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

·2· ·August 29, 2024, at 621 Woodland Square Loop

·3· ·Southeast, Lacey, Washington, at 3:01 p.m., the

·4· ·following Horse Heaven Special Meeting of the

·5· ·Washington State Energy Facility Site Evaluation

·6· ·Council was held, to wit:

·7

·8· · · · · · · · · · · ·<<<<<< >>>>>>

·9

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

11· ·is Kathleen Drew, Chair of the Energy Facility Site

12· ·Evaluation meeting, calling our special meeting on

13· ·the Horse Heaven Wind Farm to order.

14· · · ·Ms. Grantham, will you call the roll.

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

16· ·Drew.

17· · · ·Department of Commerce.

18· · · ·Department of Ecology.

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

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

21· ·and Wildlife.

22· · · · · · · · · · ·MR. LIVINGSTON:· Mike Livingston,

23· ·present.

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

25· ·Natural Resources.



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

·2· · · · · · · · · · · MS. GRANTHAM:· Utilities and

·3· ·Transportation Commission.

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

·5· ·present.

·6· · · · · · · · · · · MS. GRANTHAM:· For local government

·7· ·and optional State agency:· For the Horse Heaven

·8· ·project, for Benton County, Ed Brost.

·9· · · · · · · · · · · MR. BROST:· Ed Brost is present.

10· · · · · · · · · · · MS. GRANTHAM:· Assistant attorney

11· ·generals.· Jon Thompson.

12· · · · · · · · · · · MR. THOMPSON:· Present.

13· · · · · · · · · · · MS. GRANTHAM:· And Zack Packer.

14· · · · · · · · · · · MR. PACKER:· Present.

15· · · · · · · · · · · MS. GRANTHAM:· Administrative law

16· ·judge:· Adam Torem.· He has informed me that he is

17· ·online and present.

18· · · · And I will call Council staff who may speak today.

19· · · · Sonia Bumpus.

20· · · · · · · · · · · MS. BUMPUS:· Present.

21· · · · · · · · · · · MS. GRANTHAM:· Ami Hafkemeyer.

22· · · · · · · · · · · MS. HAFKEMEYER:· Present.

23· · · · · · · · · · · MS. GRANTHAM:· Amy Moon.

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

25· · · · · · · · · · · MS. GRANTHAM:· And Sean Greene.



·1· · · · · · · · · · · MR. GREENE:· Present.

·2· · · · · · · · · · · MS. GRANTHAM:· And is there anyone

·3· ·here for the counsel for the environment?

·4· · · · · · · · · · · MS. REYNEVELD:· Yes.· Sarah

·5· ·Reyneveld is present.

·6· · · · · · · · · · · MS. GRANTHAM:· Thank you.

·7· · · · Chair, there is a quorum.

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

·9· · · · My first announcement is that since we are

10· ·unable -- even though we had expected to have all our

11· ·Council members here, we will be scheduling a meeting

12· ·next week to take a vote.· I'm very sorry, but one

13· ·member was unexpectedly unavailable at the last minute.

14· ·So in order to give her the opportunity to vote as

15· ·well, we will be having a short meeting to conduct a

16· ·vote when all members are available.

17· · · · However, we will go ahead and have our discussion

18· ·today.· And just to remind everybody where we are in

19· ·this process, I don't -- I think we all know that

20· ·Governor Inslee directed the Council to reconsider the

21· ·conditions and mitigation in its recommendation in

22· ·favor of an approach to mitigation that is more

23· ·narrowly tailored to the specific impacts identified.

24· · · · That is what we have been working the past couple

25· ·of months forward to.· I know that he also stated that
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·1· ·the record is robust and satisfactory from my

·2· ·perspective for the purposes of siting and permitting

·3· ·the proposed project.

·4· · · · And I do want to say at this point that we've

·5· ·heard a lot from multiple parties about taking up the

·6· ·issue of need for the project, which was not considered

·7· ·in the project adjudication.· And we are not taking

·8· ·that up.· We are focusing our response on approaching

·9· ·the mitigation more narrowly tailored to specific

10· ·impacts.· So I wanted to make that statement on the

11· ·record.· We did not take up the issue of need.· We are

12· ·not taking it up in this proceeding.

13· · · · So at this point, I want to ask the staff to

14· ·summarize the information that went out to all the

15· ·Council members and that the public had a chance to

16· ·review for changes in the Council -- in the proposed

17· ·changes to the SCA for Council reconsideration.· The

18· ·Council at our last meeting on this subject directed

19· ·the staff to draft proposed changes to the SCA.

20· · · · So with that, I will hand it over to Mr. Greene

21· ·and Ms. Hafkemeyer to maybe give us a brief overview of

22· ·what those changes in the SCA are.

23· · · · · · · · · · · MR. GREENE:· Okay.

24· · · · · · · · · · · CHAIR DREW:· Sorry about that.

25· · · · · · · · · · · MR. GREENE:· There were -- let's
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·1· ·see.· There were essentially four changes to mitigation

·2· ·measures from the initial draft SCA that was submitted

·3· ·to the governor's office to the current version

·4· ·provided to the Council and the public.

·5· · · · The first is the Habitat 1 mitigation measure

·6· ·where the original draft version had included a

·7· ·requirement that project components be sited outside of

·8· ·medium-or-higher linkage wildlife movement corridors.

·9· ·That version has been reverted to the version of

10· ·Habitat 1 that was -- that was included in the F -- the

11· ·final environmental impact statement, which is a

12· ·requirement that the applicant provide a corridor

13· ·mitigation plan for any components sited in those --

14· ·those same movement corridors, and this plan would

15· ·include features to accommodate wildlife movement

16· ·across linear project components, impact reduction

17· ·measures, restoration monitoring, and adaptive

18· ·management but does not include the exclusion areas

19· ·associated.

20· · · · · · · · · · · CHAIR DREW:· Okay.· Let's pause

21· ·right there to see if Council members have any

22· ·questions or would like to discuss that.

23· · · · Okay.· Seeing none, let's go on to the Species --

24· · · · · · · · · · · MS. GRANTHAM:· Mr. Livingston raised

25· ·his hand.



·1· · · · · · · · · · · CHAIR DREW:· Who did?· Oh.· Mike.

·2· · · · · · · · · · · MR. LIVINGSTON:· Yeah --

·3· · · · · · · · · · · CHAIR DREW:· Mr. Livingston.

·4· · · · · · · · · · · MR. LIVINGSTON:· -- Chair Drew.

·5· · · · · · · · · · · CHAIR DREW:· Yeah.

·6· · · · · · · · · · · MR. LIVINGSTON:· Thanks.

