           20     the removal of the red turbines that is being				false

		2133						LN		82		21		false		           21     contemplated, it was noted that this was about				false

		2134						LN		82		22		false		           22     compounding impacts, getting at reducing but not able				false

		2135						LN		82		23		false		           23     to eliminate multiple different kinds of impacts:				false

		2136						LN		82		24		false		           24     Visual, so on; avian impacts, these kinds of things.				false

		2137						LN		82		25		false		           25     So I don't know.  I think maybe removing turbines from				false

		2138						PG		83		0		false		page 83				false

		2139						LN		83		1		false		            1     this and just thinking about it in terms of solar				false

		2140						LN		83		2		false		            2     arrays and BESS, particularly if the Council's leaning				false

		2141						LN		83		3		false		            3     towards removal of the red turbines.				false

		2142						LN		83		4		false		            4                        CHAIR DREW:  I think that's what				false

		2143						LN		83		5		false		            5     I'm -- exactly what I'm trying to get to here.				false

		2144						LN		83		6		false		            6          And what would we -- what --				false

		2145						LN		83		7		false		            7                        MR. GREENE:  So I -- I guess --				false

		2146						LN		83		8		false		            8                        CHAIR DREW:  Go ahead.				false

		2147						LN		83		9		false		            9                        MR. GREENE:  -- the -- the version				false

		2148						LN		83		10		false		           10     that I think you're discussing would exclude wind				false

		2149						LN		83		11		false		           11     turbines from within a two-mile buffer of any				false

		2150						LN		83		12		false		           12     documented nest.  And for solar arrays and BESSes, the				false

		2151						LN		83		13		false		           13     question is whether you would like to see the existing				false

		2152						LN		83		14		false		           14     restrictions from the FEIS version of this measure				false

		2153						LN		83		15		false		           15     required for siting those components or allow those				false

		2154						LN		83		16		false		           16     components to be sited free of those restrictions.				false

		2155						LN		83		17		false		           17                        CHAIR DREW:  I guess my preference				false

		2156						LN		83		18		false		           18     would be to allow the -- those -- that				false

		2157						LN		83		19		false		           19     infrastructure -- or that -- those primary project				false

		2158						LN		83		20		false		           20     components to be included or allowed and not -- I guess				false

		2159						LN		83		21		false		           21     the -- that would be my preference.  With the exclusion				false

		2160						LN		83		22		false		           22     we've already done for the solar arrays on the priority				false

		2161						LN		83		23		false		           23     habitat areas.				false

		2162						LN		83		24		false		           24                        MR. GREENE:  Yes.  In either of				false

		2163						LN		83		25		false		           25     those versions I just mentioned, the mitigation				false

		2164						PG		84		0		false		page 84				false

		2165						LN		84		1		false		            1     management plan, I assume, would stay.  That's --				false

		2166						LN		84		2		false		            2                        CHAIR DREW:  Yes.				false

		2167						LN		84		3		false		            3                        MR. GREENE:  That's pretty standard				false

		2168						LN		84		4		false		            4     for all of our species mitigation.				false

		2169						LN		84		5		false		            5                        CHAIR DREW:  Yes.				false

		2170						LN		84		6		false		            6          What are views of Council members?				false

		2171						LN		84		7		false		            7          Mr. Levitt?				false

		2172						LN		84		8		false		            8                        MR. LEVITT:  I guess I think that				false

		2173						LN		84		9		false		            9     can be persuaded.  But B, to me, still sounds more				false

		2174						LN		84		10		false		           10     appealing than A or C.				false

		2175						LN		84		11		false		           11                        CHAIR DREW:  Say that again.  It				false

		2176						LN		84		12		false		           12     sounds more...?				false

		2177						LN		84		13		false		           13                        MR. LEVITT:  Appealing.				false

		2178						LN		84		14		false		           14                        CHAIR DREW:  Oh.  Okay.				false

		2179						LN		84		15		false		           15          I -- again, I come back to:  Requiring the work to				false

		2180						LN		84		16		false		           16     be done for solars or BESS, I think, is -- is not the				false

		2181						LN		84		17		false		           17     same as looking at the nests in the context of the				false

		2182						LN		84		18		false		           18     impact from a turbine.  So I would not have the				false

		2183						LN		84		19		false		           19     mitigation on those two project components.				false

		2184						LN		84		20		false		           20          That's what I'll propose:  That the Species 5, we				false

		2185						LN		84		21		false		           21     still want a mitigation plan, but the solar arrays and				false

		2186						LN		84		22		false		           22     the BESS can be included with the species management				false

		2187						LN		84		23		false		           23     plan.				false

		2188						LN		84		24		false		           24          Does that make sense?				false

		2189						LN		84		25		false		           25          Ms. Brewster.				false

		2190						PG		85		0		false		page 85				false

		2191						LN		85		1		false		            1                        MS. BREWSTER:  Yeah, just -- so to				false

		2192						LN		85		2		false		            2     clarify, you're leaning towards the Option A, so there				false

		2193						LN		85		3		false		            3     would be no restriction such as the half-mile seasonal				false

		2194						LN		85		4		false		            4     buffer around a nest site; is that correct?				false

		2195						LN		85		5		false		            5                        CHAIR DREW:  Yes.  Already -- I				false

		2196						LN		85		6		false		            6     mean, we can keep the exclusion of the turbines within				false

		2197						LN		85		7		false		            7     that area, which we are also looking at another way,				false

		2198						LN		85		8		false		            8     but I think we should also keep it in here.				false

		2199						LN		85		9		false		            9          So it would be that the turbines would not be --				false

		2200						LN		85		10		false		           10     would be excluded from all areas, but solars and BESS				false

		2201						LN		85		11		false		           11     would be allowed.				false

		2202						LN		85		12		false		           12          Any discussion?				false

		2203						LN		85		13		false		           13                        MS. BREWSTER:  I think I would be				false

		2204						LN		85		14		false		           14     inclined to lean towards B.  That still leaves some				false

		2205						LN		85		15		false		           15     buffer around an area that, as was discussed by the				false

		2206						LN		85		16		false		           16     Fish and Wildlife expert, that the nests are				false

		2207						LN		85		17		false		           17     generally -- nest sites can be close together and used,				false

		2208						LN		85		18		false		           18     so I feel like that would leave a little leeway without				false

		2209						LN		85		19		false		           19     entirely excluding --				false

		2210						LN		85		20		false		           20                        CHAIR DREW:  Okay.				false

		2211						LN		85		21		false		           21                        MS. BREWSTER:  -- infrastructure				false

		2212						LN		85		22		false		           22     there.				false

		2213						LN		85		23		false		           23                        CHAIR DREW:  I could do that.				false

		2214						LN		85		24		false		           24     Let's -- my -- okay.  If the applicant would want to				false

		2215						LN		85		25		false		           25     build in that area, then they would need to demonstrate				false

		2216						PG		86		0		false		page 86				false

		2217						LN		86		1		false		            1     that the nest is inactive or that no viable foraging				false

		2218						LN		86		2		false		            2     habitat is present and produce a mitigation and				false

		2219						LN		86		3		false		            3     management plan.				false

		2220						LN		86		4		false		            4          Okay?  More discussion on that?				false

		2221						LN		86		5		false		            5                        MR. LEVITT:  This is Eli,				false

		2222						LN		86		6		false		            6     Mr. Greene.  So we -- we have a threshold for the				false

		2223						LN		86		7		false		            7     applicant to be able to prove whether a nest is active				false

		2224						LN		86		8		false		            8     or inactive, right?  If it's not used for, like, two or				false

		2225						LN		86		9		false		            9     three years or something, it's inactive; is that				false

		2226						LN		86		10		false		           10     correct?  Or maybe it is --				false

		2227						LN		86		11		false		           11                        MR. GREENE:  Yeah, the -- the exact				false

		2228						LN		86		12		false		           12     methodology for determining whether a nest is active				false

		2229						LN		86		13		false		           13     and whether the habitat is viable is something that				false

		2230						LN		86		14		false		           14     would be developed through conversations with us, the				false

		2231						LN		86		15		false		           15     applicant, WDFW, through the PTAG.				false

		2232						LN		86		16		false		           16          The applicant has proposed a number of measures				false

		2233						LN		86		17		false		           17     for how to -- to reach those determinations, but we				false

		2234						LN		86		18		false		           18     haven't really considered them at this point, because				false

		2235						LN		86		19		false		           19     we are waiting for final determination on this measure				false

		2236						LN		86		20		false		           20     and the incorporation of the PTAG.				false

		2237						LN		86		21		false		           21                        MR. LEVITT:  Okay.  Thank you.				false

		2238						LN		86		22		false		           22                        CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  So this vote is				false

		2239						LN		86		23		false		           23     on excluding turbines from all areas within two miles				false

		2240						LN		86		24		false		           24     and allowing solar arrays and BESS on B.				false

		2241						LN		86		25		false		           25          Ms. Osborne.				false

		2242						PG		87		0		false		page 87				false

		2243						LN		87		1		false		            1                        MS. OSBORNE:  Sorry, Chair Drew.  I				false

		2244						LN		87		2		false		            2     just was being a little bit ahead.				false

		2245						LN		87		3		false		            3                        CHAIR DREW:  Ahead of the question.				false

		2246						LN		87		4		false		            4                        MS. OSBORNE:  Yep.  Sorry about				false

		2247						LN		87		5		false		            5     that.				false

		2248						LN		87		6		false		            6                        CHAIR DREW:  That's okay.				false

		2249						LN		87		7		false		            7          So is that clear?  We would exclude turbines in				false

		2250						LN		87		8		false		            8     the two-mile, and the solar arrays and BESS would be				false

		2251						LN		87		9		false		            9     excluded from all areas within a half mile of a				false

		2252						LN		87		10		false		           10     documented nest, but allow the half mile to two miles				false

		2253						LN		87		11		false		           11     of a documented hawk nest for solar arrays and BESS if				false

		2254						LN		87		12		false		           12     the applicant can demonstrate that the nest is				false

		2255						LN		87		13		false		           13     inactive, no viable foraging habitat is present,				false

		2256						LN		87		14		false		           14     produces a mitigation plan.				false

		2257						LN		87		15		false		           15          Okay.  All those in favor, raise your hands.				false

		2258						LN		87		16		false		           16          All those opposed.				false

		2259						LN		87		17		false		           17          Okay.  It is four to two.  So that is moving				false

		2260						LN		87		18		false		           18     forward.				false

		2261						LN		87		19		false		           19                        MR. LEVITT:  Chair Drew, clarifying				false

		2262						LN		87		20		false		           20     question for that vote.				false

		2263						LN		87		21		false		           21          I thought at one point --				false

		2264						LN		87		22		false		           22                        CHAIR DREW:  Yes.				false

		2265						LN		87		23		false		           23                        MR. LEVITT:  -- Director Bumpus				false

		2266						LN		87		24		false		           24     suggested we not think about the turbines in this vote.				false

		2267						LN		87		25		false		           25     So you did include the turbines, correct?				false

		2268						PG		88		0		false		page 88				false

		2269						LN		88		1		false		            1                        CHAIR DREW:  I did, because it's,				false

		2270						LN		88		2		false		            2     for me, a double safety, if you will, to say here				false

		2271						LN		88		3		false		            3     they're excluded, so there's no question about that				false

		2272						LN		88		4		false		            4     they would be excluded in the two-mile area.  But				false

		2273						LN		88		5		false		            5     they're also ones we're planning to exclude anyway.				false

		2274						LN		88		6		false		            6                        MR. LEVITT:  Okay.				false

		2275						LN		88		7		false		            7                        MR. GREENE:  I would also say, in				false

		2276						LN		88		8		false		            8     the interest of staff actually implementing these				false

		2277						LN		88		9		false		            9     measures, having that two-mile buffer defined here is				false

		2278						LN		88		10		false		           10     very helpful because we are excluding not just				false

		2279						LN		88		11		false		           11     individual turbine locations; we are excluding sections				false

		2280						LN		88		12		false		           12     of the micro-siting corridor so that turbines aren't				false

		2281						LN		88		13		false		           13     just moved the two feet and suddenly are allowed again.				false

		2282						LN		88		14		false		           14                        CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  Thank you,				false

		2283						LN		88		15		false		           15     everybody.  We'll move on to the next one.				false

		2284						LN		88		16		false		           16                        MR. GREENE:  And the next question				false

		2285						LN		88		17		false		           17     is this same topic again but for secondary components.				false

		2286						LN		88		18		false		           18     I'm sorry.  That's -- whoops.  That's a typo.  Option 3				false

		2287						LN		88		19		false		           19     is not the current version for this.				false

		2288						LN		88		20		false		           20          For secondary components, the version in the FEIS				false

		2289						LN		88		21		false		           21     is also the version that Council was considering at the				false

		2290						LN		88		22		false		           22     previous meeting, which is that secondary components,				false

		2291						LN		88		23		false		           23     such as roads, substations, and transmission lines,				false

		2292						LN		88		24		false		           24     would be allowed within two miles of a documented nest				false

		2293						LN		88		25		false		           25     only when the applicant can demonstrate that the nest				false

		2294						PG		89		0		false		page 89				false

		2295						LN		89		1		false		            1     is inactive, no viable foraging habitat is present, and				false

		2296						LN		89		2		false		            2     produces a mitigation and management plan.				false

		2297						LN		89		3		false		            3                        CHAIR DREW:  Mr. Young.				false

		2298						LN		89		4		false		            4                        MR. YOUNG:  Could you flip back to				false

		2299						LN		89		5		false		            5     the notes from our December 20 meeting as far as the				false

		2300						LN		89		6		false		            6     secondary components?				false

		2301						LN		89		7		false		            7                        MR. GREENE:  Did you mean, like, the				false

		2302						LN		89		8		false		            8     actual text of it?				false

		2303						LN		89		9		false		            9                        MR. YOUNG:  Yes.				false

		2304						LN		89		10		false		           10          Thank you.				false

		2305						LN		89		11		false		           11                        MR. GREENE:  What the edit				false

		2306						LN		89		12		false		           12     essentially did was change the beginning of this				false

		2307						LN		89		13		false		           13     measure to fully exclude primary components within that				false

		2308						LN		89		14		false		           14     two-mile buffer, which will now change as a result of				false

		2309						LN		89		15		false		           15     the previous vote, and then make the rest of Species 5				false

		2310						LN		89		16		false		           16     as written only apply to secondary components.				false

		2311						LN		89		17		false		           17          So the rest of the text is essentially the same as				false

		2312						LN		89		18		false		           18     the FEIS version of Species 5.				false

		2313						LN		89		19		false		           19                        CHAIR DREW:  And that's the original				false

		2314						LN		89		20		false		           20     that's on the left, is the FEIS version, which would --				false

		2315						LN		89		21		false		           21     so maybe to make this easy for everyone, it is the same				false

		2316						LN		89		22		false		           22     as the FEIS version.				false

		2317						LN		89		23		false		           23          All those in favor of maintaining that as we				false

		2318						LN		89		24		false		           24     described on 12/20/23, raise your hand.				false

		2319						LN		89		25		false		           25          I'll ask for discussion.				false

		2320						PG		90		0		false		page 90				false

		2321						LN		90		1		false		            1          Is there any other discussion?				false

		2322						LN		90		2		false		            2                        MR. YOUNG:  Yeah.  Could we --				false

		2323						LN		90		3		false		            3                        CHAIR DREW:  I should --				false

		2324						LN		90		4		false		            4                        MR. YOUNG:  Could we flip back to				false

		2325						LN		90		5		false		            5     the questions?  I'm still trying to cross-reference the				false

		2326						LN		90		6		false		            6     questions back --				false

		2327						LN		90		7		false		            7                        CHAIR DREW:  Yeah.				false

		2328						LN		90		8		false		            8                        MR. YOUNG:  -- to the -- the notes.				false

		2329						LN		90		9		false		            9                        CHAIR DREW:  My apologies.				false

		2330						LN		90		10		false		           10                        MR. YOUNG:  So this is for secondary				false

		2331						LN		90		11		false		           11     components.				false

		2332						LN		90		12		false		           12                        MR. GREENE:  Correct.				false

		2333						LN		90		13		false		           13                        MR. YOUNG:  And is it that Option A				false

		2334						LN		90		14		false		           14     is -- is what is consistent with both the FEIS and				false

		2335						LN		90		15		false		           15     December 20?				false

		2336						LN		90		16		false		           16                        CHAIR DREW:  Yes.				false

		2337						LN		90		17		false		           17                        MR. GREENE:  Correct.				false

		2338						LN		90		18		false		           18                        MR. YOUNG:  And that's what the --				false

		2339						LN		90		19		false		           19     the vote is being called for, is who supports A.				false

		2340						LN		90		20		false		           20                        CHAIR DREW:  Yes.  Yes.				false

		2341						LN		90		21		false		           21                        MR. YOUNG:  Because of that				false

		2342						LN		90		22		false		           22     consistency?				false

		2343						LN		90		23		false		           23                        CHAIR DREW:  Yes.				false

		2344						LN		90		24		false		           24                        MR. YOUNG:  Is that correct?				false

		2345						LN		90		25		false		           25          Thanks for the clarification.				false

		2346						PG		91		0		false		page 91				false

		2347						LN		91		1		false		            1                        CHAIR DREW:  Yeah.				false

		2348						LN		91		2		false		            2          So we're going to vote on A.				false

		2349						LN		91		3		false		            3          All those in favor of A.  Unless there's further				false

		2350						LN		91		4		false		            4     discussion.				false

		2351						LN		91		5		false		            5          Sorry.  Okay.				false

		2352						LN		91		6		false		            6          All those in favor of A, raise your hand.				false

		2353						LN		91		7		false		            7          Okay.  Thank you.				false

		2354						LN		91		8		false		            8                        MR. GREENE:  Okay.  The next and, I				false

		2355						LN		91		9		false		            9     believe, final exclusion measure for today's meeting is				false

		2356						LN		91		10		false		           10     a new measure that we entitled Cultural Resources 3,				false

		2357						LN		91		11		false		           11     which is a desire that was discussed by the Council at				false

		2358						LN		91		12		false		           12     the previous meeting to eliminate -- or exclude all				false

		2359						LN		91		13		false		           13     project components from areas east of the boundaries of				false

		2360						LN		91		14		false		           14     Straub Canyon to reduce the project impacts to identify				false

		2361						LN		91		15		false		           15     TCPs.				false

		2362						LN		91		16		false		           16          And this is what the project would look like				false

		2363						LN		91		17		false		           17     with -- Straub Canyon doesn't fully bisect the project				false

		2364						LN		91		18		false		           18     area, so staff drew a line in the -- the direction of				false

		2365						LN		91		19		false		           19     travel of the canyon from it -- its final extent and				false

		2366						LN		91		20		false		           20     kind of extended that through the project area so that				false

		2367						LN		91		21		false		           21     we would have a line of demarcation.  But this is what				false

		2368						LN		91		22		false		           22     the project would look like with the incorporation of				false

		2369						LN		91		23		false		           23     that measure.				false

		2370						LN		91		24		false		           24          And then the question is fairly straightforward,				false

		2371						LN		91		25		false		           25     is just:  Should all project components be allowed east				false

		2372						PG		92		0		false		page 92				false

		2373						LN		92		1		false		            1     of Straub Canyon, which is the FEIS version, or				false

		2374						LN		92		2		false		            2     excluded from the areas east of Straub Canyon, which is				false

		2375						LN		92		3		false		            3     the proposed version.				false

		2376						LN		92		4		false		            4                        CHAIR DREW:  Mr. Young.				false

		2377						LN		92		5		false		            5                        MR. YOUNG:  So could you flip back				false

		2378						LN		92		6		false		            6     to the map?  I had a question about the -- down at the				false

		2379						LN		92		7		false		            7     extreme southeast tip of -- of the project area here,				false

		2380						LN		92		8		false		            8     there's, like, a red-shaded corridor.  Is that --				false

		2381						LN		92		9		false		            9     that's -- is that an area where we've already for other				false

		2382						LN		92		10		false		           10     reasons excluded turbines?				false

		2383						LN		92		11		false		           11                        MR. GREENE:  You mean this area				false

		2384						LN		92		12		false		           12     here?				false

		2385						LN		92		13		false		           13                        MR. YOUNG:  No.  Up near, like, what				false

		2386						LN		92		14		false		           14     the new project area would be.  Yeah, right up there.				false

		2387						LN		92		15		false		           15                        MR. GREENE:  Yeah.  Okay.  Yes.  I'm				false

		2388						LN		92		16		false		           16     sorry.  The -- just the way that we develop these				false

		2389						LN		92		17		false		           17     figures, these red-shaded corridors are areas that are				false

		2390						LN		92		18		false		           18     within two miles of a ferruginous hawk nest, so they				false

		2391						LN		92		19		false		           19     would be excluded by Species 5 for primary project				false

		2392						LN		92		20		false		           20     components.				false

		2393						LN		92		21		false		           21                        MR. YOUNG:  Thank you.				false

		2394						LN		92		22		false		           22          And I do advocate for this option.  I -- I think				false

		2395						LN		92		23		false		           23     we would eliminate a large portion of the unmitigable				false

		2396						LN		92		24		false		           24     high, high impacts to traditional cultural properties.				false

		2397						LN		92		25		false		           25     And so much of what is in the area that would be				false

		2398						PG		93		0		false		page 93				false

		2399						LN		93		1		false		            1     eliminated under this option would also resolve				false

		2400						LN		93		2		false		            2     multiple other concerns that we've had with ferruginous				false

		2401						LN		93		3		false		            3     hawk, with wildlife movement corridors, with visual				false

		2402						LN		93		4		false		            4     impacts from the more developed areas off to the east,				false

		2403						LN		93		5		false		            5     with connectivity.  So many things.  But the dominant				false

		2404						LN		93		6		false		            6     driver for this for me is to address the significant				false

		2405						LN		93		7		false		            7     unmitigable impacts to traditional cultural properties,				false

		2406						LN		93		8		false		            8     and I do support this.				false

		2407						LN		93		9		false		            9                        CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  Thank you.				false

		2408						LN		93		10		false		           10          Other comments?				false

		2409						LN		93		11		false		           11                        MR. LEVITT:  This is Eli.  I guess I				false

		2410						LN		93		12		false		           12     would offer up that, you know, we've done our best as a				false

		2411						LN		93		13		false		           13     Council to mitigate environmental impacts, especially				false

		2412						LN		93		14		false		           14     wildlife.  And the cultural impacts are challenging, to				false

		2413						LN		93		15		false		           15     say the least.  But because we've had such a strong				false

		2414						LN		93		16		false		           16     focus on wildlife, I think that actually ends up				false

		2415						LN		93		17		false		           17     helping with -- just saying at a very high level,				false

		2416						LN		93		18		false		           18     helping with TCP issues presented by some interested				false

		2417						LN		93		19		false		           19     parties.				false

		2418						LN		93		20		false		           20          So I don't know.  The demarcation of Straub				false

		2419						LN		93		21		false		           21     Canyon, to me, seems arbitrary and pulled out -- pulled				false

		2420						LN		93		22		false		           22     out of our pocket, so I guess I just -- I can't support				false

		2421						LN		93		23		false		           23     the proposal as is.				false

		2422						LN		93		24		false		           24                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.				false

		2423						LN		93		25		false		           25          Other comments?				false

		2424						PG		94		0		false		page 94				false

		2425						LN		94		1		false		            1          I will say that I respect and understand,				false

		2426						LN		94		2		false		            2     Mr. Young, your reason for putting this forward.  I				false

		2427						LN		94		3		false		            3     would say that there are project components in				false

		2428						LN		94		4		false		            4     different -- in areas to the east that don't have the				false

		2429						LN		94		5		false		            5     same multiple compounding impacts as the ones we talked				false

		2430						LN		94		6		false		            6     about earlier.  And those would be eliminated in this				false

		2431						LN		94		7		false		            7     proposal.				false

		2432						LN		94		8		false		            8          And I do know and understand that the entire				false

		2433						LN		94		9		false		            9     project does impact traditional cultural properties,				false

		2434						LN		94		10		false		           10     and we are considering that information along with the				false

		2435						LN		94		11		false		           11     environmental, but we also have to consider our				false

		2436						LN		94		12		false		           12     responsibility to support clean energy development as				false

		2437						LN		94		13		false		           13     well, and it's a difficult balancing to do.  But in				false

		2438						LN		94		14		false		           14     order to maintain ability for more of the project to				false

		2439						LN		94		15		false		           15     move forward for that clean energy, I would not support				false

		2440						LN		94		16		false		           16     eliminating all of the project to the east.				false

		2441						LN		94		17		false		           17          Mr. Livingston.				false

		2442						LN		94		18		false		           18                        MR. LIVINGSTON:  I always end up				false

		2443						LN		94		19		false		           19     having more questions than I have answers.  But, you				false

		2444						LN		94		20		false		           20     know, it would be -- it would be helpful for me to know				false

		2445						LN		94		21		false		           21     what the -- what would the project's ability -- how				false

		2446						LN		94		22		false		           22     much megawatts can they produce with this, this				false

		2447						LN		94		23		false		           23     proposal; how many turbines are we talking that would				false

		2448						LN		94		24		false		           24     be built; what's the -- what does that look like.  I				false

		2449						LN		94		25		false		           25     mean, it is a very different project than what was				false

		2450						PG		95		0		false		page 95				false

		2451						LN		95		1		false		            1     originally proposed, and we also have the other -- all				false

		2452						LN		95		2		false		            2     the other mitigation and avoidance measures that we've				false

		2453						LN		95		3		false		            3     taken have changed the project significantly anyway.				false

		2454						LN		95		4		false		            4          I -- I want to support this, this effort, because				false

		2455						LN		95		5		false		            5     it -- it's a large project with two solar arrays and a				false

		2456						LN		95		6		false		            6     number of turbines in the string.  I also know that the				false

		2457						LN		95		7		false		            7     company designed it to include that giant 25-mile-long				false

		2458						LN		95		8		false		            8     corridor, which there's multiple issues with that, of				false

		2459						LN		95		9		false		            9     course.				false

		2460						LN		95		10		false		           10          But seeing what this -- the output of this, and				false

		2461						LN		95		11		false		           11     truly is it not viable?  Yeah, it's not viable to what				false

		2462						LN		95		12		false		           12     they built or originally designed for, but it -- could				false

		2463						LN		95		13		false		           13     this be a project in itself?  I believe it could.  So				false

		2464						LN		95		14		false		           14     I'm -- I'm supportive of it.				false

		2465						LN		95		15		false		           15                        CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  Thank you.				false

		2466						LN		95		16		false		           16          Other --				false

		2467						LN		95		17		false		           17                        MR. YOUNG:  I would -- I would --				false

		2468						LN		95		18		false		           18                        CHAIR DREW:  -- Council members?				false

		2469						LN		95		19		false		           19                        MR. YOUNG:  Sorry, Chair Drew.  I				false

		2470						LN		95		20		false		           20     didn't raise my hand.  But I -- I would refer my fellow				false

		2471						LN		95		21		false		           21     Council members to the confidential mapping of the				false

		2472						LN		95		22		false		           22     project's impacts on traditional cultural properties.				false

		2473						LN		95		23		false		           23          Again, everything we've been looking at so far has				false

		2474						LN		95		24		false		           24     been based on the maps where TCP impacts did not				false

		2475						LN		95		25		false		           25     feature into the green/yellow/red categorization of the				false

		2476						PG		96		0		false		page 96				false

		2477						LN		96		1		false		            1     turbines.  And you get a different take on the				false

		2478						LN		96		2		false		            2     project's impacts when you look at that confidential				false

		2479						LN		96		3		false		            3     information of the project's impacts on TCPs.				false

		2480						LN		96		4		false		            4          And I'd also put forth that I don't think the				false

		2481						LN		96		5		false		            5     selection of Straub Canyon was a completely arbitrary				false

		2482						LN		96		6		false		            6     thing.  If we start looking at maps that represent our				false

		2483						LN		96		7		false		            7     other concerns that we've talked about and that we're				false

		2484						LN		96		8		false		            8     mitigating, particularly where that major north-south				false

		2485						LN		96		9		false		            9     wildlife movement corridor runs through the project,				false

		2486						LN		96		10		false		           10     Straub Canyon and what's east of that, it is a logical				false

		2487						LN		96		11		false		           11     break point to eliminate a lot of impacts associated				false

		2488						LN		96		12		false		           12     with the eastern part of the project.  So I'd just put				false

		2489						LN		96		13		false		           13     forth that it was not an arbitrary selection.				false

		2490						LN		96		14		false		           14                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.				false

		2491						LN		96		15		false		           15          Thank you for also mentioning the confidential				false

		2492						LN		96		16		false		           16     maps.  I, myself, personally have spent a great deal of				false

		2493						LN		96		17		false		           17     time looking at those maps, so I appreciate you				false

		2494						LN		96		18		false		           18     referencing those.  I have considered that.  I have				false

		2495						LN		96		19		false		           19     looked at the multiple impacts and the balance that we				false

		2496						LN		96		20		false		           20     are trying to -- I am trying to make with this project.				false

		2497						LN		96		21		false		           21     And we will not eliminate all the impacts and all the				false

		2498						LN		96		22		false		           22     impacts to traditional cultural properties unless we				false

		2499						LN		96		23		false		           23     deny the project.				false

		2500						LN		96		24		false		           24          So I will not be supporting this.  I think there				false

		2501						LN		96		25		false		           25     are still elements that can be constructed with a lot				false

		2502						PG		97		0		false		page 97				false

		2503						LN		97		1		false		            1     of the mitigation that we brought forward for many				false

		2504						LN		97		2		false		            2     impacts that we have seen in each of our processes,				false

		2505						LN		97		3		false		            3     again with the FEIS, with the adjudication, and with				false

		2506						LN		97		4		false		            4     public comments.				false

		2507						LN		97		5		false		            5          I think we will need to take a vote.				false

		2508						LN		97		6		false		            6          All those in favor of supporting this proposal to				false

		2509						LN		97		7		false		            7     eliminate all project elements from east of Straub				false

		2510						LN		97		8		false		            8     Canyon, please raise your hand.				false

		2511						LN		97		9		false		            9          Thank you.				false

		2512						LN		97		10		false		           10          All those opposed.				false

		2513						LN		97		11		false		           11          Okay.  It fails.  Thank you.				false

		2514						LN		97		12		false		           12          Are there other measures for us to consider?				false

		2515						LN		97		13		false		           13                        MR. GREENE:  No.  That is the				false

		2516						LN		97		14		false		           14     entirety.				false

		2517						LN		97		15		false		           15                        CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  So Mr. Young.				false

		2518						LN		97		16		false		           16                        MR. YOUNG:  I -- I would -- I don't				false

		2519						LN		97		17		false		           17     know how it would fit exactly into the force of our				false

		2520						LN		97		18		false		           18     discussion this afternoon, but I think what was				false

		2521						LN		97		19		false		           19     summarized for us at the beginning of the meeting, the				false

		2522						LN		97		20		false		           20     additional input around impacts on aerial firefighting				false

		2523						LN		97		21		false		           21     capabilities that came in for Mr. Lane and chief, the				false

		2524						LN		97		22		false		           22     local fire chief, I think that that might point to some				false

		2525						LN		97		23		false		           23     things that we would want to require of the applicant				false

		2526						LN		97		24		false		           24     to -- if the project moves ahead, that the -- knowing				false

		2527						LN		97		25		false		           25     that aerial firefighting will not be able to be used				false

		2528						PG		98		0		false		page 98				false

		2529						LN		98		1		false		            1     inside the perimeter or within a quarter mile of the				false

		2530						LN		98		2		false		            2     perimeter, it suggests that really serious				false

		2531						LN		98		3		false		            3     consideration is giving -- given to the alternative and				false

		2532						LN		98		4		false		            4     some type of really well-thought-out plan on how fires				false

		2533						LN		98		5		false		            5     can be fought from the ground in those areas that are				false

		2534						LN		98		6		false		            6     not open to aircraft.				false

		2535						LN		98		7		false		            7                        CHAIR DREW:  I think it is -- I				false

		2536						LN		98		8		false		            8     think that's a good idea.  I think we already have a				false

		2537						LN		98		9		false		            9     measure on that, don't we?				false

		2538						LN		98		10		false		           10                        MR. GREENE:  We don't have a				false

		2539						LN		98		11		false		           11     mitigation measure, but one of the applicant				false

		2540						LN		98		12		false		           12     commitments is to develop a fire management plan in				false

		2541						LN		98		13		false		           13     coordination with EFSEC and local fire response				false

		2542						LN		98		14		false		           14     agencies.				false

		2543						LN		98		15		false		           15                        MR. YOUNG:  But perhaps what could				false

		2544						LN		98		16		false		           16     be included in there is that the applicant needs to				false

		2545						LN		98		17		false		           17     specifically address how it's going to make up for the				false

		2546						LN		98		18		false		           18     lack of ability to fight fire from the air, which is an				false

		2547						LN		98		19		false		           19     extreme -- probably the single most important initial				false

		2548						LN		98		20		false		           20     attack to what we have.  And so I think there's an				false

		2549						LN		98		21		false		           21     added -- added responsibility on the applicant to make				false

		2550						LN		98		22		false		           22     sure that that plan addresses how they're going to make				false

		2551						LN		98		23		false		           23     up for the inability to call for aircraft when aircraft				false

		2552						LN		98		24		false		           24     would otherwise be deployed.				false

		2553						LN		98		25		false		           25                        CHAIR DREW:  It's my				false

		2554						PG		99		0		false		page 99				false

		2555						LN		99		1		false		            1     understanding -- and maybe the staff can help me				false

		2556						LN		99		2		false		            2     here -- that there isn't a wind farm -- there's not an				false

		2557						LN		99		3		false		            3     expectation that there will be firefighting -- aerial				false

		2558						LN		99		4		false		            4     firefighting over any wind farm in the state.  So my				false

		2559						LN		99		5		false		            5     concern has always been about the periphery.				false

		2560						LN		99		6		false		            6          I think if you look even at the Wild Horse wind				false

		2561						LN		99		7		false		            7     project and their experience with fire and how they				false

		2562						LN		99		8		false		            8     fought it there, which is in their TAC minutes, which				false

		2563						LN		99		9		false		            9     was just provided to us.				false

		2564						LN		99		10		false		           10          So I hear what you're saying.  My concern has				false

		2565						LN		99		11		false		           11     always been on the aerial firefighting is the area				false

		2566						LN		99		12		false		           12     outside the perimeter of the project, itself.				false

		2567						LN		99		13		false		           13                        MR. YOUNG:  Yeah, I think the -- the				false

		2568						LN		99		14		false		           14     conversa- -- I agree with you, Chair Drew.  But I think				false

		2569						LN		99		15		false		           15     the conversations we've had around aerial firefighting				false

		2570						LN		99		16		false		           16     as it pertains to this project have -- have highlighted				false

		2571						LN		99		17		false		           17     some things that maybe haven't got the same level of				false

		2572						LN		99		18		false		           18     attention in the past.  And, in fact, I believe that				false

		2573						LN		99		19		false		           19     there's a bill working in the legislature right now				false

		2574						LN		99		20		false		           20     that addresses aerial firefighting and wind				false

		2575						LN		99		21		false		           21     interactions.  And I don't -- don't know what the				false

		2576						LN		99		22		false		           22     status of that bill is.				false

		2577						LN		99		23		false		           23          But I think what we've done in the context of				false

		2578						LN		99		24		false		           24     discussing it in this project, we've highlighted				false

		2579						LN		99		25		false		           25     something that maybe, going forward, needs a little				false

		2580						PG		100		0		false		page 100				false

		2581						LN		100		1		false		            1     more attention than what it's received in the past.				false

		2582						LN		100		2		false		            2          But I would agree.  The challenges around aerial				false

		2583						LN		100		3		false		            3     firefighting and this proposed wind farm exist with				false

		2584						LN		100		4		false		            4     other wind farms as well.				false

		2585						LN		100		5		false		            5                        CHAIR DREW:  Yeah, I think -- I				false

		2586						LN		100		6		false		            6     think the fire -- I think we should ask -- I think we				false

		2587						LN		100		7		false		            7     can certainly ask that the plan consider issues around				false

		2588						LN		100		8		false		            8     aerial firefighting.				false

		2589						LN		100		9		false		            9                        MR. YOUNG:  If air -- if air assets				false

		2590						LN		100		10		false		           10     were at -- at one's disposal, one might write the plan				false

		2591						LN		100		11		false		           11     one way, but knowing going in that air fi- -- aerial				false

		2592						LN		100		12		false		           12     firefighting is not an option --				false

		2593						LN		100		13		false		           13                        CHAIR DREW:  Right.				false

		2594						LN		100		14		false		           14                        MR. YOUNG:  -- would cause you to				false

		2595						LN		100		15		false		           15     write the plan a different -- a different way.				false

		2596						LN		100		16		false		           16                        CHAIR DREW:  Right.  That's fine.  I				false

		2597						LN		100		17		false		           17     think that's fine.  Appreciate that.				false

		2598						LN		100		18		false		           18          So the conclusion here is that we need a motion to				false

		2599						LN		100		19		false		           19     ask staff to finalize documents.  This is to give				false

		2600						LN		100		20		false		           20     direction to staff to finalize documents for review by				false

		2601						LN		100		21		false		           21     the public and by ourselves that incorporate the				false

		2602						LN		100		22		false		           22     decisions we have made today and to provide those				false

		2603						LN		100		23		false		           23     documents back to us for review and final consideration				false

		2604						LN		100		24		false		           24     at a future meeting.				false

		2605						LN		100		25		false		           25          Is there a motion to direct staff?				false

		2606						PG		101		0		false		page 101				false

		2607						LN		101		1		false		            1          Mr. Young.				false

		2608						LN		101		2		false		            2                        MR. YOUNG:  I'm sorry.  Could I ask				false

		2609						LN		101		3		false		            3     a question before --				false

		2610						LN		101		4		false		            4                        CHAIR DREW:  Sure.				false

		2611						LN		101		5		false		            5                        MR. YOUNG:  -- before we get to				false

		2612						LN		101		6		false		            6     that?				false

		2613						LN		101		7		false		            7          So is there still a final vote in front of us as				false

		2614						LN		101		8		false		            8     to whether we support this project being built or not?				false

		2615						LN		101		9		false		            9                        CHAIR DREW:  Yes.				false

		2616						LN		101		10		false		           10                        MR. YOUNG:  Okay.  Thank you.				false

		2617						LN		101		11		false		           11                        CHAIR DREW:  So this is directing				false

		2618						LN		101		12		false		           12     the staff to move forward with the documents with the				false

		2619						LN		101		13		false		           13     decisions we've made today, and prior decisions, to				false

		2620						LN		101		14		false		           14     finalize those documents for our review and final vote				false

		2621						LN		101		15		false		           15     in a future meeting.				false

		2622						LN		101		16		false		           16          May I have a motion?				false

		2623						LN		101		17		false		           17                        MR. LEVITT:  Eli Levitt.  So moved.				false

		2624						LN		101		18		false		           18                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.				false

		2625						LN		101		19		false		           19          Is there a second?				false

		2626						LN		101		20		false		           20                        MS. BREWSTER:  Stacey Brewster.				false

		2627						LN		101		21		false		           21     Second.				false

		2628						LN		101		22		false		           22                        CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  Go ahead.  Was				false

		2629						LN		101		23		false		           23     that somebody from our Council?  Okay.				false

		2630						LN		101		24		false		           24          Is there any discussion?				false

		2631						LN		101		25		false		           25          Okay.  All those in favor, let's do the hand --				false

		2632						PG		102		0		false		page 102				false

		2633						LN		102		1		false		            1     raise hand.				false

		2634						LN		102		2		false		            2          Okay.  Opposed.				false

		2635						LN		102		3		false		            3          We'd better put our hands down.  There we go.				false

		2636						LN		102		4		false		            4          Motion carries.				false

		2637						LN		102		5		false		            5          One more item on -- well, actually, a couple more				false

		2638						LN		102		6		false		            6     items on our agenda.  One is an action item regarding				false

		2639						LN		102		7		false		            7     an extension request.				false

		2640						LN		102		8		false		            8          Ms. Moon, are you still here?				false

		2641						LN		102		9		false		            9                        MS. MOON:  Yes.  Yes, I am.  Thank				false

		2642						LN		102		10		false		           10     you, Chair Drew.				false

		2643						LN		102		11		false		           11                        CHAIR DREW:  You are on for the				false

		2644						LN		102		12		false		           12     extension request.				false

		2645						LN		102		13		false		           13                        MS. MOON:  Okay.  So I wanted to				false

		2646						LN		102		14		false		           14     turn the Council's attention to the current agreement				false

		2647						LN		102		15		false		           15     between EFSEC and the project proponent to complete the				false

		2648						LN		102		16		false		           16     processing of their application for site certification,				false

		2649						LN		102		17		false		           17     or ASC, and submit an EFSEC recommendation to the				false

		2650						LN		102		18		false		           18     governor by January 31st of this year, 2024.				false

		2651						LN		102		19		false		           19          To allow for more Council review, including				false

		2652						LN		102		20		false		           20     responding to the Council's request for additional				false

		2653						LN		102		21		false		           21     information, EFSEC staff worked with the applicant to				false

		2654						LN		102		22		false		           22     establish an updated commitment date to complete the				false

		2655						LN		102		23		false		           23     processing of the Horse Heaven application for site				false

		2656						LN		102		24		false		           24     certification.  The new date, which is referred to as				false

		2657						LN		102		25		false		           25     the extension -- which is referred to as the extension				false

		2658						PG		103		0		false		page 103				false

		2659						LN		103		1		false		            1     date as defined in the Revised Code of Washington				false

		2660						LN		103		2		false		            2     80.50.100 -- 80.50.100 -- requires the EFSEC Council to				false

		2661						LN		103		3		false		            3     report to the governor its recommendations as to the				false

		2662						LN		103		4		false		            4     approval or rejection of an application for				false

		2663						LN		103		5		false		            5     certification within 12 months of receipt by the				false

		2664						LN		103		6		false		            6     Council of such an application or such later time as is				false

		2665						LN		103		7		false		            7     mutually agreed by the Council and the applicant.				false

		2666						LN		103		8		false		            8          Three extension requests have been approved by the				false

		2667						LN		103		9		false		            9     Council.  And the extension request included in the				false

		2668						LN		103		10		false		           10     Council packet, which is up on the screen, that's				false

		2669						LN		103		11		false		           11     included today would extend the application processing				false

		2670						LN		103		12		false		           12     of the proposed Horse Heaven Wind Farm project				false

		2671						LN		103		13		false		           13     application for site certification to April 30th, 2024.				false

		2672						LN		103		14		false		           14          Five public comments were received on the				false

		2673						LN		103		15		false		           15     extension request.  The proposed extension request will				false

		2674						LN		103		16		false		           16     allev- -- will -- I'm sorry.  The proposed extension				false

		2675						LN		103		17		false		           17     request will allow the additional time needed for staff				false

		2676						LN		103		18		false		           18     to prepare the documentation needed for the				false

		2677						LN		103		19		false		           19     recommendation to the governor, followed by Council				false

		2678						LN		103		20		false		           20     review and public comment.  Staff have coordinated with				false

		2679						LN		103		21		false		           21     the applicant on the request time frame to allow for				false

		2680						LN		103		22		false		           22     work that may be needed following Council review or				false

		2681						LN		103		23		false		           23     public comment.				false

		2682						LN		103		24		false		           24                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.				false