·7· · · · So the -- this pullback from the protection levels

·8· ·that we had put in the original SCA for medium- to

·9· ·high-quality habitat corridors is certainly one that

10· ·concerns me given the limited amount of habitat

11· ·connectivity that we do have in the Horse Heaven Hills,

12· ·and some of these areas are the last remaining

13· ·connection.

14· · · · So though I appreciate, you know, going back to

15· ·the -- the EIS and what's in there -- and I trust that

16· ·there'll be a lot of hard work going into making sure

17· ·that there's a good plan put in place in the event that

18· ·there has to be some diminishment of those corridors --

19· ·I just wanted to express that that is a -- that is a

20· ·concern of mine, veering away from what the -- the SCA

21· ·that we had recommended to the governor back in the

22· ·spring.· So just wanted to share that.· Thank you.

23· · · · · · · · · · · CHAIR DREW:· I do.· So let's talk

24· ·about that a little bit.· And I appreciate that.

25· · · · So as we look at this corridor mitigation plan, my



·1· ·understanding is that that will be developed with the

·2· ·PTAG; is that correct?· Or is this something that the

·3· ·applicant would put forward to that group for review?

·4· · · · · · · · · · · MR. GREENE:· I'm not sure whether

·5· ·the PTAG is explicitly mentioned in this mitigation

·6· ·measure, but it is a plan that the applicant would

·7· ·develop and submit to EFSEC for approval.

·8· · · · · · · · · · · CHAIR DREW:· To EFSEC.

·9· · · · · · · · · · · MR. GREENE:· Correct.

10· · · · · · · · · · · CHAIR DREW:· Okay.· So that would

11· ·then involve our EFSEC staff reviewing it in

12· ·consultation with our agencies that usually give us

13· ·input as well as with consultants who are on board to

14· ·help us review that.· Is that how you see that process

15· ·moving forward?

16· · · · · · · · · · · MR. GREENE:· Yes, that's correct.

17· ·We would consult with subject matter experts from other

18· ·State agencies as well as consultants that have -- are

19· ·employed by EFSEC.

20· · · · · · · · · · · CHAIR DREW:· And will it include the

21· ·intent that there will be a path through the project

22· ·for wildlife?

23· · · · · · · · · · · MR. GREENE:· Yes.· The goal is to

24· ·reduce project impacts as much as possible or as much

25· ·as practical for barriers to wildlife movement, and



·1· ·that can include requirements to install specific

·2· ·components that would allow for easier wildlife

·3· ·movement, such as larger culverts or potentially

·4· ·bridges or road crossings.

·5· · · · · · · · · · · CHAIR DREW:· Okay.· I just wanted to

·6· ·get on the record what -- our expectations as an agency

·7· ·for how that process would occur.· How we would conduct

·8· ·the process, let me say.

·9· · · · I hear -- I do hear your concerns, and I

10· ·understand them.

11· · · · Are there comments other people would like to

12· ·make, or questions?

13· · · · Okay.· Let's go on to the next --

14· · · · · · · · · · · MR. GREENE:· Sure.

15· · · · · · · · · · · CHAIR DREW:· -- item that is

16· ·changed.

17· · · · · · · · · · · MR. GREENE:· The next mitigation

18· ·measure that is changed from the initial SCA draft is

19· ·Species 5, which is specific to the ferruginous hawk.

20· · · · The original ver- -- or the version of Species 5

21· ·that was submitted to the governor's office included a

22· ·two-mile buffer for all primary project components to

23· ·all documented ferruginous hawk nests within two miles

24· ·of the project lease area.· This included 56 nests from

25· ·the WDFW priority habitat and species data set and an



·1· ·additional two nests that were identified in applicant

·2· ·surveys.

·3· · · · The version of Specie- -- or the version of

·4· ·Species 5 included in the draft SCA available to the

·5· ·Council today reduces that two-mile exclusion area to a

·6· ·0.6-mile exclusion area, or one kilometer, but

·7· ·additionally takes language from the final

·8· ·environmental impact statement version of this measure,

·9· ·wherein any historic -- or any identified nest that

10· ·is where the nesting site is still available and

11· ·sufficient foraging habitat is viable within that

12· ·two-mile buffer, those nests would be provided the full

13· ·two-mile buffer from the original vers- -- or from the

14· ·governor's version, the version of the SCA submitted to

15· ·the governor.

16· · · · So to reiterate, all documented nests are provided

17· ·at least a 0.6-mile buffer.· Nests where the nesting

18· ·site is still available and foraging habitat is viable

19· ·are provided the two-mile buffer.· And that applies to

20· ·primary project components, which are wind turbines,

21· ·solar arrays, and BESSes.· Apart from the eastern BESS,

22· ·where language was added to specifically exclude that

23· ·one from this version of Species 5 as relocating it

24· ·away from where it is currently located on disturbed

25· ·habitat would increase habitat impacts with no



·1· ·discernible mitigative effect as a result.· So in that

·2· ·case, it was better to leave it where it is.

·3· · · · · · · · · · · CHAIR DREW:· Okay.· Are there

·4· ·questions from Council members, or comments?

·5· · · · I want to talk a little bit about the process for

·6· ·this measure.· How would this measure be implemented?

·7· · · · · · · · · · · MR. GREENE:· So the process that it

·8· ·would go through is a pre-operational technical

·9· ·advisory group would be founded, composed of subject

10· ·matter experts from other State agencies as well as

11· ·independent experts and other potentially tribal

12· ·individuals or individuals from local government, if

13· ·it's deemed justifiable.

14· · · · And that -- that PTAG would work with the -- work

15· ·with EFSEC and the applicant to identify a process for

16· ·determining habitat viability.· And the PTAG and the

17· ·applicant would work to identify which of the -- which

18· ·of the documented nests meet or don't meet the two

19· ·criteria for providing the full two-mile buffer, submit

20· ·that guidance to EFSEC for consideration.

21· · · · EFSEC would make the final determination on which

22· ·nests would receive a .6-mile buffer and which nests

23· ·would receive a full two-mile buffer.

24· · · · · · · · · · · CHAIR DREW:· So the PTAG is not

25· ·making any decisions; is that correct?



·1· · · · · · · · · · · MR. GREENE:· That is correct.· The

·2· ·PTAG is an advisory body.· It has no decision-making

·3· ·authority.

·4· · · · · · · · · · · CHAIR DREW:· EFSEC will make the

·5· ·decisions.

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

·7· · · · · · · · · · · CHAIR DREW:· And, secondly, I'll ask

·8· ·Ms. Hafkemeyer:· Is this a new concept that we've never

·9· ·implemented before?· Has this been implemented before

10· ·by EFSEC?

11· · · · · · · · · · · MS. HAFKEMEYER:· It has a slightly

12· ·different name.· But EFSEC has used what is

13· ·functionally a preconstruction, still technical

14· ·advisory group, or -- I'm sorry -- technical advisory

15· ·committee, or TAC, for multiple projects, and multiple

16· ·projects have had these groups convene prior to the

17· ·start of construction.

18· · · · Some of the public comments that were received

19· ·prior in the review of this project raised concerns

20· ·about whether or not the TAC started before or after

21· ·operations of the facility.· But EFSEC has a history of

22· ·requiring these groups to provide advice and guidance

23· ·to EFSEC, as the decision-maker, starting prior to the

24· ·start of construction for several projects.

25· · · · · · · · · · · CHAIR DREW:· Okay.· So this is not



·1· ·at all unusual in its makeup or use or implementation

·2· ·in this project.

·3· · · · Mr. Young.

·4· · · · · · · · · · · MR. YOUNG:· Would there be a single

·5· ·PTAG that would be addressing different aspects of the

·6· ·project, or would there be more than one PTAG with a

·7· ·PTAG -- for example, ferruginous hawk -- focused just

·8· ·on ferruginous hawk?

·9· · · · · · · · · · · MR. GREENE:· So the intention is

10· ·that there's a single body that operates as the PTAG.

11· ·It's possible that membership may change, depending on

12· ·which of the mitigation measures that the PTAG is

13· ·working on at any one time.· For instance, a

14· ·ferruginous hawk expert might not be as needed for some

15· ·of the other mitigation measures that the PTAG will be

16· ·considering.· But it is -- it is the goal to only have

17· ·a single body that may have some rotating numbers.

18· · · · · · · · · · · MR. YOUNG:· How would the PTAG

19· ·members be selected?

20· · · · · · · · · · · MR. GREENE:· It would be selected by

21· ·EFSEC essentially as the decision-maker, but we would

22· ·take into consideration where expertise might be

23· ·necessary.· Where it's possible, we would include

24· ·subject matter experts from other State agencies where

25· ·there may be a lack of expertise or a lack of



·1· ·availability.· We would contract independent experts.

·2· · · · · · · · · · · MS. HAFKEMEYER:· And if I could jump

·3· ·in here.· Historically we have required that the

·4· ·facilities put together and convene their technical --

·5· ·their TACs, but that is with EFSEC concurrence on

·6· ·membership.

·7· · · · · · · · · · · MR. YOUNG:· Could you clarify that?

·8· ·When you say the facilities do the selection, who are

·9· ·the facilities?

10· · · · · · · · · · · MS. HAFKEMEYER:· So, for example,

11· ·Columbia Solar, Wild Horse have active TACs, and they

12· ·send out meeting invites, do the scheduling, lead the

13· ·meeting, send out minutes, and so they sort of take the

14· ·lead in the scheduling and agendas and whatnot, and

15· ·EFSEC still retains participation and oversight of

16· ·decisions.

17· · · · · · · · · · · MR. YOUNG:· That sounds more --

18· · · · · · · · · · · MS. HAFKEMEYER:· Does that answer

19· ·your question?

20· · · · · · · · · · · MR. YOUNG:· Sort of.· That sounds

21· ·more like mechanics of operating the TAG after the TAG

22· ·has been selected.

23· · · · Who would actually select -- how would -- how

24· ·would the "SAG" (phonetic) members actually be

25· ·selected?



·1· · · · · · · · · · · MS. HAFKEMEYER:· So generally we

·2· ·request participation from the desired entities; for

·3· ·example, DFW, U.S. Fish, Ecology.· And then within

·4· ·those agencies, they decide who to appoint for the

·5· ·project, and we have left that up to those bodies'

·6· ·discretion as to who their actual member is.

·7· · · · · · · · · · · MR. YOUNG:· Okay.· So it'd be more

·8· ·contacting organizations that EFSEC feels should be

·9· ·represented on the TAG, and those organizations would

10· ·then select the individuals that would represent them

11· ·on the TAG?

12· · · · · · · · · · · MS. HAFKEMEYER:· Correct.

13· · · · · · · · · · · MR. YOUNG:· Okay.· And then, again,

14· ·on the -- sort of the managerial aspect of the TAG,

15· ·when you refer to the facilities in this case, would

16· ·the facilities mean the applicant, Scout Clean Energy?

17· · · · · · · · · · · MS. HAFKEMEYER:· Correct.

18· · · · · · · · · · · MR. YOUNG:· Okay.

19· · · · · · · · · · · CHAIR DREW:· I think it's a term

20· ·that, if approved, the applicant becomes a certificated

21· ·facility in our EFSEC language.· So --

22· · · · · · · · · · · MR. YOUNG:· Okay.· Great.

23· · · · · · · · · · · CHAIR DREW:· That's the comparison.

24· ·Yes.

25· · · · · · · · · · · MR. YOUNG:· Understood.· And thank



·1· ·you for answers to my questions.

·2· · · · · · · · · · · CHAIR DREW:· Okay.· Certainly.

·3· · · · Are there other questions?

·4· · · · Mr. Livingston.

·5· · · · · · · · · · · MR. LIVINGSTON:· Yeah.· Thanks,

·6· ·Chair.

·7· · · · You know, from the beginning of this, the PTAG

·8· ·approach has concerned me, just 'cause it leaves a lot

·9· ·of questions unanswered.· Interesting reading through

10· ·comments in the last couple of days.· I've seen some --

11· ·some concerns expressed on both sides of this issue.

12· · · · And so I'm curious:· If this goes forward as the

13· ·new draft has described it, one of the questions has

14· ·been how do we develop the criteria to determine the

15· ·viability or the suitability of foraging habitat and

16· ·nesting habitat?· What's -- what's the thought on

17· ·staff's approach to that?· Obviously we're going to

18· ·need wildlife experts adding to that conversation, but

19· ·how would you go about that?

20· · · · · · · · · · · MR. GREENE:· Yeah, so that process

21· ·is -- is certainly going to be involved, and that's why

22· ·we wanted to wait until the PTAG was operational before

23· ·we got too deep in the weeds on that.

24· · · · The language within Species 5 includes a couple of

25· ·examples of foraging habitat that might be considered



·1· ·no longer viable, such as those that have experienced

·2· ·large -- large landscape scale conversion into

·3· ·residential or agricultural.· But that -- the

·4· ·development of that viability criteria for foraging

·5· ·habitat is something that the subject matter experts

·6· ·within the PTAG will be very helpful in determining.

·7· ·Ultimately it will be EFSEC's decision as to what those

·8· ·criteria are and how they are applied to the BESS, but

·9· ·we will certainly give credence to guidance that we

10· ·receive from the PTAG.