		2683						LN		103		25		false		           25          Are there any questions for staff?				false

		2684						PG		104		0		false		page 104				false

		2685						LN		104		1		false		            1          Is there a motion to approve the extension request				false

		2686						LN		104		2		false		            2     till April --				false

		2687						LN		104		3		false		            3          Sorry.  My eyes can't see.				false

		2688						LN		104		4		false		            4                        MS. MOON:  April 30th, 2024.				false

		2689						LN		104		5		false		            5                        CHAIR DREW:  -- 30th, 2024?				false

		2690						LN		104		6		false		            6          Motion to approve the extension request?				false

		2691						LN		104		7		false		            7                        MS. BREWSTER:  Stacey Brewster.  So				false

		2692						LN		104		8		false		            8     moved.				false

		2693						LN		104		9		false		            9                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.				false

		2694						LN		104		10		false		           10          Second?				false

		2695						LN		104		11		false		           11                        MR. LEVITT:  Eli Levitt.  Second.				false

		2696						LN		104		12		false		           12                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.				false

		2697						LN		104		13		false		           13          Discussion?				false

		2698						LN		104		14		false		           14          My discussion is that I appreciate the time.  I				false

		2699						LN		104		15		false		           15     expect it will be done sooner than that.  But I don't				false

		2700						LN		104		16		false		           16     see any point in continuing to ask for extensions, so I				false

		2701						LN		104		17		false		           17     appreciate the time frame in this letter.				false

		2702						LN		104		18		false		           18          All those in favor, say "aye."				false

		2703						LN		104		19		false		           19                        MULTIPLE SPEAKERS:  Aye.				false

		2704						LN		104		20		false		           20                        CHAIR DREW:  All those opposed?				false

		2705						LN		104		21		false		           21          Motion carries.  Thank you.				false

		2706						LN		104		22		false		           22          We have agenda items remaining.  And thank you,				false

		2707						LN		104		23		false		           23     everybody, for the discussion, the thoughtful				false

		2708						LN		104		24		false		           24     consideration.  I very much appreciate it.				false

		2709						LN		104		25		false		           25          Cascade Renewable Transmission Project,				false

		2710						PG		105		0		false		page 105				false

		2711						LN		105		1		false		            1     preapplication announcement.  Ms. Hafkemeyer.				false

		2712						LN		105		2		false		            2                        MS. HAFKEMEYER:  Thank you.  I'll				false

		2713						LN		105		3		false		            3     try and keep it brief.				false

		2714						LN		105		4		false		            4          On December 20th, 2023, EFSEC staff received the				false

		2715						LN		105		5		false		            5     preapplication materials for the Cascade Renewable				false

		2716						LN		105		6		false		            6     Transmission Project.  The proposed transmission line				false

		2717						LN		105		7		false		            7     would begin at the Big Eddy Substation located near The				false

		2718						LN		105		8		false		            8     Dalles, Oregon, and terminate at the Portland General				false

		2719						LN		105		9		false		            9     Electric Harborton Substation located in Portland,				false

		2720						LN		105		10		false		           10     Oregon.  This line would primarily run down the				false

		2721						LN		105		11		false		           11     Columbia River, in the riverbed, exiting the river to				false

		2722						LN		105		12		false		           12     go around the Bonneville Dam.				false

		2723						LN		105		13		false		           13          Per the Revised Code of Washington, or RCW,				false

		2724						LN		105		14		false		           14     80.50.330 and the Washington Administrative Code, or				false

		2725						LN		105		15		false		           15     WAC, 463-61-050, electrical transmission proposals are				false

		2726						LN		105		16		false		           16     required to engage in specific preapplication				false

		2727						LN		105		17		false		           17     activities, such as outreach and negotiations with				false

		2728						LN		105		18		false		           18     local jurisdictions.  While the applicant, Cascade				false

		2729						LN		105		19		false		           19     Renewables, LLC, is engaging in those activities, EFSEC				false

		2730						LN		105		20		false		           20     staff are preparing to hold public informational				false

		2731						LN		105		21		false		           21     meetings in accordance with WAC 463-61-040.				false

		2732						LN		105		22		false		           22          Staff are preparing to hold three meetings, one in				false

		2733						LN		105		23		false		           23     each county the proposed transmission line passes by,				false

		2734						LN		105		24		false		           24     on the evenings of February 6th, 7th, and 8th.  At				false

		2735						LN		105		25		false		           25     these meetings, staff will present the EFSEC process,				false

		2736						PG		106		0		false		page 106				false

		2737						LN		106		1		false		            1     and the applicant will present the project.  These are				false

		2738						LN		106		2		false		            2     not meetings to take public comment, but information on				false

		2739						LN		106		3		false		            3     how to contact EFSEC with comment will be provided as				false

		2740						LN		106		4		false		            4     part of EFSEC's presentation.  Details for the				false

		2741						LN		106		5		false		            5     in-person venues of these meetings will be issued once				false

		2742						LN		106		6		false		            6     they are finalized.				false

		2743						LN		106		7		false		            7          Are there any questions?				false

		2744						LN		106		8		false		            8                        CHAIR DREW:  So this is a				false

		2745						LN		106		9		false		            9     preapplication process, which is required in our				false

		2746						LN		106		10		false		           10     statute on transmission projects.  Before -- when this				false

		2747						LN		106		11		false		           11     project -- should this project come to us in an				false

		2748						LN		106		12		false		           12     application, not in preapplication, then the Council				false

		2749						LN		106		13		false		           13     would be required to hold public informational meetings				false

		2750						LN		106		14		false		           14     within 60 days in these same communities; is that				false

		2751						LN		106		15		false		           15     correct?				false

		2752						LN		106		16		false		           16                        MS. HAFKEMEYER:  Correct.  Once the				false

		2753						LN		106		17		false		           17     application is received, the process proceeds as it				false

		2754						LN		106		18		false		           18     would for an energy-generating facility.  There are				false

		2755						LN		106		19		false		           19     specific preapplication facili- -- or preapplication				false

		2756						LN		106		20		false		           20     activities that are required of transmission only.  But				false

		2757						LN		106		21		false		           21     once the application is received, the meetings that are				false

		2758						LN		106		22		false		           22     typically required for other projects will also be				false

		2759						LN		106		23		false		           23     required of this project.				false

		2760						LN		106		24		false		           24                        CHAIR DREW:  So this is an early				false

		2761						LN		106		25		false		           25     meeting at this point in time to inform the public				false

		2762						PG		107		0		false		page 107				false

		2763						LN		107		1		false		            1     about both the project from the entity that is putting				false

		2764						LN		107		2		false		            2     it forward as well as to hear about the EFSEC process,				false

		2765						LN		107		3		false		            3     but we will have our usual public informational				false

		2766						LN		107		4		false		            4     meetings taking comments after the application is				false

		2767						LN		107		5		false		            5     received.				false

		2768						LN		107		6		false		            6                        MS. HAFKEMEYER:  Correct.				false

		2769						LN		107		7		false		            7                        CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  Any other				false

		2770						LN		107		8		false		            8     questions from Council members?				false

		2771						LN		107		9		false		            9          Okay.  Thank you.				false

		2772						LN		107		10		false		           10          Third-quarter cost allocation.  Ms. Bumpus.				false

		2773						LN		107		11		false		           11                        MS. BUMPUS:  Good afternoon, Chair				false

		2774						LN		107		12		false		           12     Drew and Council.  Thank you.  For the record, this is				false

		2775						LN		107		13		false		           13     Sonia Bumpus.				false

		2776						LN		107		14		false		           14          I'm going to read off EFSEC's third-quarter 2024				false

		2777						LN		107		15		false		           15     cost allocations.  This covers the period January 1,				false

		2778						LN		107		16		false		           16     2024, to March 30th, 2024.				false

		2779						LN		107		17		false		           17          For Kittitas Valley wind power, 4 percent.				false

		2780						LN		107		18		false		           18          For Wild Horse, 4 percent.				false

		2781						LN		107		19		false		           19          For Columbia Generating Station, 20 percent.				false

		2782						LN		107		20		false		           20          Columbia Solar, 4 percent.				false

		2783						LN		107		21		false		           21          WNP-1, 2 percent.				false

		2784						LN		107		22		false		           22          Whistling Ridge, 3 percent.				false

		2785						LN		107		23		false		           23          Grays Harbor, 6 percent.				false

		2786						LN		107		24		false		           24          Chehalis, 6 percent.				false

		2787						LN		107		25		false		           25          Desert Claim, 4 percent.				false
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		2789						LN		108		1		false		            1          Goose Prairie, 4 percent.				false
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           1                        BE IT REMEMBERED that on Wednesday,



           2      January 31, 2024, at 621 Woodland Square Loop



           3      Southeast, Lacey, Washington, at 3:00 p.m., the



           4      following Monthly Meeting of the Washington State



           5      Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council was held, to



           6      wit:



           7



           8                          <<<<<< >>>>>>



           9



          10                        CHAIR DREW:  Good afternoon.  This



          11      is Kathleen Drew, Chair of the Energy Facility Site



          12      Evaluation Council, calling our January meeting to



          13      order.



          14          Ms. Grantham, will you call the roll.



          15                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Certainly.



          16          Department of Commerce.



          17                        MS. OSBORNE:  Elizabeth Osborne,



          18      present.



          19                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Department of



          20      Ecology.



          21                        MR. LEVITT:  Eli Levitt, present.



          22                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Department of Fish



          23      and Wildlife.



          24                        MR. LIVINGSTON:  Mike Livingston,



          25      present.
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            1                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Department of Natural



            2     Resources.



            3                        MR. YOUNG:  Lenny Young, present.



            4                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Utilities and



            5     Transportation Commission.



            6                        MS. BREWSTER:  Stacey Brewster,



            7     present.



            8                        MS. GRANTHAM:  For local government



            9     and optional State agencies:



           10          For the Horse Heaven project:  For Benton County,



           11     Ed Brost.



           12          For the Badger Mountain project:  For Douglas



           13     County, Jordyn Guilio.



           14                        MS. GUILIO:  Present.



           15                        MS. GRANTHAM:  For the Wautoma Solar



           16     Project:  For Benton County, Dave Sharp.



           17          The Washington State Department of Transportation,



           18     Paul Gonseth.



           19                        MR. GONSETH:  Paul Gonseth, present.



           20                        MS. GRANTHAM:  For the Hop Hill



           21     Solar Project:  For Benton County, Paul Krupin.



           22                        MR. KRUPIN:  Paul Krupin, present.



           23                        MS. GRANTHAM:  For the Carriger



           24     Solar project:  For Klickitat County, Matt Chiles.



           25          Assistant attorney generals:  Jon Thompson.
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            1                        MR. THOMPSON:  Present.



            2                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Jenna Slocum.



            3          Zack Packer.



            4                        MR. PACKER:  Present.



            5                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Administrative law



            6     judges:  Adam Torem.



            7          Laura Bradley.



            8          Dan Gerard.



            9          And Joni Derifield.



           10          For the Council staff:  Sonia Bumpus.



           11                        MS. BUMPUS:  Present.



           12                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Ami Hafkemeyer.



           13                        MS. HAFKEMEYER:  Present.



           14                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Amy Moon.



           15                        MS. MOON:  Amy Moon, present.



           16                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Stew Henderson.



           17          Joan Owens.



           18                        MS. OWENS:  Present.



           19                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Dave Walker.



           20                        MR. WALKER:  Present.



           21                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Sonja Skavland.



           22                        MS. SKAVLAND:  Present.



           23                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Lisa Masengale.



           24          Sara Randolph.



           25          Sean Greene.
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            1                        MR. GREENE:  Present.



            2                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Lance Caputo.



            3          John Barnes.



            4                        MR. CAPUTO:  Lance Caputo, present.



            5                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Thank you, Lance.



            6          John Barnes.



            7                        MR. BARNES:  Present.



            8                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Joanne Snarski.



            9                        MS. SNARSKI:  Present.



           10                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Alex Shiley.



           11                        MS. SHILEY:  Present.



           12                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Ali Smith.



           13                        MS. SMITH:  Ali Smith, present.



           14                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Karl Holappa.



           15                        MR. HOLAPPA:  Karl Holappa, present.



           16                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Audra Allen.



           17          Zia Ahmed.



           18                        MR. AHMED:  Present.



           19                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Maria Belkina.



           20                        MS. BELKINA:  "Belkina."  Present.



           21                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Lisa McLean.



           22                        MS. McLEAN:  Present.



           23                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Adrienne Barker.



           24                        MS. BARKER:  Present.



           25                        MS. GRANTHAM:  For operational
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            1     updates:  For the Kittitas Valley wind project, Eric



            2     Melbardis.



            3          Wild Horse Wind Power Proj- -- oh.



            4                        MR. MELBARDIS:  Eric Melbardis,



            5     present.



            6                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Thank you,



            7     Mr. Melbardis.



            8          For the Wild Horse Wind Power Project.



            9                        MS. GALBRAITH:  Jennifer Galbraith,



           10     present.



           11                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Grays Harbor Energy



           12     Center.



           13          Chehalis Generation Facility.



           14                        MR. SMITH:  Jeremy Smith, present.



           15                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Columbia Generating



           16     Station.



           17          Columbia Solar.



           18                        MR. CUSHING:  Thomas Cushing,



           19     present.



           20                        MS. GRANTHAM:  And the Goose Prairie



           21     Solar.



           22                        MR. CRIST:  Jacob Crist, present.



           23                        MS. GRANTHAM:  And do we have anyone



           24     present for the counsel for the environment?



           25                        MS. REYNEVELD:  Yes.  Sarah
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            1     Reyneveld, present.  I'm also joined by Yuriy Korol, a



            2     newly assigned counsel for the environment, who's also



            3     present.



            4                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Thank you,



            5     Ms. Reyneveld.



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



            7     Thank you.



            8                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.



            9          On to our approving the meeting minutes.



           10          First of all, let's approve the proposed agenda.



           11     The proposed agenda is in front of you.



           12          Is there a motion to approve the agenda?



           13                        MR. YOUNG:  Lenny Young --



           14                        MR. LEVITT:  Eli Levitt --



           15                        MR. YOUNG:  Go ahead, Eli.



           16                        MR. LEVITT:  Motion to approve.



           17                        MR. YOUNG:  Lenny Young.  Second.



           18                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.



           19          All those in favor, please say "aye."



           20                        MULTIPLE SPEAKERS:  Aye.



           21                        CHAIR DREW:  Those opposed?



           22          The agenda is approved.



           23          Moving on to the meeting minutes.  For November



           24     29th, 2023, meeting:  The Horse Heaven special meeting



           25     minutes.
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            1          Is there a motion to approve the special meeting



            2     minutes?



            3                        MS. OSBORNE:  Elizabeth Osborne.  So



            4     moved.



            5                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.



            6          Second?



            7                        MS. BREWSTER:  Stacey Brewster.



            8     Second.



            9                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.



           10          The comments I have on those meeting minutes:



           11          Page 30, Line 18:  The word "iterate,"



           12     i-t-e-r-a-t-e, should be "iterative," i-t-e-r-a-t-i-v-e.



           13          Page 32, Line 13:  "Tax," t-a-x, should be TACs,



           14     capital T, capital A, capital C, s.



           15          Those are the two corrections that I have.  Are



           16     there any other corrections?



           17          Hearing none.



           18          All those in favor of the meeting minutes as



           19     amended, please say "aye."



           20                        MULTIPLE SPEAKERS:  Aye.



           21                        CHAIR DREW:  Opposed?



           22          The minutes are approved.



           23          Moving on to our December 20th monthly Council



           24     meeting minutes.



           25          Is there a motion to approve those minutes?
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            1                        MR. YOUNG:  Lenny Young.  So moved.



            2                        CHAIR DREW:  Second?



            3                        MR. LIVINGSTON:  Mike Livingston.



            4     Second.



            5                        CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  The comments I



            6     have, the corrections I have for the December 20th



            7     minutes are:



            8          Page 12, Line 12:  "Ms.," M-s, should be "Mr.,"



            9     M-r.



           10          Page 15, Line 6:  So this one, strike from the



           11     comma after "Archaeology" through "preservation," and



           12     this should say "Archaeology and Historic



           13     Preservation."



           14          Page 48, Line 6, the word "let," l-e-t, should be



           15     "less," l-e-s-s.



           16          Are there any other corrections?



           17          Hearing none.



           18          All those in favor of the meeting minutes as



           19     amended, please say "aye."



           20                        MULTIPLE SPEAKERS:  Aye.



           21                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.



           22          We'll move now to the operational update.



           23     Mr. Melbardis.  Sorry.  That would be Kittitas Valley



           24     wind project.



           25                        MR. MELBARDIS:  Good afternoon,
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            1     Chair Drew, EFSEC Council, and staff.  For the record,



            2     this is Eric Melbardis with EDP Renewables giving my



            3     final report for the Kittitas Valley wind power



            4     project.



            5          Firstly, we have nothing nonroutine to report for



            6     the period.  However, I did e-mail EFSEC staff



            7     earlier -- I think it was last week -- that I have



            8     accepted a promotion, so there will be a management



            9     change at Kittitas Valley after 14 years.



           10          I've been here since we -- since we put the



           11     turbines in the ground, and I will be moving on to an



           12     area manager role for the company, where I will have --



           13     be responsible for just over a couple of gigawatts of



           14     solar in Nevada, California, and Arizona.



           15          So I will -- was going to introduce the new



           16     manager for Kittitas Valley, Jarred Caseday.  However,



           17     when -- when we rescheduled the meeting, he wasn't able



           18     to make it today.  So I will fill him in, and he will



           19     be giving the -- the KV report next month.



           20          That's all I have.



           21                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.  My



           22     microphone was not responding adequately.  Thank you,



           23     Eric.  You have been a great partner, and we look



           24     forward to working with you in another capacity.  And



           25     congratulations to you.
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            1                        MR. MELBARDIS:  Thank you.



            2                        CHAIR DREW:  Wild Horse operat- --



            3     wind power project.  Ms. Galbraith.



            4                        MS. GALBRAITH:  Yes.  Thank you,



            5     Chair Drew, Council members, and staff.  This is



            6     Jennifer Galbraith with Puget Sound Energy representing



            7     the Wild Horse wind facility.



            8          And for the month of December, I have a couple of



            9     environmental compliance updates.



           10          The Wild Horse Technical Advisory Committee met



           11     via conference call on December 5th for the annual



           12     meeting.  This was an informational meeting only.



           13     There were no items that required formal actions or



           14     recommendations from the TAC for the Council's



           15     consideration.



           16          And then the second item.  In accordance with the



           17     site certification agreement, the Operation Spill



           18     Prevention, Control and Countermeasures Plan was



           19     updated and submitted to EFSEC staff on December 18th,



           20     and there were only minor administrative updates to



           21     that plan.



           22          And that's all I have.  Thank you.



           23                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.  And thank



           24     you for including the minutes from the TAC meeting.  I



           25     appreciated reading them and keeping up with the good
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            1     work that you're doing.



            2                        MS. GALBRAITH:  Great.  Thank you.



            3                        CHAIR DREW:  Chehalis Generation



            4     Facility.  Mr. Smith.



            5                        MR. SMITH:  Good afternoon, Chair



            6     Drew, Council members, and staff.  This is Jeremy



            7     Smith, the operations manager representing Chehalis



            8     Generation Facility.



            9          I have nothing nonroutine to note for the month of



           10     December.



           11                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.



           12          Grays Harbor Energy Center.  Mr. Sherin.



           13                        MS. HAFKEMEYER:  Chair Drew, if I



           14     may chime in.  This is Ami Hafkemeyer, for the record.



           15          The update is provided by the facility in your



           16     Council packets.  There were no nonroutine items to



           17     report.



           18                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.



           19          Columbia Solar.  Mr. Cushing.



           20                        MR. CUSHING:  Good afternoon, Chair



           21     Drew, Council members, EFSEC staff.  This is Thomas



           22     Cushing speaking on behalf of Columbia Solar.



           23          There are no nonroutine updates.



           24                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.



           25          Columbia Generating Station and WNP-1 and -4.
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            1                        MS. MOON:  Good afternoon, Chair



            2     Drew.  This is Amy Moon, EFSEC staff.  Energy Northwest



            3     asked if I could give the update.



            4          There are no nonroutine items to report, as



            5     demonstrated in the Council packet.  Thank you.



            6                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.



            7          Goose Prairie Solar project update.  Mr. Crist.



            8                        MR. CRIST:  Good afternoon, Chair



            9     Drew, EFSEC Council, and staff.  This is Jacob Crist,



           10     senior project manager, on behalf of Brookfield



           11     Renewable.



           12          So for construction updates:  Starting with the



           13     substation.  So the construction is progressing.  The



           14     substation completion is expected in -- sometime in mid



           15     to late March.  Remaining equipment and material



           16     deliveries are still being planned.  Everything is



           17     still on schedule here.  Predrilling is complete, along



           18     with our medium-voltage cable install.  Pile-driving



           19     perimeter fence continue along with the racking and



           20     module install.



           21          So the last two weeks' work's been slowed pretty



           22     significantly with weather delays due to snow, snow



           23     melt, and rain.  So it's really all hands on deck for



           24     maintaining B&Ps right now throughout this period.  And



           25     then we do have, as recent as today, ongoing
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            1     environmental inspections by WSP also.



            2          And that's -- that's my update.



            3                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.



            4          Council members, are there any questions?



            5          Thank you for the update.



            6          Moving on to High Top and Ostrea project update.



            7     Ms. Hafkemeyer.



            8                        MS. HAFKEMEYER:  Thank you, Chair



            9     Drew.  Good afternoon, Chair and Council.  Again, this



           10     is Ami Hafkemeyer, for the record.



           11          Staff are continuing to work on preconstruction



           12     plan review with the certificate holder.  There are no



           13     further updates at this time.



           14                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.



           15          Whistling Ridge.  Ms. Hafkemeyer.



           16                        MS. HAFKEMEYER:  Thank you.



           17          Staff continue to coordinate to work towards



           18     scheduling a public informational meeting for the



           19     requests for this project.  Details will be announced



           20     once they are available.



           21                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.



           22          Badger Mountain, project update.  Ms. Snarski.



           23                        MS. SNARSKI:  Thank you, Chair Drew.



           24     And good afternoon, Council members.  For the record,



           25     this is Joanne Snarski, the siting specialist for
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            1     Badger Mountain solar.



            2          Efforts continue on the development of the



            3     supplemental cultural resources survey.  We have



            4     received Department of Archaeology and Historic



            5     Preservation concurrence on a work plan for the initial



            6     pedestrian survey.



            7          Additionally, we recently began working with the



            8     Department of Natural Resources to obtain an access



            9     agreement for our subcontractors to the state lands for



           10     cultural resources survey.  Due to the current winter



           11     conditions at the proposed site, we are not able to



           12     begin work until snow thaws.



           13          Finally, the findings of this survey will inform



           14     the cultural resources section of the draft



           15     environmental impact statement.



           16          Any questions?



           17                        CHAIR DREW:  Any questions for



           18     Ms. Snarski?



           19          Thank you.



           20          Wautoma Solar Project.  Mr. Caputo.



           21                        MS. HAFKEMEYER:  Chair Drew, I will



           22     also be giving the update --



           23                        CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  Thank you.



           24                        MS. HAFKEMEYER:  -- for Wautoma



           25     Solar.
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            1                        CHAIR DREW:  I didn't know.  I



            2     heard --



            3                        MS. HAFKEMEYER:  This is Ami



            4     Hafkemeyer.



            5                        CHAIR DREW:  Yeah.  Go ahead.



            6                        MS. HAFKEMEYER:  Yes.



            7          Sorry.  I just minimized my update.  I apologize.



            8          Again, for the record, this is Ami Hafkemeyer.



            9     Staff are continuing coordination with our contracted



           10     agencies, tribal staff, and the applicant to refine



           11     identified mitigation for the Wautoma proposal.



           12          Staff are also working in coordination with the



           13     Office of Administrative Hearings and our attorney



           14     general support in preparation for logistics associated



           15     with the adjudicative proceedings for this project.



           16          Are there any questions?



           17                        CHAIR DREW:  Are there any



           18     questions?



           19          Thank you.



           20          Hop Hill Solar Project.  Mr. Barnes.



           21                        MR. BARNES:  Thank you, Chair Drew



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



           23     Barnes, EFSEC staff, for the Hop Hill application.



           24          Work continues with the applicant to complete



           25     studies and reports needed to make a SEPA
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            1     determination.  We are continuing to coordinate and



            2     review the application with our contractor, contracted



            3     agencies, and tribal governments.



            4          Are there any questions?



            5                        CHAIR DREW:  Are there any



            6     questions?



            7          Thank you, Mr. Barnes.



            8          Carriger Solar.  Ms. Snarski.



            9                        MS. SNARSKI:  Yes.  Thank you, Chair



           10     Drew.



           11          For the record, this is Joanne Snarski, the siting



           12     special -- specialist for Carriger Solar.



           13          In early January, we received feedback from the



           14     Klickitat County Public Works Department on the draft



           15     traffic impact assessment.  We will continue to work



           16     with the County to refine the assessment to ensure all



           17     impacts can be appropriately mitigated.



           18          Staff also received a third revision to the



           19     cultural resources survey from the applicant.  It is



           20     currently being reviewed by the Department of



           21     Archaeology and Historic Preservation and the Yakama



           22     Nation.



           23          On a final note, the interagency agreement for the



           24     completion of the Traditional Cultural Property Study



           25     by the Yakama Nation for this site has been fully
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            1     executed.  The work is underway.  The work is scheduled



            2     to be completed in December 2024.



            3          Any questions?



            4                        CHAIR DREW:  Any questions for



            5     Ms. Snarski?



            6          Thank you.



            7          We are now moving on to the Horse Heaven Wind



            8     Farm.  We're going to have an update from Ms. Moon.  I



            9     am actually going to take the mitigation discussion



           10     first, unless there are any objections from Council.



           11          Ms. Moon, why don't you go ahead with the update,



           12     and then we'll move to the presentation by Mr. Greene.



           13                        MS. MOON:  Okay.  So I -- maybe you



           14     can clarify, Council Chair Drew.  I -- I had an update



           15     on the information on firefighting from DNR and the



           16     Benton County fire chief.  Do you want me to go ahead



           17     with that first?



           18                        CHAIR DREW:  Yes, please.



           19                        MS. MOON:  Okay.  Thank you.



           20          For the record, this is Amy Moon reporting on the



           21     Horse Heaven wind project.



           22          At the December 20th Council meeting, I presented



           23     information regarding firefighting and fire suppression



           24     that led to the Council's request for additional



           25     information regarding the roles of the Washington
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            1     Department of Natural Resources, referred to here



            2     further as "DNR," and the local fire district on fire



            3     protection and firefighting in the proposed Horse



            4     Heaven wind project area.



            5          EFSEC staff worked with DNR and the Benton County



            6     Fire District No. 1 to answer the Council's questions.



            7     Russ Lane, the DNR division manager in the Wildland



            8     Fire Management Division, and the Benton County Fire



            9     District fire chief, Lonnie Click, provided responses



           10     to the Council's questions.



           11          Both the original questions and responses from the



           12     December Council meeting and the follow-up questions



           13     and responses are included in the January 24th Council



           14     packet for your review.  But I do have some additional



           15     updates on that.



           16          So I wanted to start off with clarifications to



           17     information I presented at the December Council meeting



           18     regarding aerial firefighting, specifically if the



           19     project area would be a no-fly zone.



           20          According to Mr. Lane, the height of the vertical



           21     obstacles or turbines is what would prevent aerial fire



           22     response in the interior of the proposed project.



           23     Mr. Lane further stated that he doesn't see any way to



           24     mitigate for the aerial response of turbine heights up



           25     to 657 feet or aerial mitigation for the proposed
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            1     turbine spacing.



            2          The aerial firefighting questions and responses I



            3     submitted to DNR are included in your Council packet.



            4     However, in further follow-up, EFSEC received



            5     additional information from Mr. Lane on January 26,



            6     which was too late for the Council packet, clarifying



            7     DNR aerial firefighting efforts, which I will go over



            8     now.



            9          At the December meeting, the Council asked if DNR



           10     had any recommended mitigation measures that may



           11     address aerial firefighting activities in association



           12     with those turbine heights up to 657 feet.  DNR



           13     indicated mitigating conflict with tactical aerial



           14     operations to provide safety and maneuvering space may



           15     not be possible due to density and height of the



           16     proposed turbines that would need an additional safety



           17     buffer of one to two tower heights around the project



           18     to, quote, ensure safe operation for aircraft



           19     operations, end quote.



           20          Mr. Lane also expressed concern over the long



           21     lines and bucket that extend up to 150 feet below the



           22     helicopter airframe.  In further communication, he



           23     clarified that the DNR's owned and contracted fleet



           24     includes light, medium, and heavy Type 3, 2, and 1



           25     helicopters as well as single-engine and twin-engine
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            1     turboprop aircraft.



            2          He stated that the DNR fixed-wing tankers operate



            3     in both retardant and scooping configurations, which



            4     would be like scooping water from a river.  And he is



            5     comfortable that they can safely operate the three



            6     types of helicopters and light tankers, which are



            7     AT-820 models, at a standoff distance of approximately



            8     one-quarter mile and that he is reasonably certain DNR



            9     would hear the same for the twin-engine scoopers, which



           10     are the CL-145 models, and twin tankers, which are the



           11     Q400 models, but can verify that with his vendor, if



           12     needed.  If the Council wants that, we can get that



           13     verification.



           14          Mr. Lane also noted that DNR infrequently borrow



           15     the large and very large jet engine transport-type



           16     aircraft present in the federal fleet, which are



           17     DC-10s, and these are referred to as very large air



           18     tankers.  But these fly on less than 1 percent of DNR



           19     incidents.



           20          In the information included in the Council packet,



           21     Mr. Lane expressed his high concern about damage to the



           22     wind farm that could likely occur from bucket or



           23     retardant drops in the wind farm area, as these drops



           24     come down with the force of gravity and many thousands



           25     of pounds of water or retardant that could easily snap
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            1     off blades and can do other damage to towers.



            2          Mr. Lane further stated that DNR takes great care



            3     to avoid damage to high-value infrastructure when



            4     firefighting and could easily do more damage conducting



            5     aerial drops within a wind project than the fire,



            6     itself, might do.  And that potential would also likely



            7     lead to DNR to make a "no go" call for aerial



            8     operations within the perimeter of the wind farm.



            9          Mr. Lane wanted to remind EFSEC that the "go" or



           10     "no go" call for safe operations near obstacles will be



           11     made by the pilot in command at the time of the mission



           12     and that DNR remain concerned that operations interior



           13     to a large-scale wind project would pose unacceptable



           14     risks to air crews.  However, he further stated that he



           15     believes they have multiple effective tools to do



           16     aerial firefighting around the perimeter of wind



           17     projects from a safe standoff distance.



           18          I conferred with the Benton County Fire District



           19     No. 1 fire chief, Lonnie Click.  He reviewed the DNR



           20     information and stated that his fire district responses



           21     would be nearly exact and that the vertical obstruction



           22     of the turbine tower is the ultimate hazard to



           23     firefighting aircraft; in turn, requiring the aircraft



           24     to fly a considerable distance from the towers.



           25          Chief Click also stated he agrees with what DNR
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            1     stated and that the -- about the pilot discretion and



            2     working outside the proposed project perimeter are key



            3     factors in fire response.



            4          I know that was a lot of information.  Does the



            5     Council have any questions?



            6                        CHAIR DREW:  Are there any questions



            7     from Council members?



            8                        MS. MOON:  It looks like Council



            9     Member Young may have.



           10                        CHAIR DREW:  I don't know why I'm



           11     not seeing that on my screen.  We're going to pause for



           12     just a moment while I make sure I can have -- Andrea,



           13     can you come help?



           14          Just a second.



           15                               (Discussion off the record.)



           16



           17                        CHAIR DREW:  Mr. Young, is your hand



           18     up?



           19                        MR. YOUNG:  Yes, it is.



           20                               (Discussion off the record.)



           21



           22                        CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  I'm going to



           23     have to ask you to let me know when you raise your



           24     hands.



           25          Mr. Young.
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            1                        MR. YOUNG:  Thank you.



            2          Amy, would it be fair to summarize what you



            3     recounted that aerial fire suppression would not be



            4     feasible within the wind farm perimeter or within a



            5     one-quarter-mile buffer of the perimeter which was



            6     being referred to as the standoff distance?  Is that a



            7     correct summary interpretation?



            8                        MS. MOON:  Yes.  Based on what



            9     Mr. Lane provided to EFSEC, that -- that is correct.



           10                        MR. YOUNG:  And I understand that



           11     Chief Click concurs with Mr. Lane?



           12                        MS. MOON:  Yes.  Yes, Chief Click



           13     did concur.



           14          Any further questions?  I see another hand.  But



           15     I'm not sure that we can take Paul Krupin's question.



           16                        CHAIR DREW:  That's correct.  We're



           17     only taking members from Horse Heaven Council members.



           18                        MS. MOON:  Okay.  If there are no



           19     further questions, I have -- I would like to -- to



           20     continue with my update.



           21                        CHAIR DREW:  Go ahead.



           22                        MS. MOON:  Okay.



           23          As directed by the Council at the December 20th



           24     Council meeting, EFSEC staff also made updates to other



           25     proposed mitigation measures presented in the final
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            1     environmental impact statement issued on October 31st



            2     of 2023.  62 comments were received during the comment



            3     campaign associated with the Council's direction in



            4     December to produce figures demonstrating potential



            5     project exclusions for their consideration.



            6          Our SEPA specialist, Sean Greene, is here to



            7     present the proposed updates and to answer any



            8     questions.



            9          And so if you're ready, Sean, I'll turn it over to



           10     you.



           11                        MR. GREENE:  Yes.  I believe Chair



           12     Drew wanted to lead off before I began.



           13                        CHAIR DREW:  That's right.  Thank



           14     you, Mr. Greene.



           15          So as the Council continues our discussion on our



           16     recommendation to the governor or on the Horse Heaven



           17     wind and solar project, I'd like to make a few



           18     comments.



           19          Much of what you have seen in our meetings over



           20     the past couple of months has been a discussion of



           21     mitigation measures recommended in the final EIS.  The



           22     Council will consider any changes to these measures,



           23     taking into account not just the information we've



           24     received through the EIS but the information we've



           25     received as a Council through the adjudicative process
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            1     and the comments we've received from the public



            2     throughout our review.  We thank everyone for your



            3     participation in our process.



            4          Mr. Greene, if you would show Figure 2-5 from the



            5     final EIS, which we have referred to several times



            6     during our conversation over the past couple of months,



            7     and please describe to the Council what is represented



            8     here.



            9                        MR. GREENE:  Yes.  Thank you, Chair



           10     Drew and Council members.  For the record, this is Sean



           11     Greene, SEPA specialist for EFSEC.



           12          What this figure represents, there are two roughly



           13     equivalent figures in Chapter 2 of the FEIS, each



           14     representing one of the two turbine options being



           15     proposed.



           16          This is Turbine Option 1.  And this figure



           17     represents an assessment of turbine impacts to a number



           18     of resources:  Specifically, areas within two miles of



           19     a ferruginous hawk nest; areas with medium or higher



           20     modeled linkage for a wildlife movement corridor; areas



           21     with shrubsteppe habitat; turbines that would create



           22     noise impacts, visual impacts, shadow flicker impacts,



           23     or would have impacts to archaeological and



           24     architectural resources with traditional cultural



           25     property resources shown on the confidential Council
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            1     map that was provided under separate cover to this map.



            2          This also shows turbines that would have impacts



            3     to recreational opportunities.



            4          In terms of the color coding, red-color turbines



            5     on this map are indicative of turbines that were either



            6     assessed as having a high impact on three or more of



            7     those listed resources or having an impact to one or



            8     more particularly vulnerable or sensitive resources,



            9     such as ferruginous hawk nests or archaeological



           10     resources.



           11                        CHAIR DREW:  Mr. Young, you have a



           12     question.  Now I don't see you.



           13                        MR. YOUNG:  Yes.  Thank you.



           14          The way you described that, I just want to be



           15     clear:  That this map does not take into account



           16     impacts to traditional cultural properties and that



           17     those are identified separately on the confidential



           18     map; is that correct?



           19                        MR. GREENE:  That is correct.



           20                        MR. YOUNG:  So TCPs are not -- not



           21     factored into what color the turbines are shaded on



           22     this map, correct?



           23                        MR. GREENE:  That is correct.



           24                        MR. YOUNG:  Thank you.



           25                        MR. GREENE:  Were there any further
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            1     questions regarding this map and the meaning of the



            2     color coding or what resources are being assessed as



            3     part of this color coding and the determination of the



            4     class of impact?



            5                        CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  Thank you.



            6          So I do want to -- like the Council to start our



            7     conversation by discussing the elimination of the areas



            8     in which the red turbines are located as you've heard



            9     described.



           10          And I will say that although in impact we don't



           11     have specific turbines identified, we do know from the



           12     information that we have received that is confidential



           13     from the Yakama Nation that every turbine -- I'm



           14     sorry -- the entire site impacts traditional cultural



           15     properties.  So I want to make that statement, that the



           16     entire project does impact traditional cultural



           17     properties.



           18          But what I would like to do is to ask the Council



           19     to consider eliminating the turbines in -- represented



           20     by the red dots but within those areas, so not just



           21     within the entire areas represented by those red dots.



           22     And that is because the multiple compacting impacts in



           23     this area described.



           24          First of all, we've received information through



           25     the FEIS, again through the adjudication and public
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            1     comments.  In my view, taking this action will



            2     eliminate all turbines in two-mile circles around



            3     current and historic ferruginous hawk nests, and it



            4     will reduce the impact on -- of the project on cultural



            5     resources and traditional cultural properties.



            6          It will reduce the impacts to the wildlife



            7     corridors throughout the project.



            8          It will reduce visual impact to communities to the



            9     east of the project and remove turbines from a



           10     prominent ridgeline.



           11          It will reduce potential impact on aerial



           12     firefighting on the slope northeast of the project and



           13     will reduce the impact of the project on some



           14     recreational areas.  Not eliminate all impacts, but



           15     there will be a reduction in impacts by taking this



           16     action.



           17          And I'd just like to ask Council members, please



           18     feel free to share your view of this action.



           19          Mr. Greene.



           20                        MR. GREENE:  Yeah.  I just wanted to



           21     make one point.  You mentioned that this would reduce



           22     the potential risk to aerial firefighting on the slope



           23     northeast of the project area.  It is actually the



           24     northwest of the project area.



           25                        CHAIR DREW:  Oh.  Thank you.  Okay.
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            1     My mistake.  Thank you.



            2          Council members, I'd like to understand your



            3     views.



            4          Mr. Livingston.



            5                        MR. LIVINGSTON:  Hello.  Thanks,



            6     Chair Drew.



            7          I appreciate, one, the -- the further



            8     clarification about what the green/red/yellow dots are



            9     on the map.  I also appreciate the work that's gone



           10     into this.  And I -- I agree with you.  We've gone



           11     through such a deliberative, intense process of trying



           12     to understand what impacts this size of a project has



           13     posed for us to consider.



           14          And so the approach of eliminating those turbines



           15     that are in red I support for the reasons you



           16     mentioned.  They're going to reduce, and not eliminate,



           17     risk to the hawk.  They're going to reduce, and not



           18     eliminate, complications to firefighting.  There's the



           19     habitat connectivity also is going to be -- the impacts



           20     will be reduced but not eliminated.



           21          So we're working towards a project that could be



           22     permitted, and from my perspective, without having such



           23     a huge size, scope, and scale that would impact all



           24     these important resources.



           25          So those are my -- those are my views and comments
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            1     at the moment.  Thank you.



            2                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.



            3          Mr. Young.



            4                        MR. YOUNG:  Chair, I support what



            5     you've described, removing all the red turbines.  That



            6     is not the full extent of my concerns, and there are



            7     additional turbines that I would like to see



            8     eliminated.  I think we'll get to that later in the



            9     discussion.  But I support what you've described for



           10     the reasons you -- you gave.



           11                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.



           12          Other Council members?



           13          Mr. Levitt.



           14                        MR. LEVITT:  Yeah.  Hello.  I'm



           15     supportive of the comments you made earlier, Chair



           16     Drew.  You know, I guess I do have some questions for



           17     EFSEC staff about how viable some of the strings of



           18     turbines are when a large number are eliminated.  For



           19     example, there's some -- some yellow, perhaps some



           20     orange kind of in the middle of the project.  And so,



           21     you know, I don't -- I don't know how to answer those



           22     questions.  But to make the project viable, you know,



           23     there is infrastructure that connects the rows of



           24     turbines, so I'm concerned about some of those.