11· · · · · · · · · · · MR. LIVINGSTON:· Okay.· Thank you.

12· · · · That's it for me.· Well, let me ask one more

13· ·question.· I'm sorry.

14· · · · · · · · · · · CHAIR DREW:· No.

15· · · · · · · · · · · MR. LIVINGSTON:· Councilman Young

16· ·there.

17· · · · · · · · · · · MR. YOUNG:· No.· Go ahead.

18· · · · · · · · · · · MR. LIVINGSTON:· So, you know, one

19· ·of the things that has --

20· · · · · · · · · · · CHAIR DREW:· You're muted.

21· ·Accidentally.

22· · · · · · · · · · · MR. LIVINGSTON:· I apologize.· Sorry

23· ·about that.

24· · · · · · · · · · · CHAIR DREW:· No worries.

25· · · · · · · · · · · MR. LIVINGSTON:· How does that
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·1· ·happen?· All this time using Teams, and I don't know

·2· ·how to do it.

·3· · · · Anyway, so one of the things I was stating was

·4· ·that some of the other values that we've been working

·5· ·on to protect, that have been inclusive of a two-mile

·6· ·buffer around ferruginous hawk nests, including TCPs

·7· ·and viewshed, you know, as we go through this, this

·8· ·leaves just this big question mark.

·9· · · · If we use the best available science for assessing

10· ·ferruginous hawk territories and conclude -- you know,

11· ·I don't know what percentage of these.· I have no idea.

12· ·It could be zero.· It could be 10, 20 percent of them.

13· ·I don't know.· But then that leaves a question, the

14· ·other values that we've discussed as important,

15· ·particularly in our findings and in our draft SCA to

16· ·the governor back in April.· It seems like it just

17· ·leaves a lot of questions for us and what those values

18· ·will be protected or not going forward.

19· · · · So I guess I'm just expressing the concern of not

20· ·addressing those other issues with this approach.

21· ·Thank you.

22· · · · · · · · · · · CHAIR DREW:· Thanks.

23· · · · I will briefly say -- and then I'll get to

24· ·Mr. Young's next question -- that, frankly, as Chair of

25· ·this Council, in working with the staff on developing



·1· ·this set of narrowing the mitigations, I thought about

·2· ·that quite a bit to determine how to approach each of

·3· ·these impacts individually.· And so we do -- I -- don't

·4· ·have the same extent as we had before as we looked at

·5· ·the combination, but there is some mitigation for

·6· ·many -- for a few of those issues.· I think the visual

·7· ·one is more dependent on the others, and perhaps that

·8· ·final determination of the viability of the hawks.· But

·9· ·I would still say that the way this is structured will

10· ·eliminate some of the most visible turbines.

11· · · · Is that something that -- I won't ask Sean to

12· ·comment on that.· That's my opinion -- I'll leave it at

13· ·that -- and certainly what I was striving to

14· ·accomplish.

15· · · · Mr. Young.

16· · · · · · · · · · · MR. YOUNG:· I don't have any other

17· ·question at this time.

18· · · · · · · · · · · CHAIR DREW:· Okay.

19· · · · Sorry about that.

20· · · · · · · · · · · MR. GREENE:· You want to move to the

21· ·next measure?

22· · · · · · · · · · · CHAIR DREW:· Okay.· Let's go on to

23· ·the next measure.

24· · · · · · · · · · · MR. GREENE:· Okay.· The next change

25· ·in mitigation from the previous version of the SCA is a



·1· ·new measure that was incorporated into this version.

·2· ·It is labeled as Cultural Resources 3.· And it is a

·3· ·requirement that all wind turbines be precluded from

·4· ·being sited within one mile of the geographic drop-off

·5· ·at the top of Webber Canyon.· This was done in response

·6· ·to TCP concerns that were identified by the Yakama

·7· ·Nation associated with Webber Canyon.· And 17 of the

·8· ·proposed turbines would be affected by this mitigation

·9· ·measure, and they would need to either be relocated

10· ·elsewhere within the wind siting micro-corridor -- wind

11· ·micro-siting corridor or removed from the project.

12· · · · · · · · · · · CHAIR DREW:· So let me make a

13· ·comment about this.

14· · · · Again, Governor Inslee asked the Council to,

15· ·quote, reconsider the conditions and mitigation in its

16· ·recommendation in favor of an approach to mitigation

17· ·that is more narrowly tailored to the specific impacts

18· ·identified.

19· · · · And then specifically regarding cultural

20· ·resources, the governor asked the Council to consider,

21· ·quote, physical traditional cultural resources within

22· ·the leased property boundary.

23· · · · So I did ask the staff to look at physical

24· ·traditional cultural resources within the leased

25· ·property boundary and identified specifically that



·1· ·found -- and that we found the Yakama Nation

·2· ·specifically identified the Webber Canyon as an area of

·3· ·particular concern in an early letter from March 2nd,

·4· ·'21.

·5· · · · I recognize that the Yakama Nation has

·6· ·communicated that the project overall will

·7· ·substantially impact Yakama Nation traditional cultural

·8· ·properties.· I still wanted to ensure that there was a

·9· ·specific mitigation prohibiting turbines on the

10· ·physical property of the leased property boundary.

11· · · · So this is separating -- you know, I see it as

12· ·separating the mitigation and identifying it as a

13· ·narrower mitigation but also to reduce some impact to

14· ·the Yakama Nation.· I am no way saying that it will be

15· ·considered in any way as sufficient by the Yakama

16· ·Nation, but I did want to give that explanation.

17· · · · Mr. Young.

18· · · · · · · · · · · MR. YOUNG:· Did I understand it to

19· ·be said that the applicant would have the option of

20· ·resituating those 17 turbines elsewhere within the

21· ·project area?

22· · · · · · · · · · · MR. GREENE:· Yes.· So the locations

23· ·of the turbines that have been shown in the project

24· ·layout are representative examples.· The way that this

25· ·project has -- or is going for approval is approving



·1· ·the number of turbines that are outlined in the

·2· ·application anywhere within the wind micro-siting

·3· ·corridor, which is shown on the project layout.

·4· · · · So the exact locations where the turbines are

·5· ·shown right now is not necessarily where they would

·6· ·eventually be sited.· They could be sited anywhere

·7· ·within the wind micro-siting corridor pending the

·8· ·exclusion areas that would be imposed by measures

·9· ·like -- like Cultural Resources 3.

10· · · · So this measure would not exclude those 17

11· ·turbines.· It would exclude the area where those 17

12· ·turbines are currently being proposed as well as other

13· ·areas of the wind micro-siting corridor where there is

14· ·currently no turbines proposed, but it would prohibit

15· ·them in the future from being relocated there.