           25                        CHAIR DREW:  Mr. Greene, you want to





                                                                        36

�







            1     answer that?



            2                        MR. GREENE:  Yeah.  I can -- I can



            3     address that.



            4          So a few of the turbines that you've mentioned,



            5     specifically the ones that identify as Class 1 or



            6     Class 2 impacts here in the yellow and orange dots,



            7     would potentially be excluded by other mitigation



            8     measures that the Council is going to consider as part



            9     of this meeting.



           10          As for the secondary project components, things



           11     like roads and transmission lines, we -- we'll be



           12     presenting the Council with a set of exclusion measures



           13     that they can impose for primary project components --



           14     things like turbines, solar arrays, and BESSes, battery



           15     stations -- and a secondary question about what



           16     exclusions the Council would like to impose on



           17     secondary components, things like those roads and



           18     transmission lines.



           19          So there will be a level of delineation there that



           20     the Council can consider and provide guidance to staff



           21     on how you would like to see those exclusion measures



           22     put into place.



           23                        MR. LEVITT:  Thank you.



           24                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.



           25          Other comments by Council members?
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            1          Ms. Brewster.



            2                        MS. BREWSTER:  Yeah.  I want to



            3     support the notion of eliminating the turbines with the



            4     highest impacts on multiple features, so the turbines



            5     marked in red.  I am supportive of that notion.



            6                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.



            7          And, again, because we're not -- we're talking



            8     about the areas that those red turbines represent, so I



            9     want to say that again.  Because it's not moving them a



           10     few feet.  They would not be in the entire area.



           11     You've seen it in different ways in Wild-5 that we will



           12     see later as well.  But I just want to say that for the



           13     record.



           14          So hearing that we have strong support for doing



           15     that, I wanted to lay the foundation of our



           16     conversation and the fact that it doesn't rest on one



           17     particular resource but on multiple impacts that we



           18     have been concerned about as we have heard throughout



           19     this project.



           20          So with that, I will ask Sean, then, to move on to



           21     the next part of his presentation.



           22                        MR. GREENE:  Thank you, Chair Drew.



           23          And I did want to mention that the Council has



           24     access to a confidential version of this same figure



           25     that actually shows red-shaded areas, which are the
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            1     boundaries of some of those particularly vulnerable or



            2     sensitive resources.



            3                        CHAIR DREW:  Right.



            4                        MR. GREENE:  And that shows the



            5     approximate outlines of the areas of the micro-siting



            6     corridor that would be excluded if these mitigation



            7     measures were put into place to exclude those red-color



            8     turbines.



            9          So moving forward.  I wanted to go through the --



           10     the various exclusion mitigation measures that the



           11     Council was discussing at the previous meeting.  In



           12     cases where it's -- it's a new measure, such as this



           13     Veg-10, I'll show the text as proposed to be included



           14     within a draft SCA, were -- were the Council to



           15     recommend approval for this project.



           16                        CHAIR DREW:  I want to -- may I



           17     interrupt you?



           18                        MR. GREENE:  Yes.



           19                        CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  So I asked



           20     Mr. Greene to present this.  I had presented at the



           21     last meeting the idea of eliminating the east solar



           22     field.  As I looked at comments and discussed this



           23     further, I wanted to present a different option to the



           24     Council that would eliminate solar arrays in any



           25     rabbitbrush shrubland or any of the priority habitat
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            1     areas rather than request the entire solar field be



            2     eliminated.  So that's where this comes from.



            3          Do you have more that you'd like to share on that?



            4                        MR. GREENE:  Yes.



            5          So this is just to show the text of that proposed



            6     mitigation measure, were it to be incorporated.



            7          The next slide here.  There we go.



            8          So this is a -- a figure showing most of what was



            9     originally proposed as that east solar field.  Those



           10     red polygons are the -- the boundaries of the



           11     originally proposed solar arrays.



           12          In the final application submitted by the



           13     applicant, they significantly reduced -- or I shouldn't



           14     say "significant" -- they heavily reduced the footprint



           15     of the proposed east solar array to approximately



           16     what's encased in that green polygon that I drew.  It



           17     accounted for a roughly 80 percent reduction in impacts



           18     to sensitive habitat types that would be targeted by



           19     this mitigation measure, resulting in approximately 140



           20     acres of total impacts associated with the east solar



           21     array.



           22          There are no proposed permanent disturbance



           23     impacts to any of these habitat types with the County



           24     Well solar array or the Sellards solar array, which are



           25     the other two options under consideration.  So it's
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            1     just an indication of what the east solar array looks



            2     like in the current proposal, and the blue in that



            3     central polygon indicates east-side interior



            4     grasslands, which is a priority habitat designated by



            5     WDFW, and the pink polygon to the bottom left is



            6     rabbitbrush shrubland, which would also be excluded as



            7     part of this mitigation measure.



            8                        CHAIR DREW:  Mr. Young.



            9                        MR. YOUNG:  Are the three habitat



           10     types listed there -- east-side (interior) grassland,



           11     rabbitbrush shrubland, and sagebrush shrubsteppe --



           12     does that comprise all of the DFW-designated priority



           13     habitat types?



           14                        MR. GREENE:  That includes all --



           15     that includes rabbitbrush shrubland, which is generally



           16     considered an early -- early successional stage of



           17     shrubsteppe, and so it -- often incorporated with other



           18     priority habitat types.  The only two are the only



           19     priority habitat types designated by WDFW that have any



           20     impacts associated with them as a result of solar



           21     arrays --



           22                        MR. YOUNG:  Could -- could you --



           23                        MR. GREENE:  -- for this project.



           24                        MR. YOUNG:  Could you flip back to



           25     the previous slide that had the text?
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            1                        MR. GREENE:  Yes.



            2                        MR. YOUNG:  So where it says "or



            3     DFW-designated priority habitat types," is it just



            4     those other two that we've specifically talked about?



            5                        MR. GREENE:  It would be -- sorry.



            6                        MR. YOUNG:  Or are there other



            7     DFW-designated priority habitat types that would be



            8     included here?



            9                        MR. GREENE:  It would include all



           10     designated priority habitat types.  There are no others



           11     within this area.



           12                        MR. YOUNG:  Okay.



           13                        MR. GREENE:  So -- so essentially --



           14                        MR. YOUNG:  Sorry.  Cutting you off



           15     there.



           16                        MR. GREENE:  No.  I was -- I was



           17     going to say, effectively it is those other two types,



           18     the --



           19                        MR. YOUNG:  Okay.



           20                        MR. GREENE:  The sagebrush



           21     shrubsteppe and east-side (interior) grassland.



           22                        MR. YOUNG:  So in -- on the ground,



           23     those are the only three types that are involved,



           24     really, for our conversation?



           25                        MR. GREENE:  Correct.
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            1                        MR. YOUNG:  Thank you.



            2                        MR. GREENE:  And so the Council



            3     that -- or pardon me.  The question I would like to



            4     present to the Council for your deliberations and



            5     discussions, so as to give guidance to staff, is:  For



            6     this proposed mitigation measure, should all solar



            7     arrays be allowed on rabbitbrush shrubland and priority



            8     habitats with compensatory mitigation at the



            9     FEIS-recommended ratios, which is the current version



           10     incorporated into the FEIS, or excluded from all



           11     rabbitbrush shrubland and priority habitats, which is



           12     the proposed version that was shown before?



           13          And I would like to indicate, these are not the



           14     only two options.  If the Council has further options,



           15     absolutely provide staff with that direction.



           16                        CHAIR DREW:  So from my perspective



           17     are that there is -- we are trying to reduce impacts on



           18     ferruginous hawks.  There is area that is potential for



           19     their finding their appropriate sources of food.  Then



           20     I think we should look at keeping those and not



           21     covering them with solar panels.  But I am open to



           22     conversation by the Council.  I did want to recognize



           23     that some of the east solar field is on areas that are



           24     currently under agricultural production and less



           25     valuable for the species of concern.
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            1          Are there any comments?



            2          Mr. Livingston.



            3                        MR. LIVINGSTON:  Can we go back,



            4     Sean, to the -- I just want to see.  How many acres are



            5     we talking about?



            6                        MR. GREENE:  It's approximately 140



            7     acres.



            8                        MR. LIVINGSTON:  And if we go with



            9     your Proposed Option B, what would be the impacts?



           10                        MR. GREENE:  Essentially the -- the



           11     pink-colored polygon and the blue-colored polygon would



           12     be excluded, and the -- the color surrounding those



           13     polygons would also be excluded from the siting of any



           14     solar arrays.  That would give the applicant either the



           15     option of reducing the footprint of the solar array to



           16     exclude those -- those plats or restructuring their



           17     proposed east solar array to cover the same number of



           18     acres but no longer cover those priority habitat areas



           19     or rabbitbrush shrubland.



           20                        MR. LIVINGSTON:  It would be helpful



           21     for me if I knew what was the surrou- -- I guess I can



           22     see some of the surrounding habitat types to the north



           23     and to the east and to the west.  I don't know what's



           24     to the south, 'cause I guess it's outside of the -- the



           25     project boundaries.
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            1          Do we know what the habitat looks like to that



            2     south?  'Cause one of the key components here for



            3     viable habitat is to have larger acreages.  If these



            4     are isolated pieces, they have less importance than



            5     they would if they're connected to some other existing



            6     acres to the south and elsewhere.  So I don't have



            7     that -- a full picture of that.



            8          So at this point, I would -- without that



            9     information, I would lean towards supporting B, if we



           10     were to go forward with supporting the solar fields to



           11     the east here.



           12                        MR. GREENE:  And to address your



           13     question, I do not know off the top of my head what the



           14     habitat cover is to the south.  That is an area outside



           15     of project control, so I don't know that we have



           16     on-the-ground surveys of that vegetation.  But the



           17     surrounding areas to the east, west, and north are



           18     primarily agricultural.



           19                        MR. LIVINGSTON:  Thank you.



           20                        CHAIR DREW:  Mr. Young.



           21                        MR. YOUNG:  Chair Drew, I also



           22     support Option B as you have proposed.  But I feel for



           23     reasons that we'll get to, I think, later in our



           24     discussion, I propo- -- I favor eliminating the entire



           25     east solar field.  But to the extent of this particular
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            1     question point here, I do support Option B.



            2                        CHAIR DREW:  Others?



            3          Ms. Brewster.



            4                        MS. BREWSTER:  I will weigh in my



            5     support for Option B at this point.  Thank you.



            6                        MR. LEVITT:  Yeah.  This is Eli.  I



            7     support Option B as well, as long as the applicant has



            8     some flexibility to adjust.



            9                        CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  Let's move on to



           10     the next question, then.



           11                        MR. GREENE:  Okay.  Thank you.



           12          Next is the modifications to Habitat 1, which is



           13     the mitigation measure addressing wildlife movement



           14     corridors.



           15          As a result of previous Council discussions, it



           16     has been restructured to -- I should say, the original



           17     version allowed siting of all project components within



           18     modeled wildlife movement corridors, so long as the



           19     applicant produced a corridor mitigation plan in



           20     consultation with EFSEC that we felt appropriately



           21     addressed the impacts.



           22          The current version following the previous Council



           23     meeting's discussion would prohibit the siting of



           24     primary project components, such as specifically



           25     turbines, solar arrays, and battery stations, and any
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            1     movement corridors modeled as medium to very high



            2     linkage and would prohibit secondary project



            3     components, such as roads and power lines and



            4     substations, in modeled high to very high linkage



            5     movement corridors.



            6          And in the previous meeting, Council also directed



            7     staff to seek out guidance from WDFW staff on how they



            8     viewed this -- this modification of the original



            9     measure.



           10          First, EFSEC requested from WDFW --- WDFW staff



           11     how primary project components should be defined for



           12     the purposes of mitigation throughout this document.



           13     And WDFW staff believe that primary project components



           14     should be defined as turbines, solar arrays, and



           15     battery stations, consistent with the current version



           16     of this -- this measure that you see on the left.



           17          The second question we asked was whether primary



           18     project components should be excluded from medium to



           19     very high linkage or high to very high linkage



           20     corridors, and WDFW staff believe that primary project



           21     components should not be sited in medium to very high



           22     linkage corridors, again consistent with the current



           23     version of Hab-1.



           24          And the third occas- -- the third question also



           25     resulted in WDFW staff concurring with the current
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            1     version of Hab-1 that secondary -- that's a typo --



            2     secondary project components should not be sited in



            3     high to very high linkage corridors but could be sited



            4     in medium corridors with a corridor mitigation plan as



            5     included in Hab-1.



            6          And just for the purposes of recollection and this



            7     conversation, this is a map of the modeled wildlife



            8     movement corridors throughout the project area.  The



            9     locations most of concern are this -- this central



           10     medium and high linkage corridor that bisects the site,



           11     and the second part is this narrow strip of high and



           12     medium movement corridor.  That's more of a concern for



           13     the primary -- the current location of the proposed



           14     primary transmission line for the applicant.  And we



           15     can come back to this figure during discussion.



           16                        CHAIR DREW:  Can you go back to



           17     what -- go ahead.  You had another -- another view



           18     there.



           19                        MR. GREENE:  Yeah, so this is going



           20     to continue.  This is a -- a figure propo- -- or



           21     produced for the purposes of this discussion.  It's not



           22     exact.  It's just additional aid.



           23          And it is for Turbine Option 1, which, just as a



           24     reminder, Turbine Option 1 would site a maximum of 222



           25     turbines, with a maximum height of 499 feet.
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            1          Option 2, for which a similar figure has been



            2     produced but is not in this presentation currently,



            3     would site a maximum of 141 turbines, so fewer



            4     turbines, with a maximum height of 671 feet.  Fewer



            5     turbines at a taller height.



            6          In terms of what project components are currently



            7     proposed in high or above wildlife linkage corridor,



            8     there is the primary transmission line at three



            9     different points, one within this bigger square and



           10     twice within the smaller rectangle.



           11          22 Option 1 turbines are within high or above



           12     corridors, and six -- or six Option 2 turbines are



           13     within those high or above corridors.



           14          Within medium -- or within just the medium



           15     linkage -- level of linkage corridor is again the



           16     primary transmission line at three different points and



           17     then 11 Option 1 turbines or 16 Option 2 turbines.



           18     There are no solar arrays, battery substations -- or



           19     battery stations or substations that are currently



           20     proposed in medium or higher modeled habitat movement



           21     corridors.



           22                        CHAIR DREW:  And of those numbers,



           23     some of those turbine numbers you've identified, we've



           24     already talk about -- talked about eliminating some of



           25     those in those areas, so we've reduced that; is that
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            1     correct?



            2                        MR. GREENE:  Yes.  Many of the



            3     turbines that are within these movement corridors would



            4     also potentially be excluded by other mitigation



            5     measures that we're going to discuss in today's



            6     meeting; specifically, the ferruginous hawk Species 5



            7     mitigation.



            8                        CHAIR DREW:  I will say to Council



            9     members that I have been thinking quite a bit about, as



           10     Mr. Levitt brought up, connectivity, stranded assets,



           11     as well as the impact that turbines, once they're



           12     constructed, have on wildlife movement.  It's not --



           13     they don't entirely block the movement, in fact.  I



           14     know we have seen, some of us who have been here for a



           15     while, seen examples of wildlife throughout the Wild



           16     Horse wind project, for example.



           17          I would like to suggest that we don't eliminate --



           18     that we go back to the original FEIS-recommended



           19     version.  Because I think it's important to maintain an



           20     ability to have infrastructure throughout this project.



           21          So perhaps, Sean, if you can remind us again what



           22     the original mitigation was.



           23                        MR. GREENE:  Yes.  So the original



           24     request, that the applicant locate all project



           25     components outside of medium or above linkage corridors
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            1     to the extent feasible.  Then for any components that



            2     would be sited within medium or above corridors, there



            3     are a series of measures that we would require to be



            4     incorporated into a corridor mitigation plan that



            5     describes the proposed impacts and identifies effective



            6     mitigation and restoration as a result of those



            7     impacts, and that plan would be submitted to the



            8     pre-tech -- pre-operational technical advisory group



            9     prior to construction, approved by EFSEC, and then



           10     monitored and enforced by EFSEC with the guidance of



           11     the technical advisory committee throughout the life of



           12     the project.



           13                        CHAIR DREW:  Any comments from



           14     Council members?



           15          Again, I think we've reduced the number of



           16     turbines in this area.



           17          Mr. Young.



           18                        MR. YOUNG:  I disagree with going



           19     back to the original language.  I favor the way we



           20     configured it on December 20th.



           21                        MR. GREENE:  And I have questions



           22     with -- with the various options available, if the



           23     Council would like to have that up for discussion.



           24                        CHAIR DREW:  Okay.



           25                        MR. GREENE:  So the first would be
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            1     for primary project components, which is turbines,



            2     solar arrays, and battery substations:  Should they be



            3     allowed within these corridors when combined with the



            4     corridor mitigation plan, which is the version included



            5     within the FEIS; excluded from high to very high



            6     linkage corridors -- again, there are no very high



            7     modeled linkage corridors within the project area, but



            8     from high to very high -- or excluded from medium to



            9     very high linkage corridors, which is the current



           10     version that was shown as discussed at the previous



           11     Council meeting.



           12                        CHAIR DREW:  Are there any other



           13     comments from Council members?



           14          Mr. Livingston.



           15                        MR. LIVINGSTON:  Yeah, I -- I'm in



           16     agreement with Lenny.  I want to stick with what we



           17     agreed to back in December, if possible.



           18                        CHAIR DREW:  So to exclude...



           19                        MR. GREENE:  This question is



           20     specific to primary components.  There's a



           21     subsequent --



           22                        CHAIR DREW:  Primary.



           23                        MR. GREENE:  -- question.



           24                        CHAIR DREW:  Solar arrays, BESS, and



           25     turbines from medium to very high linkage corridors.
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            1                        MR. GREENE:  Yes.



            2                        CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  C.



            3          Are there any other comments from Council members?



            4          Ms. Brewster.



            5                        MS. BREWSTER:  Yeah.  Sean, can you



            6     talk about the transmission components that might be



            7     affected by this?



            8                        MR. GREENE:  So there is a



            9     subsequent question to this one regarding how the



           10     Council would like to incorporate exclusions for



           11     secondary components, and transmission lines are part



           12     of that.



           13          This first question is just regarding turbines,



           14     solar arrays, and BESSes, or battery stations.  But the



           15     primary concern for transmission lines is, as I



           16     mentioned, this -- this area, the primary transmission



           17     line for the project does run from east to west through



           18     this area.  So it would have to be resited further



           19     north.  And then the current proposed line runs through



           20     this red rectangle to the left, and at two points it



           21     does cross a modeled high linkage movement corridor, so



           22     it would not be allowed in those sites and would have



           23     to be, again, restructured to a different location.



           24                        CHAIR DREW:  But that's coming next.



           25                        MR. GREENE:  Yes, that is the -- the
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            1     next question.  This first question is -- is just --



            2                        CHAIR DREW:  First one's about --



            3                        MR. GREENE:  -- dealing with



            4     turbines --



            5                        CHAIR DREW:  -- turbines --



            6                        MR. GREENE:  -- solar arrays, and --



            7                        CHAIR DREW:  -- solar arrays --



            8                        MR. GREENE:  -- battery stations.



            9                        CHAIR DREW:  -- and BESS.



           10                        MR. GREENE:  Yes.



           11                        CHAIR DREW:  Mr. Levitt.



           12                        MR. LEVITT:  Well, I guess I just



           13     wanted to ask, so when we say "wildlife corridor," are



           14     we primarily talking about pronghorn or other species



           15     as well?



           16                        MR. GREENE:  There are other species



           17     that will make use of these corridors:  Deer and the



           18     like.  It is modeled based on the -- I forget the name



           19     of the organization.  It is the -- the Washington



           20     Wildlife Movement Corridor Working Group, I believe.



           21     That -- that is the data set that is being used for



           22     this figure here, and it covers a variety of species.



           23                        MR. LEVITT:  And is this the figure



           24     that was also used at one point for transportation



           25     planning, or are the purposes broader than -- for this





                                                                        54

�







            1     data?



            2                        MR. GREENE:  I don't have the answer



            3     to that question right now.



            4                        MR. LEVITT:  I guess -- I guess my



            5     concern is that we're primarily looking at a wildlife



            6     corridor for sort of a reintroduced species that -- I'm



            7     not a wildlife expert, but I don't believe the



            8     pronghorn are threatened or endangered.  So I'm



            9     concerned that we're making large adjustments to the



           10     project similar to what we're doing for ferruginous



           11     hawk when the species is not threatened or endangered.



           12     I guess I'm -- I'm interested in more compromise



           13     options, if possible.