16· · · · · · · · · · · MR. YOUNG:· Okay.

17· · · · · · · · · · · CHAIR DREW:· If I could add, that's

18· ·the same way we described all of the exclusion zones

19· ·that we have put forward throughout this project.

20· · · · · · · · · · · MR. GREENE:· Yes.

21· · · · · · · · · · · CHAIR DREW:· As turbines would be

22· ·allowed except for in these areas.

23· · · · · · · · · · · MR. YOUNG:· Right.

24· · · · · · · · · · · MR. GREENE:· It's excluding areas,

25· ·not necessarily individual turbines.



·1· · · · · · · · · · · CHAIR DREW:· It's not any different

·2· ·than what we've said before on that.

·3· · · · · · · · · · · MR. YOUNG:· Okay.· But I -- I just

·4· ·want to make sure I understood it, that it would -- it

·5· ·would not necessarily result in the total number of

·6· ·turbines for the project being reduced by 17.· It --

·7· ·again, as you -- as you've described it, it's a -- it's

·8· ·a protection of an area, not a direct numerical

·9· ·reduction in the number of turbines; is that correct?

10· · · · · · · · · · · MR. GREENE:· That's correct.· It

11· ·would be, I guess, accurate to say that it would result

12· ·in a maximum of 17 turbines being --

13· · · · · · · · · · · MR. YOUNG:· Right.

14· · · · · · · · · · · MR. GREENE:· -- removed from --

15· · · · · · · · · · · MR. YOUNG:· Right.

16· · · · · · · · · · · MR. GREENE:· -- the project but

17· ·not --

18· · · · · · · · · · · MR. YOUNG:· Right.

19· · · · · · · · · · · MR. GREENE:· If they can find the

20· ·engineering to relocate those elsewhere within the wind

21· ·micro-siting corridor, there could be no reduction in

22· ·production potential --

23· · · · · · · · · · · CHAIR DREW:· That is not mitigated

24· ·in other ways.

25· · · · · · · · · · · MR. GREENE:· Correct.



·1· · · · · · · · · · · MR. YOUNG:· Right.

·2· · · · · · · · · · · CHAIR DREW:· So, you know, the EIS

·3· ·looked at the whole -- the whole project and the

·4· ·micro-siting corridor, and there are several things

·5· ·which affects areas within the micro-siting corridor.

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

·7· · · · · · · · · · · MR. YOUNG:· Okay.· And then --

·8· · · · · · · · · · · CHAIR DREW:· Yeah.

·9· · · · · · · · · · · MR. YOUNG:· -- and one other

10· ·question is comparing the original -- the original

11· ·recommendation to the governor, the original SCA with

12· ·the revision.· How many of those 17 turbines that would

13· ·be excluded by the buffer at Webber Canyon, how many of

14· ·those 17 would have been allowed to have been built

15· ·under the original recommendation to the governor?

16· · · · · · · · · · · MR. GREENE:· Zero.

17· · · · · · · · · · · CHAIR DREW:· But it's the same --

18· · · · · · · · · · · MR. YOUNG:· Zero.

19· · · · · · · · · · · CHAIR DREW:· The same is true.· It

20· ·wouldn't be the turbines built.· It would have been an

21· ·area of exclusion.

22· · · · · · · · · · · MR. YOUNG:· Yeah.· But it's sort of

23· ·a wash, then, between -- between the original

24· ·recommendation and the revision that's being

25· ·considered.· In the original, those 17 would have been



·1· ·excluded for --

·2· · · · · · · · · · · CHAIR DREW:· Right.

·3· · · · · · · · · · · MR. YOUNG:· -- I guess, other --

·4· ·other reasons, because in the original version, there

·5· ·was not a specific exclusion for Webber Canyon.· And so

·6· ·in the revision, that area would -- those 17 proposed

·7· ·sites wouldn't be affected by the Webber Canyon buffer,

·8· ·but in the original, they would have been affected by

·9· ·something else and would have been excluded by one of

10· ·the other considerations?

11· · · · · · · · · · · MR. GREENE:· That's correct.· They

12· ·would have been excluded by the version of Species 5,

13· ·the ferruginous hawk mitigation --

14· · · · · · · · · · · MR. YOUNG:· Okay.

15· · · · · · · · · · · MR. GREENE:· -- which was at that

16· ·point intended to cover a variety of resource impacts.

17· · · · · · · · · · · MR. YOUNG:· Okay.· Thank you.

18· · · · · · · · · · · CHAIR DREW:· For those who haven't

19· ·followed specifically who is talking -- although it's

20· ·clear on my screen -- that it was Mr. Lenny Young from

21· ·the Department of Natural Resources, and it was Sean

22· ·Greene on our staff, who were introduced as they began

23· ·speaking.

24· · · · Are there any other questions?

25· · · · · · · · · · · MR. YOUNG:· Yeah, my -- my little



·1· ·hand icon seems to automatically go down after about

·2· ·ten seconds, so I just -- I disappear.· And thank you

·3· ·for those answers to my questions.

·4· · · · · · · · · · · CHAIR DREW:· Yes.

·5· · · · Okay.· Is there more that we want to -- anyone

·6· ·else have questions on this particular mitigation on

·7· ·the Webber Canyon?· Okay.

·8· · · · Let's move on to --

·9· · · · · · · · · · · MR. BROST:· Chair Drew.

10· · · · · · · · · · · CHAIR DREW:· Yes.

11· · · · · · · · · · · MR. BROST:· Chair Drew, it's Ed

12· ·Brost.· Could I ask a question related to turbines

13· ·before we leave that question?· And this goes back to

14· ·the original.· There was -- in the original proposal,

15· ·there was taller turbines versus the shorter turbines.

16· ·When we're talking number of turbines, we still aren't

17· ·talking which specific type of turbines we're talking

18· ·about, are we?

19· · · · · · · · · · · MR. GREENE:· So -- I'm sorry.

20· · · · · · · · · · · MR. BROST:· And do we ever -- do we

21· ·ever decide on the shorter versus the taller?

22· · · · · · · · · · · CHAIR DREW:· So the applicant's

23· ·proposal to us, as is relatively common with any wind

24· ·facility that comes to EFSEC, has an option of a taller

25· ·and a shorter turbine.· They also need to be looking at



·1· ·what the latest technology is.

·2· · · · So in our process, the EIS covers both options but

·3· ·does not require the applicant to settle into one

·4· ·option.· Because things change in this industry quite a

·5· ·bit and some turbines that they have used as examples

·6· ·will be out of production, so there's a number of

·7· ·different factors as is -- so it actually made a very

·8· ·complicated review process, because we did look in the

·9· ·EIS at the proposal for both numbers.· And you will see

10· ·that broken out through everything.