           14                        CHAIR DREW:  Mr. Livingston?



           15                        MR. LIVINGSTON:  I think I might be



           16     able to address some of that.  So I haven't looked at



           17     the habitat connectivity study, itself -- other than



           18     these data layers that have been provided to us -- in



           19     some time.  It's based on existing habitat, so it'd be



           20     shrubsteppe or interior grassland, shrublands.  And



           21     then some of the species that they did modeling for



           22     included Townsend's ground squirrels, badgers.  You



           23     know, I can't -- I can't tell you all of them.  It



           24     wasn't, in fact -- it was done before or right after



           25     the pronghorn were reintroduced.  So it wasn't based on
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            1     pronghorn.  It was based on other species that are



            2     dependent upon having habitat connected on the ground



            3     for their -- their movement patterns.  So it's not just



            4     pronghorn.  This is a number of different species that



            5     they're looking at.



            6          There were a few -- some of the importance of this



            7     corridor habitat is, if you look at everything



            8     surrounding it, all the green is non-habitat.  What's



            9     remaining in the Horse Heaven Hill is, along the



           10     ridgeline, you have that red corridor that goes up in



           11     the northwest corner of the map that goes north to



           12     south, and then you have this one band that goes right



           13     through the middle of this project, way out, but then



           14     connects to habitat further south.  Ultimately, there's



           15     some connectivity that goes into Oregon.



           16          And so there's this small band of habitat



           17     remaining, connecting wildlife core habitat areas



           18     across this -- this landscape.  So that's the -- that's



           19     the importance of these areas for area species that



           20     would -- that would use that.



           21                        CHAIR DREW:  A question that I have.



           22     And thank you for that.  Again, kind of getting back to



           23     the disruptive nature if we're not -- let's say we



           24     don't have solar arrays, we don't have BESS, but



           25     there's temporary -- fewer -- significantly fewer, I
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            1     would say -- turbines in that area, and they have a



            2     wild- -- wildlife corridor plan.



            3          Can you put those options back up again, please?



            4     A, B, and C.



            5                        MR. GREENE:  Okay.



            6                        CHAIR DREW:  So --



            7                        MR. GREENE:  And I would like to --



            8                        CHAIR DREW:  -- excluded -- maybe B.



            9     If we looked at excluded from the high linkage corridor



           10     area and combined with a corridor mitigation plan, is



           11     that someplace we can get to?  Rather than the medium.



           12          But you're looking at, Mike -- sorry.  I'm just



           13     asking you again.



           14                        MR. LIVINGSTON:  Yeah.  Chair, are



           15     you asking for these primary components or secondary?



           16                        CHAIR DREW:  Well, the primary



           17     components -- you know, we're not -- they're not



           18     planning, but we could say solar arrays and BESS, but



           19     the turbines are the only ones.



           20                        MR. LIVINGSTON:  Right.



           21                        CHAIR DREW:  And if -- if so, that's



           22     fine.  I just want to confirm, given Eli's question as



           23     well.



           24                        MR. LIVINGSTON:  Yeah, so it's hard



           25     to track where -- what we agreed to with those red
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            1     turbine strings in that map at the beginning of the



            2     presentation to what we're talking about right now,



            3     whether there would be primary components -- turbines,



            4     specifically -- in that area or not.  I -- I don't



            5     recall.  It'd be best to keep the turbines out of



            6     there.  And from medium to the very high linkage



            7     corridors.  That would be my preference.



            8                        CHAIR DREW:  Okay.



            9                        MR. LEVITT:  And, Mike, when you say



           10     best to keep them out, is this based on research that



           11     WDFW has done about the porosity of wind turbines in



           12     specific species that were -- were considered when



           13     making the -- the wildlife corridor map?



           14                        MR. LIVINGSTON:  It's -- it's a



           15     combination, Eli, of remaining habitat, the species



           16     that might exist there -- Townsend's ground squirrels,



           17     for example -- those being a primary prey for



           18     ferruginous hawks, and so their -- it -- you know,



           19     their interest in foraging in those areas to obtain



           20     for -- food for -- for themselves as well as their



           21     young as they're raising them, so it's a combination.



           22          These -- these habitat linkages are, you know, the



           23     remaining habitat in an area that animals can use



           24     either to live or to migrate through or to forage, and



           25     so I have a concern because there's so little of it
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            1     left in that area that it's super important for all of



            2     the critters that are dependent upon the shrubsteppe



            3     habitat.



            4                        MR. LEVITT:  Okay.  Thank you.



            5     That's helpful for my understanding.



            6                        CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  Mr. Levitt,



            7     what's your thought at this point?



            8                        MR. LEVITT:  Yeah, I guess I can



            9     live with B or C.  I'll go with the -- go with the flow



           10     of the Council.



           11                        CHAIR DREW:  Any other comments from



           12     Council members?



           13          Thank you.



           14          I think, Ms. Brewster.



           15                        MS. BREWSTER:  Yeah.  I was just



           16     going to say Councilman Livingston's comments are very



           17     helpful.  So for the primary components, I guess I -- I



           18     will agree with C.  I think if B could be a possible



           19     compromise.  But I'm going to defer to WDFW's opinion



           20     on that.



           21                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.



           22          So I will say let's then move on with C.



           23                        MR. GREENE:  Okay.  Thank you.



           24          Then the next question is the same question but



           25     essentially for secondary project components, which
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            1     includes things like roads, substations, transmission



            2     lines.  So should these secondary components be allowed



            3     within corridors with the corridor mitigation plan,



            4     which was the FEIS version, excluded from high to very



            5     high linkage corridors, which is the current version



            6     based on the previous Council meeting, or further



            7     excluded from medium to very high linkage corridors as



            8     well?



            9                        CHAIR DREW:  Mr. Young.



           10                        MR. YOUNG:  Could we go back and



           11     look at the language from December 20?  Because I think



           12     there was a last sentence that was -- that was not read



           13     here this afternoon about the applicant could site



           14     secondary components in the medium linkage if they



           15     produced the rationale that satisfied EFSEC.



           16          Is that incorporated into Option C for the



           17     secondary components?



           18                        MR. GREENE:  For secondary



           19     components, the current version is Option B, which



           20     excludes them from high to very high but would allow



           21     secondary components within medium modeled corridor



           22     linkage with this corridor mitigation plan.  That was



           23     based on -- pardon me.  That was based on the



           24     discussion from the previous Council meeting.



           25                        MR. YOUNG:  Could you flip back to
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            1     the options again?



            2                        MR. GREENE:  Yes.



            3                        MR. YOUNG:  That seems to be like a



            4     modified -- a modified B.  Because our discussions



            5     on -- if I got this right, our discussions on December



            6     20th did not take it so far as to completely exclude



            7     secondary components from medium.



            8                        MR. GREENE:  Yes.  And --



            9                        MR. YOUNG:  Is that correct?



           10                        MR. GREENE:  That is correct.  And



           11     this -- this version shown here, the current version is



           12     B, which does not exclude secondary components from



           13     medium.  It just would --



           14                        MR. YOUNG:  Well, but it puts -- it



           15     puts a condition on putting them in medium, as they



           16     would have to meet the corridor mitigation plan, and



           17     the rationale would have to be presented to EFSEC.



           18     It's not just open season on -- on medium areas



           19     under -- under what we talked about on the 20th.



           20                        MR. GREENE:  Okay.



           21                        MR. YOUNG:  Correct?



           22                        MR. GREENE:  And --



           23                        MR. YOUNG:  I want to make sure I'm



           24     correct.



           25                        MR. GREENE:  Yes.
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            1                        MR. YOUNG:  I hope I said that



            2     right.



            3                        MR. GREENE:  Yes.  With the current



            4     version, based on our understanding of the previous



            5     Council discussion, secondary components in medium



            6     linkage areas would still need to be presented to EFSEC



            7     with a corridor mitigation plan included.



            8          If there is a desire to remove that stipulation



            9     and allow secondary components to be sited within



           10     medium corridor linkage without a mitigation plan, that



           11     can be incorporated into this -- this measure, if



           12     that's the Council's desire.



           13                        MR. YOUNG:  I think that's the way



           14     that B is written right now.  And so B does not really



           15     reflect the totality of where we landed on secondary



           16     components on December 20th.  B -- B should have



           17     additional language about siting in medium is



           18     predicated upon an approval by EFSEC and a corridor



           19     mitigation plan.



           20                        MR. GREENE:  Yes.



           21                        MR. HENDERSON:  I don't think



           22     there's any disagreement about the current ver- -- what



           23     the current version is, just how it's being described



           24     here in B.  It's inadequately --



           25                        MR. YOUNG:  Yeah.
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            1                        MR. HENDERSON:  -- described here in



            2     B.



            3                        MR. YOUNG:  That's right.



            4                        MR. GREENE:  Yes.



            5                        MR. YOUNG:  Yeah.



            6                        MR. GREENE:  I agree with that.  I



            7     used abbreviated text just for this question, but



            8     the -- the essence of Option B here is the full text of



            9     that current version based on the 12/20 meeting that --



           10     that was shown earlier.  I should have added more



           11     descriptive text to this answer.



           12                        MR. YOUNG:  Thank you for that



           13     clarification.  And with that clarification, I can



           14     support Option B for the secondary components.



           15                        CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  Other comments?



           16          So this is the secondary components, the



           17     transmission lines.



           18          Can you show us again -- let's see the map.  Which



           19     one?



           20          So -- and then you had another one with open --



           21                        MR. GREENE:  Yes.



           22                        CHAIR DREW:  So essentially not --



           23     go ahead and describe what this is again.



           24                        MR. GREENE:  Sure.  So the -- the



           25     empty spaces that you see, the -- the small empty
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            1     spaces in this transmission line here and then the



            2     larger square incorporates all areas of high linkage.



            3     So no components, primary or secondary, would be



            4     allowed in those areas, and that's why in this visual



            5     aid, those areas have been erased of project



            6     components.



            7          As currently designed, the project's primary



            8     transmission line does go through this -- I think it



            9     might be shown on -- yes.  The primary transmission



           10     line does go through this high linkage area throughout



           11     much of that -- that central corridor and then patches



           12     through high linkage area twice in this -- this upper



           13     corridor here.



           14          So for secondary components, that would be the --



           15     the primary effect of this mitigation being imposed,



           16     that the primary transmission line would have to be



           17     redesigned to be located, for this main corridor,



           18     farther north, and for this -- this northwestern



           19     corridor, likely farther west.



           20                        CHAIR DREW:  Mr. Livingston.



           21                        MR. LIVINGSTON:  Sean, do we -- do



           22     you know what the size of the transmission line will



           23     be, kV?



           24                        MR. GREENE:  Not off the top of my



           25     head.  I want to say 230 kilovolt.  I'm not sure if





                                                                        64

�







            1     that's correct, though.



            2                        MR. LIVINGSTON:  And there would



            3     likely be a road associated with it, gravel road, or do



            4     we know?



            5                        MR. GREENE:  I don't know if there



            6     is a road associated with the transmission line



            7     throughout this extent, but there are project roads



            8     that cross much of the project area, so they would be



            9     affected by exclusion from high linkage corridors as



           10     well.



           11                        MR. LIVINGSTON:  Yeah, I just wonder



           12     if there's possibilities of associating these with



           13     existing roads and other lines that are already out



           14     there.  We don't -- I don't have a sense of that or if



           15     we're talking about uninterrupted habitat having a



           16     brand-new transmission line and a road going through



           17     it.



           18                        CHAIR DREW:  Is there a possibility



           19     that, from what you say, we could say that -- let me



           20     think -- that it would be excluded from high -- can you



           21     take the lang- -- bring the language back up for me?



           22          Thank you.



           23          Secondary project components should be excluded



           24     from high and very high linkage corridors unless there



           25     is existing infras- -- then it's following existing
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            1     infrastructure and it's -- comes with the corridor



            2     mitigation plan and through the staff?  I'm trying to



            3     figure out a pathway where that can be considered.



            4          Ms. Brewster.



            5                        MS. BREWSTER:  Yeah.  I just want to



            6     voice my support for preserving the corridor areas and



            7     then voice a concern with the reality of moving



            8     transmission corridors.  I -- I don't know how easy



            9     that is to redesign and if that is the type of thing



           10     that makes a project like this infeasible.  So I don't



           11     know if staff could provide more information on that or



           12     could be acquired.



           13                        MS. BUMPUS:  Chair Drew, this is



           14     Sonia Bumpus, if I may.



           15                        CHAIR DREW:  Go ahead.



           16                        MS. BUMPUS:  I was just going to



           17     mention as I was listening to the deliberation that the



           18     FEIS did consider the impacts to these corridors and



           19     the wildlife and the habitat, and -- and so I think



           20     that the corridor mitigation plan, that mitigation that



           21     came in through the FEIS is good mitigation here.  So I



           22     just wanted to -- to make that comment.



           23          And part of that too is just to say that, for the



           24     secondary components, I think that there -- there would



           25     be some -- some very -- very real consequences to the
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            1     project design if it goes -- if we start to go outside



            2     of the proposed mitigation measure in the FEIS, such --



            3     such that we may even see just the -- the totality of



            4     the project amended.



            5          And so I just wanted to -- to make that comment,



            6     just hearing that some of the Council members were --



            7     were wondering about that.



            8                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.



            9          Other comments?



           10          I think we're -- I have a view that we may -- and



           11     maybe that's not correct -- we may be a bit conflicted



           12     on an absolute exclusion even in the high linkage



           13     corridors for the secondary movement.



           14          Can we -- I guess I'm going to have to ask for a



           15     vote on this.



           16                        MR. LEVITT:  Before a vote, may I



           17     ask a clarification question?



           18                        CHAIR DREW:  Yes.



           19                        MR. LEVITT:  I'm sorry if I missed



           20     this.  Is it possible that some of these are a little



           21     hybrid, like you could do B and there would be a



           22     corridor mitigation plan?



           23                        CHAIR DREW:  I think the problem



           24     comes from it be- -- the exclusion being in the high



           25     linkage corridor according to this map.  Because we've
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            1     heard that the current design has transmission lines



            2     that go through the area identified on the map as a



            3     high linkage corridor.



            4          Again, I would say that it is disturbance.  It may



            5     already be disturbed.  We don't know that from looking



            6     at the map that we have in front of us.  So I think



            7     that presents us with a -- a challenge.



            8          Go ahead.  Somebody else.



            9          Mr. Livingston.



           10                        MR. LIVINGSTON:  Thank you.



           11          Even though we don't know what's underneath these



           12     colors on the ground and the ability to colocate some



           13     of this infrastructure with existing infrastructure,



           14     which is a best management practice if you can do that,



           15     can we stall on this one -- hate to say that, but give



           16     us a little bit of time, give us some information so



           17     that we know what this looks like on the ground?



           18     Otherwise, with the information I have, I'm going to be



           19     conservative in my vote.



           20                        CHAIR DREW:  So can we say perhaps



           21     that if it's colocated with existing roads and



           22     infrastructure, then it would be a conversation in a



           23     mitigation plan?



           24                        MR. LIVINGSTON:  And if that's not



           25     possible, what do we do then?
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            1                        MS. BUMPUS:  Yeah, I would propose



            2     that, you know -- this is Sonia Bumpus.  I propose at



            3     that point, you still have your corridor mitigation



            4     plan, which -- which was proposed in the FEIS.



            5                        CHAIR DREW:  I hear -- I hear



            6     concern.  I don't know that we -- I mean, I don't know



            7     how much more information we could get on this going



            8     forward.  We are deep into the details, so I am going



            9     to go ahead and ask for a vote of -- Mr. Greene, go



           10     ahead.



           11                        MR. GREENE:  Yes.  I just wanted to



           12     say that if it is the Council's desire to see a version



           13     of B, so excluding from high to very high linkage



           14     corridors for secondary components but allowing them



           15     within medium or, and then the modification would be,



           16     when colocated with existing infrastructure, that is a



           17     version of this mitigation that we could write up.



           18                        CHAIR DREW:  How does that sound to



           19     Council members?



           20                        MR. LEVITT:  I'm interested in that.



           21                        CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  Mr. Young.



           22                        MR. YOUNG:  I'd -- I'd like to have



           23     that clarified once more and repeated.



           24                        MR. GREENE:  Sure.  So secondary



           25     components would be allowed in medium or below habitat
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            1     linkage corridors with the habitat mitiga- -- or



            2     sorry -- corridor mitigation plan and then only allowed



            3     in high to very high linkage corridors when colocated



            4     with existing infrastructure and, again, accompanied by



            5     a corridor mitigation plan.



            6                        MR. YOUNG:  Thank you for the



            7     clarification, but I do not support that.



            8                        CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  I will call for



            9     a vote on the version just described by Mr. Greene:



           10     Secondary project components allowed in medium to high



           11     linkage -- and I might --



           12                        MR. GREENE:  Sorry.  It's medium --



           13                        CHAIR DREW:  Say it again, please.



           14                        MR. GREENE:  Yes.  Of course.



           15          Secondary components would be allowed in medium



           16     and below when accompanied by a corridor mitigation



           17     plan, and then excluded from high to very high unless



           18     colocated with existing infrastructure and, again,



           19     accompanied by a corridor mitigation plan.



           20                        CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  All those in



           21     favor, please say "aye," or raise your hands.



           22          Okay.



           23          All those opposed.



           24          Okay.



           25                        MR. YOUNG:  Lenny Young votes "no."
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            1                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.



            2                        UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  Voted for it.



            3                        UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  Oh, you did.



            4     I just didn't see --



            5                        MR. YOUNG:  No, I --



            6                        CHAIR DREW:  So we will --



            7                        MR. YOUNG:  I did not -- did not



            8     vote for it.  The hand -- the hands from --



            9                        CHAIR DREW:  Right.



           10                        MR. YOUNG:  -- the first vote were



           11     not taken down when I raised my hand.



           12                        CHAIR DREW:  Yes, I saw that.



           13          Mr. Young voted "no."



           14          It is approved.  Thank you, everybody.



           15          Let's move on to the next question.



           16                        MR. GREENE:  Okay.  Thank you.



           17          The next is Species 5, which is the



           18     species-specific mitigation for the ferruginous hawk.



           19     There are several slides of this.  The original text is



           20     on the left from the FEIS.  The amended text is on the



           21     right, current to the previous Council meeting.



           22          The original version would only -- only allow



           23     project components to be sited within two miles -- a



           24     two-mile radius of an existing -- or a documented



           25     ferruginous hawk nest, if the applicant were able to
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            1     prove to EFSEC and the -- PTAG that the nest was not



            2     active, that there was no viable habitat in the area,



            3     and they had produced a species-specific mitigation and



            4     monitoring plan.



            5          As a result of previous Council deliberations,



            6     this measure has been amended to exclude all primary



            7     project components from that two-mile radius of any



            8     identified nest but potentially allow for secondary



            9     components based on those initial restrictions:  Again,



           10     proving that the nest is not active, there is no viable



           11     habitat, and they have produced a species-specific



           12     mitigation and monitoring plan.



           13          And that is the text throughout.  Essentially just



           14     reflect that change.  And also based on Council



           15     direction, staff -- EFSEC staff reached out to WDFW



           16     staff on whether there was an indica- -- or a belief



           17     that there were any project components that could be



           18     sited within two miles of a documented nest that would



           19     not have adverse effects on the ferruginous hawk, and



           20     WDFW staff indicated that there are no project



           21     components that could be sited within that two-mile



           22     radius without having adverse impacts.  So all project



           23     components would have an adverse impact.



           24          And this is, again, the visual aid figure.  The



           25     areas with the red-shaded corridors are the existing
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            1     proposed micro-siting corridors that, with the current



            2     version of Species 5, would not be allowed to site any



            3     turbines or other project -- primary project



            4     components, such as solar arrays and battery substa- --



            5     battery stations.



            6          The clear-colored corridors are areas outside of



            7     those two-mile radii and would be allowed to site



            8     project components normally.  So the areas that would



            9     be included within this exclusion area, so the two-mile



           10     radius of all identified nests, would include 116



           11     Option 1 turbines or 73 Option 2 turbines.  It would



           12     include the entirety of the east solar siting area.  It



           13     would include three proposed substation locations and



           14     significant portions of the primary transmission line.



           15          So the question for the Council.  Again, this is a



           16     two-part question.  The first is regarding just primary



           17     project components, so turbines, solar arrays, and



           18     battery substations.  Should those primary project



           19     components be allowed within two miles of a documented



           20     ferruginous hawk nest only when the applicant can



           21     demonstrate that the nest is inactive, no viable



           22     foraging habitat is present, and the applicant produces



           23     a mitigation and management plan specific to that



           24     species, which was the version of this measure included



           25     in the FEIS.
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            1          Option B would exclude all primary project



            2     components within a half mile of documented nests,



            3     which is the existing WDFW seasonal buffer, and which



            4     essentially make that permanent for all project



            5     components.  And then for any primary project



            6     components within a half mile to two miles of a nest,



            7     the original Species 5 would again apply, so project



            8     components would be allowed if the applicant can meet



            9     those -- those requirements.



           10          And then the third version here is what was



           11     proposed at the last Council meeting, which is that all



           12     primary project components are excluded from areas



           13     within two miles of a documented ferruginous hawk nest.



           14                        CHAIR DREW:  Question for you:  Are



           15     all -- based on our earlier map of the areas identified



           16     by red turbines and the multiple compounding impacts



           17     that those turbines have that we discussed earlier,



           18     removing those turbines in those areas, does that



           19     remove all turbines within the two miles of a



           20     documented ferruginous hawk nest?