11· · · · We kind of revert to looking at the proposal with

12· ·the most number of turbines that is shorter, because it

13· ·would have -- the mitigations have more impact per

14· ·turbine, and so we tend to only show that, but it is

15· ·considering either option.

16· · · · Is that more or less correct, Mr. Greene?

17· · · · · · · · · · · MR. GREENE:· Yes.· And I would say

18· ·specific to the most recent mitigation measure that we

19· ·were discussing, the 17 turbines, that is 17 for both

20· ·Option 1 and Option 2.· So there are more Option 1

21· ·turbines, the shorter ones, that are proposed, but in

22· ·this case, the number is equivalent for both options.

23· · · · · · · · · · · MS. HAFKEMEYER:· And if I could jump

24· ·in.· For the record, this is Ami Hafkemeyer.

25· · · · Just to reiterate, the exclusion area would remain



·1· ·the same regardless of the turbine type for each of

·2· ·these mitigation measures.· And so related to Council

·3· ·Member Young's question, the language in the draft as

·4· ·presented to Council is focused more on an exclusion

·5· ·area rather than a specific number of turbines.

·6· · · · · · · · · · · CHAIR DREW:· Okay.· Let's move on to

·7· ·the next difference between the original SCA and the

·8· ·proposed changes.

·9· · · · · · · · · · · MR. GREENE:· Sure.· And, again, for

10· ·the record, this is Sean Greene, the SEPA specialist

11· ·for EFSEC.

12· · · · The final mitigation change that is included in

13· ·this updated version of the SCA is labeled as Public

14· ·Health and Safety 2.· It has been put in to mitigate

15· ·project effects on aerial firefighting abilities within

16· ·the area.

17· · · · The Department of Natural Resources has informed

18· ·EFSEC that their aircraft provide a standard corridor

19· ·mile standoff area for any tall structures when in

20· ·operation, when the aircraft are in operation.· So this

21· ·measure would provide a quarter-mile buffer around the

22· ·maximum extent of any wildfire that has occurred within

23· ·the proximity of the project lease boundary since the

24· ·year 2000, since January 1st, 2000.· Yeah.

25· · · · · · · · · · · CHAIR DREW:· So couple of questions



·1· ·on this.

·2· · · · · · · · · · · MR. GREENE:· Mm-hmm.

·3· · · · · · · · · · · CHAIR DREW:· First, when we had an

·4· ·interaction with the Department of Natural Resources,

·5· ·we were talking with them about the aircraft that they

·6· ·use.

·7· · · · · · · · · · · MR. GREENE:· That's correct.· They

·8· ·describe that both their helicopter and fixed-wing

·9· ·aircraft are provided with the same quarter-mile buffer

10· ·as standoff distance.

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

12· · · · Are there other questions from Council members?

13· ·Mr. Young.

14· · · · · · · · · · · MR. YOUNG:· Yeah, I think the only

15· ·place where Mr. Lane hedged a little bit on that was,

16· ·he was referring to most of the aircraft that DNR uses:

17· ·Helicopters, the Air Tractor / Fire Bosses, probably

18· ·the scoopers, and the twin jets -- or excuse me --

19· ·twin-turbine planes, the Q-400s.· But he was not

20· ·referring to the what are known as VLATs, the very

21· ·large air tankers, like the converted DC-10s, in terms

22· ·of the quarter-mile buffer.

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

24· ·that clarification.

25· · · · · · · · · · · MR. GREENE:· And DNR did also state



·1· ·to us that, when it comes to an operational basis, the

·2· ·pilots have full ability to increase that standoff

·3· ·distance based on what they feel would be safe.· So the

·4· ·.25 miles is the minimum that DNR mandates, but if the

·5· ·pilots in operation phase want to increase that

·6· ·standoff distance, they can do it to any distance that

·7· ·they feel comfortable.

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

·9· ·those clarifications.

10· · · · Are there any other questions?

11· · · · Mr. Young.

12· · · · · · · · · · · MR. YOUNG:· I recognize very much

13· ·what was just explained really well about how the --

14· ·the mitigations are protecting areas and not

15· ·specifically turbines.· But we've got a lot of maps

16· ·with dots on them that we've been using for comparison.

17· · · · And so if you look at the number of proposed

18· ·turbine locations that would have been viable under the

19· ·original recommendation to the governor and then the

20· ·number that would be viable and available to the

21· ·applicant under the revised recommendation to the

22· ·governor that's being considered, what's the

23· ·difference?· How many more turbines of those original

24· ·turbine locations come back on line and become

25· ·available under the revision compared to the original



·1· ·recommendation to the governor?

·2· · · · · · · · · · · MR. GREENE:· So the issue with that

·3· ·is it's dependent on the availability and viability

·4· ·standards in the new version of Species 5.· It is

·5· ·potentially the case that the exclusion area from the

·6· ·version of the SCA submitted to the governor does not

·7· ·change.· If the determination is made that all of the

·8· ·historic ferruginous hawk nests are -- their nesting

·9· ·sites are available and there's viable habitat, then

10· ·they would all retain that two-mile buffer, and there

11· ·would be no change.

12· · · · The exact number of turbines or exact acreage of

13· ·the wind micro-siting corridor that is now newly or

14· ·re-available to the applicant for siting, I can't give

15· ·you an answer.· For -- for this specific measure,

16· ·Public Health and Safety 2, seven of the proposed

17· ·locations both for Option 1 and Option 2 would be

18· ·excluded by this measure, and those were both

19· ·excluded -- or all seven would have been excluded by

20· ·the original version of Species 5.

21· · · · · · · · · · · CHAIR DREW:· So there's a hard

22· ·exclusion, if you will, and then there's the exclusion

23· ·if -- dependent upon the viability of the ferruginous

24· ·hawk nests and the habitat.· I'm kind of shortening the

25· ·words a little bit there --



·1· · · · · · · · · · · MR. GREENE:· Sure.

·2· · · · · · · · · · · CHAIR DREW:· -- just for the sake of

·3· ·making it easier to talk about.

·4· · · · So then is there an overall number of what you

·5· ·would see on the map now in the exclusion zone other

·6· ·than those which might be eliminated because we find

·7· ·there is -- there are viable nests and viable habitat?

·8· · · · · · · · · · · MR. GREENE:· I have that information

·9· ·available in percentages of the number of proposed

10· ·turbines.· I don't have the exact number of turbines.

11· · · · But the version of Species 5 that was submitted to

12· ·the governor would have eliminated the -- the locations

13· ·of 48 percent, approximately, of the turbines and about

14· ·12 percent of the solar arrays.· The hard buffer -- the

15· ·hard exclusion area for Species 5 now would eliminate

16· ·about 5 and a half percent of the turbines and 6

17· ·percent of the solar array footprint.

18· · · · The -- the difference between those two numbers,

19· ·again -- the current exclusion area could increase

20· ·depending on that definition of available nesting sites

21· ·and viable foraging habitat.

22· · · · · · · · · · · CHAIR DREW:· So let's take it to a

23· ·broader level to answer this question, if we can.

24· · · · As we look at these four measures -- well,

25· ·let's -- the measures that eliminate -- have -- exclude



·1· ·major components; that is, ferruginous hawk, the Webber

·2· ·Canyon, and the Public Health and Safety 2, the aerial

·3· ·firefighting.

·4· · · · If you were to look at them in total -- and I'm

·5· ·talking about only the .6 mile for the ferruginous

·6· ·hawk -- some of those overlap.

·7· · · · · · · · · · · MR. GREENE:· Correct.

·8· · · · · · · · · · · CHAIR DREW:· So if we were looking

·9· ·at the total number -- I'm hoping I'm getting to the

10· ·answer to your question, Mr. Young, by the way.· The

11· ·total number that would be eliminated on those, leaving

12· ·out the future determination of the viability of the

13· ·nests in the foraging area, how many would that be?

14· · · · · · · · · · · MR. GREENE:· I don't have that

15· ·number available right now.· It's displayed in the

16· ·figure that the Council had access to from the July

17· ·Council meeting.· I could -- I could refer to that

18· ·figure and come up with a number, but I don't have it

19· ·available right now.

20· · · · · · · · · · · CHAIR DREW:· Okay.· Okay.

21· · · · · · · · · · · MR. YOUNG:· Could I throw something

22· ·out and see if this makes any sense at all --

23· · · · · · · · · · · CHAIR DREW:· Yes.

24· · · · · · · · · · · MR. YOUNG:· -- based on what I just

25· ·heard?



·1· · · · · · · · · · · CHAIR DREW:· Yes.

·2· · · · · · · · · · · MR. YOUNG:· If we took, like, a

·3· ·starting-point number of turbines in the original

·4· ·proposal, I think the max that was proposed was

·5· ·something like 222.· And I think you said that under

·6· ·the original recommendation to the governor, 48 percent

·7· ·of those would have been excluded.· That's 106.· And

·8· ·that's down to 5 and a half percent under the revision.

·9· ·That's 12.

10· · · · So the difference, to me, looks to be -- just

11· ·ballpark numbers -- is that there would be 94

12· ·additional turbines that were not available under the

13· ·original recommendation that would be available under

14· ·the revised recommendation.

15· · · · Does that sound ballpark?· Am I on the right track

16· ·with that?

17· · · · · · · · · · · MR. GREENE:· So two points on that.

18· · · · One, some of that -- that 94, or approximate,

19· ·would potentially be excluded by Cultural Resources 3

20· ·and Public Health and Safety 2, the -- the measures

21· ·that talk about TCPs and aerial firefighting.· There

22· ·might be some overlap there, so I can't give you exact

23· ·numbers on how many turbines.

24· · · · And then the second part is, of those 94 turbines,

25· ·they are not necessarily being allowed with this



·1· ·current version of Species 5.· They may be allowed,

·2· ·depending on the determination --

·3· · · · · · · · · · · MR. YOUNG:· Right.

·4· · · · · · · · · · · MR. GREENE:· -- that EFSEC makes --

·5· · · · · · · · · · · MR. YOUNG:· Correct.

·6· · · · · · · · · · · MR. GREENE:· -- with the PTAG's

·7· ·guidance.

·8· · · · · · · · · · · MR. YOUNG:· So the number -- the

·9· ·numbers you gave me, or gave there, the 48 percent and

10· ·the 5 and a half percent, that just -- that just flowed

11· ·from ferruginous hawk protections?

12· · · · · · · · · · · MR. GREENE:· I'm sorry.· Could you

13· ·say that last bit again?

14· · · · · · · · · · · MR. YOUNG:· Yeah.· The 48 percent,

15· ·was that a -- was that a percent of the originally

16· ·proposed turbines under the original proposal to the

17· ·governor that would have been excluded for all reasons

18· ·or just for ferruginous hawk reasons?

19· · · · · · · · · · · MR. GREENE:· So that 48 percent

20· ·would have been excluded by Species 5, which was --

21· · · · · · · · · · · MR. YOUNG:· Okay.

22· · · · · · · · · · · MR. GREENE:· -- ostensibly a

23· ·ferruginous hawk mitigation measure, but it was being

24· ·used to --

25· · · · · · · · · · · MR. YOUNG:· Yeah.



·1· · · · · · · · · · · MR. GREENE:· -- address multiple

·2· ·resource impacts.

·3· · · · · · · · · · · MR. YOUNG:· That's right.

·4· · · · And then the 5 and a half percent, is that also --

·5· ·under the revision, the 5 and a half, was that -- would

·6· ·that also flow only from Species 5?· Because it seems

·7· ·like you added the Webber Canyon --

·8· · · · · · · · · · · CHAIR DREW:· Yes.

·9· · · · · · · · · · · MR. YOUNG:· -- turbines onto the top

10· ·of that 5 and a half percent.

11· · · · · · · · · · · MR. GREENE:· Correct.· That was a

12· ·desire by the Council to --

13· · · · · · · · · · · MR. YOUNG:· Okay.

14· · · · · · · · · · · MR. GREENE:· -- kind of split up the

15· ·mitigation to address specific resource impacts.· So

16· ·the 5 and a half percent is from the current version of

17· ·Species 5, and that is --

18· · · · · · · · · · · MR. YOUNG:· Yeah.

19· · · · · · · · · · · MR. GREENE:· -- intended only for

20· ·reduction of ferruginous hawk impacts.· It would have

21· ·mitigative effect to other resources, such as visual

22· ·and TCPs and all that, but that is not the intent of

23· ·that measure.

24· · · · · · · · · · · CHAIR DREW:· I think there are --

25· · · · · · · · · · · MR. YOUNG:· Sure.· I understand



·1· ·that.

·2· · · · · · · · · · · CHAIR DREW:· If I could just chime

·3· ·in here.· I think there are specific turbine numbers

·4· ·for each of these three measures on some information

·5· ·that we received.· Some of them overlap.· But as I

·6· ·recall -- can you pull -- can somebody pull that up?

·7· · · · Ms. Moon, are you tracking me?

·8· · · · · · · · · · · MS. HAFKEMEYER:· What is it that

·9· ·you're looking to be pulled up?