           21                        MR. GREENE:  I -- I would say every



           22     red-colored turbine in that first figure is not only



           23     red because it was in -- it is within two miles of a



           24     nest, but all red turbines on that figure are within a



           25     two -- two-mile radius --





                                                                        74

�







            1                        CHAIR DREW:  And there --



            2                        MR. GREENE:  -- of a nest.



            3                        CHAIR DREW:  -- are no others...



            4                        MR. GREENE:  There are no other red



            5     turbines that are outside of --



            6                        CHAIR DREW:  There are no --



            7                        MR. GREENE:  -- a two-mile radius --



            8                        CHAIR DREW:  -- turbines that are --



            9                        MR. GREENE:  -- of a nest.



           10                        CHAIR DREW:  Yeah.  Okay.



           11          So I want to start from that question, because I



           12     want us to seriously consider the solar arrays and BESS



           13     if they are in the same category of creating impacts to



           14     the ferruginous hawk foraging area, which is what I



           15     focused on by the new mitigation measure that we talked



           16     about earlier.



           17          In my opinion, I think it is the turbines that are



           18     the most impact, and it's also the elimination of



           19     existing priority habitat.  But if what we are doing is



           20     putting solar arrays within those two miles of the



           21     nests on agricultural already disturbed property, I



           22     guess my view is it should be perhaps just the turbines



           23     that are eliminated in the two-mile ferruginous hawk



           24     zone.



           25          So comments on that.
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            1          Mr. Livingston.



            2                        MR. LIVINGSTON:  Yeah, I'm still --



            3     I'm still supporting C, which would exclude all primary



            4     compo- -- project components.  And if that would



            5     include solar, then I would -- I would be supporting



            6     that still.



            7                        CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  Mr. Young.



            8                        MR. YOUNG:  Yeah, I agree with



            9     Mr. Livingston, and I -- I support Option C.



           10                        CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  Others?



           11                        MR. LEVITT:  I think I might need a



           12     review of the map again, because I was a little



           13     confused by that explanation, but I think I do not



           14     support C.



           15                        CHAIR DREW:  Okay.



           16                        MR. GREENE:  Can you clarify which



           17     map you would like to see again?



           18                        MR. LEVITT:  Sorry.  The one you



           19     went over where you were saying clear -- clear



           20     sections.  It was just before --



           21                        MR. GREENE:  Yes.



           22                        MR. LEVITT:  -- we got -- yeah.



           23                        MR. GREENE:  Yeah.  So the red-



           24     shaded sections are sections of the micro-si- -- the



           25     wind micro-siting corridor where turbines would no
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            1     longer be allowed under the current form of the



            2     mitigation, so they are within two miles of a



            3     documented nest.  The clear are areas outside of that



            4     two-mile buffer.  So wind turbines would be allowed to



            5     be sited normally.



            6                        MR. LEVITT:  And green is to be



            7     sited normally?



            8                        MR. GREENE:  Yes, green are the



            9     actual currently proposed locations of turbines.



           10                        MR. LEVITT:  And solar fields,



           11     like -- there's solar fields on the west, and they're



           12     demarcated by cross lines?



           13                        MR. GREENE:  Yes, they are.  And



           14     they are with -- they are outside of that two-mile



           15     radius of any identified nest.  The east solar array,



           16     which is not shown on this map because it -- it was



           17     excluded for a number of mitigation reasons, would be



           18     fully within a two-mile radius of a nest.



           19                        MR. LEVITT:  Do you show it with



           20     your cursor approximately where you --



           21                        MR. GREENE:  Yes.  It's -- it's



           22     right -- well, it's -- it's right here mostly actually.



           23                        MR. LEVITT:  Okay.  Thank you.



           24                        CHAIR DREW:  Other comments from



           25     Council members?
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            1                        MR. LEVITT:  Mr. Greene, if we were



            2     to go with C, would the applicant have the option of



            3     trying to adjust where the -- where that solar station



            4     is?



            5                        MR. GREENE:  Likely not for the



            6     solar array, just because there's a lot involved with



            7     the -- the siting of project components and the only



            8     areas where full -- a full complement of surveys had



            9     been performed are the current cross-hatched solar



           10     arrays or those corridors, the -- the micro-siting



           11     corridors.  So they could identify a different site and



           12     propose that.  It would require more collection of data



           13     and analysis.



           14                        CHAIR DREW:  Probably an amendment.



           15                        MR. GREENE:  Yes.



           16                        MR. LEVITT:  And the reason they



           17     probably have two sets is one is connected to one side



           18     of the project, and another is connected to different



           19     parts of the project; is that correct?



           20     Infrastructure-wise?



           21                        MR. GREENE:  The primary



           22     transmission line does connect the eastern part of the



           23     project to the western part, but there are substations



           24     located on both sides.  So I would imagine that each



           25     solar array connects to different substations as
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            1     currently proposed.



            2                        MR. LEVITT:  Okay.  Thank you.



            3                        CHAIR DREW:  Any other comments?



            4          We will take a vote.  The vote will be whether or



            5     not the primary project components, all of them --



            6     turbines, solar arrays, and BESS -- should be excluded



            7     from all areas within two miles of a documented



            8     ferruginous hawk nest.



            9          So we're voting on C.  And all those in favor,



           10     raise hands.



           11          All those opposed.



           12          Put your hands down.



           13          All those opposed.



           14          So we will be -- okay.  So what are we moving



           15     forward with, then?



           16          Ms. Brewster.



           17                        MS. BREWSTER:  Yeah, I guess maybe a



           18     bit more discussion about a compromise like B.  I'm in



           19     favor of excluding -- I guess my concern is maybe the



           20     east solar array and its -- how it's affected,



           21     considering the discussion we had earlier about the



           22     east solar array and the habitat types.



           23          So I guess I am in favor of the two-mile hard



           24     boundary for most things, but I think I have a question



           25     about that east solar array.
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            1                        CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  And your



            2     question on the east solar array is...?



            3                        MS. BREWSTER:  Well, I guess not so



            4     much a question as not -- I guess I am just not a -- I



            5     haven't had a chance to think about that east solar



            6     array and its effects and how it is affected by the



            7     two-mile boundaries and especially around the historic



            8     nests that may be demonstrated as not viable.



            9                        CHAIR DREW:  Okay.



           10                        MS. BREWSTER:  So that's where --



           11     why I'm waffling a little bit.



           12                        CHAIR DREW:  Okay.



           13          Mr. Levitt.



           14                        MR. LEVITT:  Yeah, I guess I have a



           15     question for Mr. Greene, Mr. Livingston, or other EFSEC



           16     staff with expertise.  But I guess I'm curious if there



           17     is a best management practice that has been in place in



           18     Washington or more widely in Western states for -- for



           19     these specific questions, half mile or two miles.



           20     Like, do most states do B?  Do most states do C?  Et



           21     cetera.



           22                        MR. GREENE:  I would say, in most



           23     existing cases, ferruginous hawk nests are not



           24     necessarily provided a buffer from development.  This



           25     was proposed in this case because this species is --
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            1     their population levels are very fragile in this area,



            2     and there's a -- a significant threat to their



            3     continued existence in the area both as a result of



            4     direct mortality and loss of foraging habitat.



            5          The two-mile buffer was arrived at through



            6     discussions with WDFW staff as an indication of the



            7     general home range of ferruginous hawks from their



            8     nests, and that was their guidance on the desired



            9     buffer that WDFW staff would like to see implemented



           10     for all project components.



           11          The -- the Option B here that EFSEC staff



           12     developed as a potential option for discussion was



           13     arrived at by using the existing WDFW seasonal buffers



           14     for project -- for work activities for active



           15     ferruginous hawk nests, which is half a mile, and



           16     considering a case where that half-mile seasonal buffer



           17     is made permanent for all project components and no



           18     siting would be done in that area with the remaining



           19     1.5-mile radius of the home range being covered by the



           20     existing restrictions within the FEIS version of this



           21     measure, which is, again, the inactive nest, nonviable



           22     habitat, and a mitigation and monitoring and management



           23     plan.



           24                        CHAIR DREW:  So would an option be



           25     that we would not allow -- which I think we've already
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            1     done, but just to be sure -- turbines to be constructed



            2     within the two-mile documented ferruginous hawk nest



            3     but would allow solar arrays or BESS -- I don't even



            4     know that I want to go to the demonstrating that a nest



            5     is inactive, I guess.



            6                        MS. BUMPUS:  Chair Drew, this is --



            7                        CHAIR DREW:  Yes.



            8                        MS. BUMPUS:  -- Sonia Bumpus.



            9          I was just going to mention, you know, as I'm



           10     listening here, that the Council talked about



           11     eliminating the red turbines, which are also turbines



           12     within this two-mile --



           13                        CHAIR DREW:  Right.



           14                        MS. BUMPUS:  -- buffer.  So I wonder



           15     if maybe it makes more sense to look at this question



           16     as just about solar arrays and BESS.



           17                        CHAIR DREW:  Yes.



           18                        MS. BUMPUS:  And then the other



           19     thing I was just going to mention is that I think that



           20     the removal of the red turbines that is being



           21     contemplated, it was noted that this was about



           22     compounding impacts, getting at reducing but not able



           23     to eliminate multiple different kinds of impacts:



           24     Visual, so on; avian impacts, these kinds of things.



           25     So I don't know.  I think maybe removing turbines from
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            1     this and just thinking about it in terms of solar



            2     arrays and BESS, particularly if the Council's leaning



            3     towards removal of the red turbines.



            4                        CHAIR DREW:  I think that's what



            5     I'm -- exactly what I'm trying to get to here.



            6          And what would we -- what --



            7                        MR. GREENE:  So I -- I guess --



            8                        CHAIR DREW:  Go ahead.



            9                        MR. GREENE:  -- the -- the version



           10     that I think you're discussing would exclude wind



           11     turbines from within a two-mile buffer of any



           12     documented nest.  And for solar arrays and BESSes, the



           13     question is whether you would like to see the existing



           14     restrictions from the FEIS version of this measure



           15     required for siting those components or allow those



           16     components to be sited free of those restrictions.



           17                        CHAIR DREW:  I guess my preference



           18     would be to allow the -- those -- that



           19     infrastructure -- or that -- those primary project



           20     components to be included or allowed and not -- I guess



           21     the -- that would be my preference.  With the exclusion



           22     we've already done for the solar arrays on the priority



           23     habitat areas.



           24                        MR. GREENE:  Yes.  In either of



           25     those versions I just mentioned, the mitigation
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            1     management plan, I assume, would stay.  That's --



            2                        CHAIR DREW:  Yes.



            3                        MR. GREENE:  That's pretty standard



            4     for all of our species mitigation.



            5                        CHAIR DREW:  Yes.



            6          What are views of Council members?



            7          Mr. Levitt?



            8                        MR. LEVITT:  I guess I think that



            9     can be persuaded.  But B, to me, still sounds more



           10     appealing than A or C.



           11                        CHAIR DREW:  Say that again.  It



           12     sounds more...?



           13                        MR. LEVITT:  Appealing.



           14                        CHAIR DREW:  Oh.  Okay.



           15          I -- again, I come back to:  Requiring the work to



           16     be done for solars or BESS, I think, is -- is not the



           17     same as looking at the nests in the context of the



           18     impact from a turbine.  So I would not have the



           19     mitigation on those two project components.



           20          That's what I'll propose:  That the Species 5, we



           21     still want a mitigation plan, but the solar arrays and



           22     the BESS can be included with the species management



           23     plan.



           24          Does that make sense?



           25          Ms. Brewster.
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            1                        MS. BREWSTER:  Yeah, just -- so to



            2     clarify, you're leaning towards the Option A, so there



            3     would be no restriction such as the half-mile seasonal



            4     buffer around a nest site; is that correct?



            5                        CHAIR DREW:  Yes.  Already -- I



            6     mean, we can keep the exclusion of the turbines within



            7     that area, which we are also looking at another way,



            8     but I think we should also keep it in here.



            9          So it would be that the turbines would not be --



           10     would be excluded from all areas, but solars and BESS



           11     would be allowed.



           12          Any discussion?



           13                        MS. BREWSTER:  I think I would be



           14     inclined to lean towards B.  That still leaves some



           15     buffer around an area that, as was discussed by the



           16     Fish and Wildlife expert, that the nests are



           17     generally -- nest sites can be close together and used,



           18     so I feel like that would leave a little leeway without



           19     entirely excluding --



           20                        CHAIR DREW:  Okay.



           21                        MS. BREWSTER:  -- infrastructure



           22     there.



           23                        CHAIR DREW:  I could do that.



           24     Let's -- my -- okay.  If the applicant would want to



           25     build in that area, then they would need to demonstrate
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            1     that the nest is inactive or that no viable foraging



            2     habitat is present and produce a mitigation and



            3     management plan.



            4          Okay?  More discussion on that?



            5                        MR. LEVITT:  This is Eli,



            6     Mr. Greene.  So we -- we have a threshold for the



            7     applicant to be able to prove whether a nest is active



            8     or inactive, right?  If it's not used for, like, two or



            9     three years or something, it's inactive; is that



           10     correct?  Or maybe it is --



           11                        MR. GREENE:  Yeah, the -- the exact



           12     methodology for determining whether a nest is active



           13     and whether the habitat is viable is something that



           14     would be developed through conversations with us, the



           15     applicant, WDFW, through the PTAG.



           16          The applicant has proposed a number of measures



           17     for how to -- to reach those determinations, but we



           18     haven't really considered them at this point, because



           19     we are waiting for final determination on this measure



           20     and the incorporation of the PTAG.



           21                        MR. LEVITT:  Okay.  Thank you.



           22                        CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  So this vote is



           23     on excluding turbines from all areas within two miles



           24     and allowing solar arrays and BESS on B.



           25          Ms. Osborne.
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            1                        MS. OSBORNE:  Sorry, Chair Drew.  I



            2     just was being a little bit ahead.



            3                        CHAIR DREW:  Ahead of the question.



            4                        MS. OSBORNE:  Yep.  Sorry about



            5     that.



            6                        CHAIR DREW:  That's okay.



            7          So is that clear?  We would exclude turbines in



            8     the two-mile, and the solar arrays and BESS would be



            9     excluded from all areas within a half mile of a



           10     documented nest, but allow the half mile to two miles



           11     of a documented hawk nest for solar arrays and BESS if



           12     the applicant can demonstrate that the nest is



           13     inactive, no viable foraging habitat is present,



           14     produces a mitigation plan.



           15          Okay.  All those in favor, raise your hands.



           16          All those opposed.



           17          Okay.  It is four to two.  So that is moving



           18     forward.



           19                        MR. LEVITT:  Chair Drew, clarifying



           20     question for that vote.



           21          I thought at one point --



           22                        CHAIR DREW:  Yes.



           23                        MR. LEVITT:  -- Director Bumpus



           24     suggested we not think about the turbines in this vote.



           25     So you did include the turbines, correct?
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            1                        CHAIR DREW:  I did, because it's,



            2     for me, a double safety, if you will, to say here



            3     they're excluded, so there's no question about that



            4     they would be excluded in the two-mile area.  But



            5     they're also ones we're planning to exclude anyway.



            6                        MR. LEVITT:  Okay.



            7                        MR. GREENE:  I would also say, in



            8     the interest of staff actually implementing these



            9     measures, having that two-mile buffer defined here is



           10     very helpful because we are excluding not just



           11     individual turbine locations; we are excluding sections



           12     of the micro-siting corridor so that turbines aren't



           13     just moved the two feet and suddenly are allowed again.



           14                        CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  Thank you,



           15     everybody.  We'll move on to the next one.



           16                        MR. GREENE:  And the next question



           17     is this same topic again but for secondary components.



           18     I'm sorry.  That's -- whoops.  That's a typo.  Option 3



           19     is not the current version for this.



           20          For secondary components, the version in the FEIS



           21     is also the version that Council was considering at the



           22     previous meeting, which is that secondary components,



           23     such as roads, substations, and transmission lines,



           24     would be allowed within two miles of a documented nest



           25     only when the applicant can demonstrate that the nest
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            1     is inactive, no viable foraging habitat is present, and



            2     produces a mitigation and management plan.



            3                        CHAIR DREW:  Mr. Young.



            4                        MR. YOUNG:  Could you flip back to



            5     the notes from our December 20 meeting as far as the



            6     secondary components?



            7                        MR. GREENE:  Did you mean, like, the



            8     actual text of it?



            9                        MR. YOUNG:  Yes.



           10          Thank you.



           11                        MR. GREENE:  What the edit



           12     essentially did was change the beginning of this



           13     measure to fully exclude primary components within that



           14     two-mile buffer, which will now change as a result of



           15     the previous vote, and then make the rest of Species 5



           16     as written only apply to secondary components.



           17          So the rest of the text is essentially the same as



           18     the FEIS version of Species 5.



           19                        CHAIR DREW:  And that's the original



           20     that's on the left, is the FEIS version, which would --



           21     so maybe to make this easy for everyone, it is the same



           22     as the FEIS version.



           23          All those in favor of maintaining that as we



           24     described on 12/20/23, raise your hand.



           25          I'll ask for discussion.
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            1          Is there any other discussion?



            2                        MR. YOUNG:  Yeah.  Could we --



            3                        CHAIR DREW:  I should --



            4                        MR. YOUNG:  Could we flip back to



            5     the questions?  I'm still trying to cross-reference the



            6     questions back --



            7                        CHAIR DREW:  Yeah.



            8                        MR. YOUNG:  -- to the -- the notes.



            9                        CHAIR DREW:  My apologies.



           10                        MR. YOUNG:  So this is for secondary



           11     components.



           12                        MR. GREENE:  Correct.



           13                        MR. YOUNG:  And is it that Option A



           14     is -- is what is consistent with both the FEIS and



           15     December 20?



           16                        CHAIR DREW:  Yes.



           17                        MR. GREENE:  Correct.



           18                        MR. YOUNG:  And that's what the --



           19     the vote is being called for, is who supports A.



           20                        CHAIR DREW:  Yes.  Yes.



           21                        MR. YOUNG:  Because of that



           22     consistency?



           23                        CHAIR DREW:  Yes.



           24                        MR. YOUNG:  Is that correct?



           25          Thanks for the clarification.





                                                                        90

�







            1                        CHAIR DREW:  Yeah.



            2          So we're going to vote on A.



            3          All those in favor of A.  Unless there's further



            4     discussion.



            5          Sorry.  Okay.



            6          All those in favor of A, raise your hand.



            7          Okay.  Thank you.



            8                        MR. GREENE:  Okay.  The next and, I



            9     believe, final exclusion measure for today's meeting is



           10     a new measure that we entitled Cultural Resources 3,



           11     which is a desire that was discussed by the Council at



           12     the previous meeting to eliminate -- or exclude all



           13     project components from areas east of the boundaries of



           14     Straub Canyon to reduce the project impacts to identify



           15     TCPs.



           16          And this is what the project would look like



           17     with -- Straub Canyon doesn't fully bisect the project



           18     area, so staff drew a line in the -- the direction of



           19     travel of the canyon from it -- its final extent and



           20     kind of extended that through the project area so that



           21     we would have a line of demarcation.  But this is what



           22     the project would look like with the incorporation of



           23     that measure.



           24          And then the question is fairly straightforward,



           25     is just:  Should all project components be allowed east
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            1     of Straub Canyon, which is the FEIS version, or



            2     excluded from the areas east of Straub Canyon, which is



            3     the proposed version.



            4                        CHAIR DREW:  Mr. Young.



            5                        MR. YOUNG:  So could you flip back



            6     to the map?  I had a question about the -- down at the



            7     extreme southeast tip of -- of the project area here,



            8     there's, like, a red-shaded corridor.  Is that --



            9     that's -- is that an area where we've already for other



           10     reasons excluded turbines?



           11                        MR. GREENE:  You mean this area



           12     here?



           13                        MR. YOUNG:  No.  Up near, like, what



           14     the new project area would be.  Yeah, right up there.



           15                        MR. GREENE:  Yeah.  Okay.  Yes.  I'm



           16     sorry.  The -- just the way that we develop these



           17     figures, these red-shaded corridors are areas that are



           18     within two miles of a ferruginous hawk nest, so they



           19     would be excluded by Species 5 for primary project



           20     components.



           21                        MR. YOUNG:  Thank you.



           22          And I do advocate for this option.  I -- I think



           23     we would eliminate a large portion of the unmitigable



           24     high, high impacts to traditional cultural properties.



           25     And so much of what is in the area that would be
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            1     eliminated under this option would also resolve



            2     multiple other concerns that we've had with ferruginous



            3     hawk, with wildlife movement corridors, with visual



            4     impacts from the more developed areas off to the east,



            5     with connectivity.  So many things.  But the dominant



            6     driver for this for me is to address the significant



            7     unmitigable impacts to traditional cultural properties,



            8     and I do support this.



            9                        CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  Thank you.



           10          Other comments?



           11                        MR. LEVITT:  This is Eli.  I guess I



           12     would offer up that, you know, we've done our best as a



           13     Council to mitigate environmental impacts, especially



           14     wildlife.  And the cultural impacts are challenging, to



           15     say the least.  But because we've had such a strong



           16     focus on wildlife, I think that actually ends up



           17     helping with -- just saying at a very high level,



           18     helping with TCP issues presented by some interested



           19     parties.



           20          So I don't know.  The demarcation of Straub



           21     Canyon, to me, seems arbitrary and pulled out -- pulled



           22     out of our pocket, so I guess I just -- I can't support



           23     the proposal as is.



           24                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.



           25          Other comments?
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            1          I will say that I respect and understand,



            2     Mr. Young, your reason for putting this forward.  I



            3     would say that there are project components in



            4     different -- in areas to the east that don't have the



            5     same multiple compounding impacts as the ones we talked



            6     about earlier.  And those would be eliminated in this



            7     proposal.



            8          And I do know and understand that the entire



            9     project does impact traditional cultural properties,



           10     and we are considering that information along with the



           11     environmental, but we also have to consider our



           12     responsibility to support clean energy development as



           13     well, and it's a difficult balancing to do.  But in



           14     order to maintain ability for more of the project to



           15     move forward for that clean energy, I would not support



           16     eliminating all of the project to the east.



           17          Mr. Livingston.



           18                        MR. LIVINGSTON:  I always end up



           19     having more questions than I have answers.  But, you



           20     know, it would be -- it would be helpful for me to know



           21     what the -- what would the project's ability -- how



           22     much megawatts can they produce with this, this



           23     proposal; how many turbines are we talking that would



           24     be built; what's the -- what does that look like.  I



           25     mean, it is a very different project than what was
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            1     originally proposed, and we also have the other -- all



            2     the other mitigation and avoidance measures that we've



            3     taken have changed the project significantly anyway.



            4          I -- I want to support this, this effort, because



            5     it -- it's a large project with two solar arrays and a



            6     number of turbines in the string.  I also know that the



            7     company designed it to include that giant 25-mile-long



            8     corridor, which there's multiple issues with that, of



            9     course.



           10          But seeing what this -- the output of this, and



           11     truly is it not viable?  Yeah, it's not viable to what



           12     they built or originally designed for, but it -- could



           13     this be a project in itself?  I believe it could.  So



           14     I'm -- I'm supportive of it.



           15                        CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  Thank you.



           16          Other --



           17                        MR. YOUNG:  I would -- I would --



           18                        CHAIR DREW:  -- Council members?



           19                        MR. YOUNG:  Sorry, Chair Drew.  I



           20     didn't raise my hand.  But I -- I would refer my fellow



           21     Council members to the confidential mapping of the



           22     project's impacts on traditional cultural properties.



           23          Again, everything we've been looking at so far has



           24     been based on the maps where TCP impacts did not



           25     feature into the green/yellow/red categorization of the
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            1     turbines.  And you get a different take on the



            2     project's impacts when you look at that confidential



            3     information of the project's impacts on TCPs.



            4          And I'd also put forth that I don't think the



            5     selection of Straub Canyon was a completely arbitrary



            6     thing.  If we start looking at maps that represent our



            7     other concerns that we've talked about and that we're



            8     mitigating, particularly where that major north-south



            9     wildlife movement corridor runs through the project,



           10     Straub Canyon and what's east of that, it is a logical



           11     break point to eliminate a lot of impacts associated



           12     with the eastern part of the project.  So I'd just put



           13     forth that it was not an arbitrary selection.



           14                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.



           15          Thank you for also mentioning the confidential



           16     maps.  I, myself, personally have spent a great deal of



           17     time looking at those maps, so I appreciate you



           18     referencing those.  I have considered that.  I have



           19     looked at the multiple impacts and the balance that we



           20     are trying to -- I am trying to make with this project.



           21     And we will not eliminate all the impacts and all the



           22     impacts to traditional cultural properties unless we



           23     deny the project.



           24          So I will not be supporting this.  I think there



           25     are still elements that can be constructed with a lot
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            1     of the mitigation that we brought forward for many



            2     impacts that we have seen in each of our processes,



            3     again with the FEIS, with the adjudication, and with



            4     public comments.



            5          I think we will need to take a vote.



            6          All those in favor of supporting this proposal to



            7     eliminate all project elements from east of Straub



            8     Canyon, please raise your hand.



            9          Thank you.



           10          All those opposed.



           11          Okay.  It fails.  Thank you.



           12          Are there other measures for us to consider?



           13                        MR. GREENE:  No.  That is the



           14     entirety.



           15                        CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  So Mr. Young.



           16                        MR. YOUNG:  I -- I would -- I don't



           17     know how it would fit exactly into the force of our



           18     discussion this afternoon, but I think what was



           19     summarized for us at the beginning of the meeting, the



           20     additional input around impacts on aerial firefighting



           21     capabilities that came in for Mr. Lane and chief, the



           22     local fire chief, I think that that might point to some



           23     things that we would want to require of the applicant



           24     to -- if the project moves ahead, that the -- knowing



           25     that aerial firefighting will not be able to be used
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            1     inside the perimeter or within a quarter mile of the



            2     perimeter, it suggests that really serious



            3     consideration is giving -- given to the alternative and



            4     some type of really well-thought-out plan on how fires



            5     can be fought from the ground in those areas that are



            6     not open to aircraft.



            7                        CHAIR DREW:  I think it is -- I



            8     think that's a good idea.  I think we already have a



            9     measure on that, don't we?



           10                        MR. GREENE:  We don't have a



           11     mitigation measure, but one of the applicant



           12     commitments is to develop a fire management plan in



           13     coordination with EFSEC and local fire response



           14     agencies.



           15                        MR. YOUNG:  But perhaps what could



           16     be included in there is that the applicant needs to



           17     specifically address how it's going to make up for the



           18     lack of ability to fight fire from the air, which is an



           19     extreme -- probably the single most important initial



           20     attack to what we have.  And so I think there's an



           21     added -- added responsibility on the applicant to make



           22     sure that that plan addresses how they're going to make



           23     up for the inability to call for aircraft when aircraft



           24     would otherwise be deployed.



           25                        CHAIR DREW:  It's my





                                                                        98

�







            1     understanding -- and maybe the staff can help me



            2     here -- that there isn't a wind farm -- there's not an



            3     expectation that there will be firefighting -- aerial



            4     firefighting over any wind farm in the state.  So my



            5     concern has always been about the periphery.



            6          I think if you look even at the Wild Horse wind



            7     project and their experience with fire and how they



            8     fought it there, which is in their TAC minutes, which



            9     was just provided to us.



           10          So I hear what you're saying.  My concern has



           11     always been on the aerial firefighting is the area



           12     outside the perimeter of the project, itself.



           13                        MR. YOUNG:  Yeah, I think the -- the



           14     conversa- -- I agree with you, Chair Drew.  But I think



           15     the conversations we've had around aerial firefighting



           16     as it pertains to this project have -- have highlighted



           17     some things that maybe haven't got the same level of



           18     attention in the past.  And, in fact, I believe that



           19     there's a bill working in the legislature right now



           20     that addresses aerial firefighting and wind



           21     interactions.  And I don't -- don't know what the



           22     status of that bill is.



           23          But I think what we've done in the context of



           24     discussing it in this project, we've highlighted



           25     something that maybe, going forward, needs a little
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            1     more attention than what it's received in the past.



            2          But I would agree.  The challenges around aerial



            3     firefighting and this proposed wind farm exist with



            4     other wind farms as well.



            5                        CHAIR DREW:  Yeah, I think -- I



            6     think the fire -- I think we should ask -- I think we



            7     can certainly ask that the plan consider issues around



            8     aerial firefighting.



            9                        MR. YOUNG:  If air -- if air assets



           10     were at -- at one's disposal, one might write the plan



           11     one way, but knowing going in that air fi- -- aerial



           12     firefighting is not an option --



           13                        CHAIR DREW:  Right.



           14                        MR. YOUNG:  -- would cause you to



           15     write the plan a different -- a different way.



           16                        CHAIR DREW:  Right.  That's fine.  I



           17     think that's fine.  Appreciate that.



           18          So the conclusion here is that we need a motion to



           19     ask staff to finalize documents.  This is to give



           20     direction to staff to finalize documents for review by



           21     the public and by ourselves that incorporate the



           22     decisions we have made today and to provide those



           23     documents back to us for review and final consideration



           24     at a future meeting.



           25          Is there a motion to direct staff?
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            1          Mr. Young.



            2                        MR. YOUNG:  I'm sorry.  Could I ask



            3     a question before --



            4                        CHAIR DREW:  Sure.



            5                        MR. YOUNG:  -- before we get to



            6     that?



            7          So is there still a final vote in front of us as



            8     to whether we support this project being built or not?



            9                        CHAIR DREW:  Yes.



           10                        MR. YOUNG:  Okay.  Thank you.



           11                        CHAIR DREW:  So this is directing



           12     the staff to move forward with the documents with the



           13     decisions we've made today, and prior decisions, to



           14     finalize those documents for our review and final vote



           15     in a future meeting.



           16          May I have a motion?



           17                        MR. LEVITT:  Eli Levitt.  So moved.



           18                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.



           19          Is there a second?



           20                        MS. BREWSTER:  Stacey Brewster.



           21     Second.



           22                        CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  Go ahead.  Was



           23     that somebody from our Council?  Okay.



           24          Is there any discussion?



           25          Okay.  All those in favor, let's do the hand --
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            1     raise hand.



            2          Okay.  Opposed.



            3          We'd better put our hands down.  There we go.



            4          Motion carries.



            5          One more item on -- well, actually, a couple more



            6     items on our agenda.  One is an action item regarding



            7     an extension request.



            8          Ms. Moon, are you still here?



            9                        MS. MOON:  Yes.  Yes, I am.  Thank



           10     you, Chair Drew.



           11                        CHAIR DREW:  You are on for the



           12     extension request.



           13                        MS. MOON:  Okay.  So I wanted to



           14     turn the Council's attention to the current agreement



           15     between EFSEC and the project proponent to complete the



           16     processing of their application for site certification,



           17     or ASC, and submit an EFSEC recommendation to the



           18     governor by January 31st of this year, 2024.



           19          To allow for more Council review, including



           20     responding to the Council's request for additional



           21     information, EFSEC staff worked with the applicant to



           22     establish an updated commitment date to complete the



           23     processing of the Horse Heaven application for site



           24     certification.  The new date, which is referred to as



           25     the extension -- which is referred to as the extension
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            1     date as defined in the Revised Code of Washington



            2     80.50.100 -- 80.50.100 -- requires the EFSEC Council to



            3     report to the governor its recommendations as to the



            4     approval or rejection of an application for



            5     certification within 12 months of receipt by the



            6     Council of such an application or such later time as is



            7     mutually agreed by the Council and the applicant.



            8          Three extension requests have been approved by the



            9     Council.  And the extension request included in the



           10     Council packet, which is up on the screen, that's



           11     included today would extend the application processing



           12     of the proposed Horse Heaven Wind Farm project



           13     application for site certification to April 30th, 2024.



           14          Five public comments were received on the



           15     extension request.  The proposed extension request will



           16     allev- -- will -- I'm sorry.  The proposed extension



           17     request will allow the additional time needed for staff



           18     to prepare the documentation needed for the



           19     recommendation to the governor, followed by Council



           20     review and public comment.  Staff have coordinated with



           21     the applicant on the request time frame to allow for



           22     work that may be needed following Council review or



           23     public comment.



           24                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.



           25          Are there any questions for staff?
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            1          Is there a motion to approve the extension request



            2     till April --



            3          Sorry.  My eyes can't see.



            4                        MS. MOON:  April 30th, 2024.



            5                        CHAIR DREW:  -- 30th, 2024?



            6          Motion to approve the extension request?



            7                        MS. BREWSTER:  Stacey Brewster.  So



            8     moved.



            9                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.



           10          Second?



           11                        MR. LEVITT:  Eli Levitt.  Second.



           12                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.



           13          Discussion?



           14          My discussion is that I appreciate the time.  I



           15     expect it will be done sooner than that.  But I don't



           16     see any point in continuing to ask for extensions, so I



           17     appreciate the time frame in this letter.



           18          All those in favor, say "aye."



           19                        MULTIPLE SPEAKERS:  Aye.



           20                        CHAIR DREW:  All those opposed?



           21          Motion carries.  Thank you.



           22          We have agenda items remaining.  And thank you,



           23     everybody, for the discussion, the thoughtful



           24     consideration.  I very much appreciate it.



           25          Cascade Renewable Transmission Project,
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            1     preapplication announcement.  Ms. Hafkemeyer.



            2                        MS. HAFKEMEYER:  Thank you.  I'll



            3     try and keep it brief.



            4          On December 20th, 2023, EFSEC staff received the



            5     preapplication materials for the Cascade Renewable



            6     Transmission Project.  The proposed transmission line



            7     would begin at the Big Eddy Substation located near The



            8     Dalles, Oregon, and terminate at the Portland General



            9     Electric Harborton Substation located in Portland,



           10     Oregon.  This line would primarily run down the



           11     Columbia River, in the riverbed, exiting the river to



           12     go around the Bonneville Dam.



           13          Per the Revised Code of Washington, or RCW,



           14     80.50.330 and the Washington Administrative Code, or



           15     WAC, 463-61-050, electrical transmission proposals are



           16     required to engage in specific preapplication



           17     activities, such as outreach and negotiations with



           18     local jurisdictions.  While the applicant, Cascade



           19     Renewables, LLC, is engaging in those activities, EFSEC



           20     staff are preparing to hold public informational



           21     meetings in accordance with WAC 463-61-040.



           22          Staff are preparing to hold three meetings, one in



           23     each county the proposed transmission line passes by,



           24     on the evenings of February 6th, 7th, and 8th.  At



           25     these meetings, staff will present the EFSEC process,
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            1     and the applicant will present the project.  These are



            2     not meetings to take public comment, but information on



            3     how to contact EFSEC with comment will be provided as



            4     part of EFSEC's presentation.  Details for the



            5     in-person venues of these meetings will be issued once



            6     they are finalized.



            7          Are there any questions?



            8                        CHAIR DREW:  So this is a



            9     preapplication process, which is required in our



           10     statute on transmission projects.  Before -- when this



           11     project -- should this project come to us in an



           12     application, not in preapplication, then the Council



           13     would be required to hold public informational meetings



           14     within 60 days in these same communities; is that



           15     correct?



           16                        MS. HAFKEMEYER:  Correct.  Once the



           17     application is received, the process proceeds as it



           18     would for an energy-generating facility.  There are



           19     specific preapplication facili- -- or preapplication



           20     activities that are required of transmission only.  But



           21     once the application is received, the meetings that are



           22     typically required for other projects will also be



           23     required of this project.



           24                        CHAIR DREW:  So this is an early



           25     meeting at this point in time to inform the public
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            1     about both the project from the entity that is putting



            2     it forward as well as to hear about the EFSEC process,



            3     but we will have our usual public informational



            4     meetings taking comments after the application is



            5     received.



            6                        MS. HAFKEMEYER:  Correct.



            7                        CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  Any other



            8     questions from Council members?



            9          Okay.  Thank you.



           10          Third-quarter cost allocation.  Ms. Bumpus.



           11                        MS. BUMPUS:  Good afternoon, Chair



           12     Drew and Council.  Thank you.  For the record, this is



           13     Sonia Bumpus.



           14          I'm going to read off EFSEC's third-quarter 2024



           15     cost allocations.  This covers the period January 1,



           16     2024, to March 30th, 2024.



           17          For Kittitas Valley wind power, 4 percent.



           18          For Wild Horse, 4 percent.



           19          For Columbia Generating Station, 20 percent.



           20          Columbia Solar, 4 percent.



           21          WNP-1, 2 percent.



           22          Whistling Ridge, 3 percent.



           23          Grays Harbor, 6 percent.



           24          Chehalis, 6 percent.



           25          Desert Claim, 4 percent.
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            1          Goose Prairie, 4 percent.



            2          Horse Heaven, 15 percent.



            3          Badger Mountain, 6 percent.



            4          Cypress Creek, 4 percent.



            5          Wautoma Solar, 6 percent.



            6          Hop Hill, 6 percent.



            7          Carriger Solar, also 6 percent.



            8          And that concludes my update for the nondirect



            9     cost allocation.



           10                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.



           11          And now for the employee updates.  We have



           12     new-employee introductions.



           13          Beautiful picture on the screen.  I don't know who



           14     that was, Ms. Grantham.



           15          Mr. Walker, you have an introduction to make.



           16                        MR. WALKER:  Yes.  Thank you, Chair



           17     Drew.  For the record, Dave Walker, director of



           18     administrative services with EFSEC.



           19          I would like to introduce our new policy and



           20     legislation manager.  Lisa McLean just started with us



           21     the middle of January as our new legislative manager.



           22     Very happy to have her aboard.  She joins us from the



           23     Gambling Commission.



           24          So, Lisa, if you'd like to say a few words.



           25                        MS. McLEAN:  Sorry.  I was trying to
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            1     unmute these things.



            2          Hello, everyone.  Nice to meet everybody.  Nice to



            3     participate in this meeting for the first time.  I am



            4     the legislative and policy manager and did come over



            5     from the Gambling Commission where I was also the



            6     legislative and policy manager.



            7          I've been working for Washington State for State



            8     government for five years.  Before the Gambling



            9     Commission, I was working out with the Redistricting



           10     Commission.  And before that, I was working with the



           11     census and making sure everybody filled out their



           12     census form.  And for that reason, Washington State was



           13     second in the nation in terms of people who



           14     self-responded.



           15          So I'm happy to be here and look forward to trying



           16     to advance the interests of the Council through the



           17     legislation and policy efforts that we pursue.  So nice



           18     to meet everybody.



           19                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.  Welcome



           20     aboard.



           21          Next, we have Ami Hafkemeyer.



           22                        MS. HAFKEMEYER:  Thank you, Chair



           23     Drew.  I would like to introduce two new siting



           24     specialists to the Council who have both started this



           25     month.  We have Zia Ahmed, who is joining us from most
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            1     recently Missouri.  Then we have Maria Belkina, who is



            2     also a siting specialist joining us.



            3          Maria will be taking the Cascade Renewable



            4     Transmission Project that I just introduced.  And Zia



            5     will be taking at least one, if not more, of the



            6     incoming projects that we are projecting to see in the



            7     coming weeks.



            8                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.



            9          Welcome aboard.  Thank you for being here.



           10                        MS. BELKINA:  Thank you.



           11                        MR. AHMED:  Thank you.



           12                        CHAIR DREW:  Would you like -- I



           13     mean, you don't -- would you like to introduce a little



           14     bit about yourself?  Go ahead.  Maria.



           15                        MR. AHMED:  Yeah.  Of course.



           16                        CHAIR DREW:  Zia.  Zia.



           17                        MR. AHMED:  Thank you, everyone.  My



           18     name is Zia Ahmed.  So I just complete my Ph.D. from



           19     Mississippi State University.  My concentration was art



           20     and atmospheric science.  And I just start for EFSEC



           21     from January 2nd, 2024.  And I'm excited to work



           22     further.  And nice to meet you, everyone.  And thank



           23     you.



           24                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.



           25          Ms. Belkina.
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            1                        MS. BELKINA:  Hello, everyone.  Just



            2     started my first EFSEC experience January 2024.  I



            3     already have some experience as a site specialist.  And



            4     I'm very pleased to be part of the team.  Thank you.



            5                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.  Welcome



            6     aboard.



            7          Ms. Owens, you also --



            8                        MS. OWENS:  Thank you.



            9                        CHAIR DREW:  -- have a new employee



           10     to introduce.



           11                        MS. OWENS:  I do.  Thank you.



           12          Good afternoon, EFSEC Council and staff.  I'd like



           13     to introduce another new employee, Adrienne Barker.



           14     Adrienne joins the EFSEC team as an administrative



           15     assistant.  Mostly her work will be focused on



           16     assisting the PEIS manager, once we get that position



           17     filled, and other office support tasks as needed.



           18          Adrienne recently relocated back to Washington



           19     from Virginia, where she was an office manager for a



           20     financial planning company.  As a former Washington



           21     State employee, Adrienne's extensive admin experience



           22     includes working in event planning as well as private



           23     sector and government contracting in the Washington,



           24     D.C., area.  So welcome to the team, Adrienne.



           25                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.
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            1          Go ahead.  Welcome.



            2                        MS. BARKER:  Thank you.  Thank you.



            3     It's nice to meet everybody.  I'm looking forward to



            4     it.



            5                        CHAIR DREW:  Welcome aboard.  And we



            6     appreciate -- and welcome home maybe.



            7                        MS. BARKER:  Yes.  Thank you.



            8                        CHAIR DREW:  Welcome back.  So --



            9                        MS. BARKER:  Yep.



           10                        CHAIR DREW:  -- thank you.



           11                        MS. BARKER:  Thank you.



           12                        CHAIR DREW:  With that, we have no



           13     further business.  And so thank you, all, for your



           14     participation and work throughout.



           15          And this meeting is adjourned.



           16                               (Meeting adjourned at



           17                                5:27 p.m.)
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