10· · · · · · · · · · · CHAIR DREW:· I'm looking for the

11· ·specific numbers -- I can -- I know you're trying to

12· ·get how many still remain, but I have an easier time

13· ·finding out -- remembering the numbers that are -- how

14· ·many would be -- are in areas that would be excluded.

15· ·And I think it's about 35.

16· · · · · · · · · · · MR. GREENE:· Yeah, so if you -- so

17· ·there's about 12 turbines being excluded by Species 5.

18· ·There are 17 being excluded by Webber Canyon mitigation

19· ·and seven turbines by the aerial firefighting.

20· ·Combined, that number is 36.· But, again, there's some

21· ·overlap there.· So it's probably a little bit less than

22· ·36, but somewhere around that number would be excluded.

23· · · · · · · · · · · MR. YOUNG:· Okay.· So a better

24· ·comparison -- again, if I'm trying to integrate this --

25· · · · · · · · · · · CHAIR DREW:· Yes.



·1· · · · · · · · · · · MR. YOUNG:· -- just for my own

·2· ·understanding.

·3· · · · · · · · · · · CHAIR DREW:· Yes.

·4· · · · · · · · · · · MR. YOUNG:· A better comparison

·5· ·would have been that for the way that the original

·6· ·recommendation went in, 106 turbines would have been

·7· ·excluded, and now 30 -- 36 would have been ex- -- or be

·8· ·excluded, so the difference is about 70, 70 turbines,

·9· ·and you compare that to what we -- what we started out

10· ·for.· I'm getting an idea --

11· · · · · · · · · · · CHAIR DREW:· Yeah.

12· · · · · · · · · · · MR. YOUNG:· -- of the difference

13· ·between --

14· · · · · · · · · · · CHAIR DREW:· Yeah.

15· · · · · · · · · · · MR. YOUNG:· -- between the first

16· ·recommendation and the revision being considered.· So

17· ·thank you for walking me through that.· I really

18· ·appreciate it.

19· · · · · · · · · · · CHAIR DREW:· And, again, that's --

20· ·that's total exclusion.· It's not taking into

21· ·consideration what the actual review of the site and

22· ·the viability of ferruginous hawk nests are.· So that

23· ·would be --

24· · · · · · · · · · · MR. YOUNG:· And what I -- what I --

25· · · · · · · · · · · CHAIR DREW:· -- added to that.



·1· ·Yeah.

·2· · · · · · · · · · · MR. YOUNG:· Yeah.· What I -- what I

·3· ·also heard is that number, 36, could go up, depending

·4· ·upon the status that was determined for the total array

·5· ·of ferruginous hawk nests that are out there on the

·6· ·land.· That number could go up significantly, depending

·7· ·upon how the status of each of those nests was

·8· ·determined to be.

·9· · · · · · · · · · · CHAIR DREW:· Correct.

10· · · · · · · · · · · MR. GREENE:· Yeah, I would say --

11· · · · · · · · · · · MR. YOUNG:· Thank you.

12· · · · · · · · · · · MR. GREENE:· -- it's almost

13· ·certainly going to go up.· Just the extent of how --

14· ·how much it goes up is -- is still to be determined.

15· · · · · · · · · · · MR. YOUNG:· Great.· Thanks.

16· · · · · · · · · · · CHAIR DREW:· Okay.· Where are we?

17· ·Is that the last?

18· · · · · · · · · · · MR. GREENE:· That is all the

19· ·changes --

20· · · · · · · · · · · CHAIR DREW:· Okay.

21· · · · · · · · · · · MR. GREENE:· -- to the mitigation.

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

23· · · · A lot to discuss.· And I think all of this is

24· ·good, because these are questions that everybody has.

25· · · · Are there any other questions from Council



·1· ·members?

·2· · · · · · · · · · · MR. LEVITT:· I just want to also

·3· ·mention -- this is Eli Levitt, Ecology -- that, you

·4· ·know, to me, the number of turbines is important, but

·5· ·it's certainly not the only factor in weighing our

·6· ·decision.· So I was also one of the people that

·7· ·asked -- asked to look at Webber Canyon, for example.

·8· · · · So if we're more narrowly scoping the mitigation

·9· ·measures, they're just different between Choice A and

10· ·Choice B, and I think it falls on us as the Council to

11· ·provide the suite of mitigation measures that we think

12· ·does the best job to meet the spirit and intent of what

13· ·EFSEC and all of us do to protect human health and the

14· ·environment and, you know, make sure there's a viable

15· ·energy pool in the state, moving to cleaner energy

16· ·sources, et cetera.

17· · · · So, me, it's a little bit apples and oranges in

18· ·big picture to compare the two.· It's we as a Council

19· ·need to -- right now my mission is to make sure we --

20· ·we provide better mitigation measures that will do the

21· ·best job to make the project viable and to protect

22· ·those resources we're trying to look at carefully.· You

23· ·know, so, for example, that's one reason I wanted to

24· ·look more closely at Webber Canyon.

25· · · · · · · · · · · CHAIR DREW:· Thank you.  I



·1· ·appreciate that.

·2· · · · And that's true.· As we've separated out to look

·3· ·at the mitigation members more specifically, we are

·4· ·dialing in on what those impacts are.· And I do think

·5· ·that specifically on the ferruginous hawk, what we're

·6· ·looking at is really trying to establish -- and, in

·7· ·fact, in much of the environmental ones -- an approach

·8· ·which is adaptive management.

·9· · · · And it's very hard to dial in specifically at this

10· ·stage, before micro-siting is done, on the final

11· ·determination and the adaptive management that's really

12· ·best practice, if you will, in this type of

13· ·environment.· I think an agency has a much easier -- an

14· ·agency without this type of process has -- has a lot

15· ·more, not -- it's just very difficult to pinpoint, I

16· ·guess I'll say, at this point in time.

17· · · · But the intent of adaptive management is a

18· ·high-level concept that's throughout our environmental

19· ·process.· And that's what we're trying to achieve here

20· ·as well as meeting the goals of the future that is the

21· ·balancing act within our statute.

22· · · · Are there other comments or questions?

23· · · · Ms. Brewster.

24· · · · · · · · · · · MS. BREWSTER:· Thanks.

25· · · · I guess one of the -- one of my concerns with this



·1· ·particular approach is -- is the unknowns and the

·2· ·effects of it.· So it's -- it's really hard to gauge

·3· ·the impact we'll have when it's unknown whether a

·4· ·particular nest eliminates a number of -- excludes a

·5· ·number of turbines that are particularly visually

·6· ·impactful since -- that we don't really address it --

·7· ·visual impact specifically with this.· So I guess

·8· ·I'll -- I'm just throwing that concern out there as I'm

·9· ·considering.

10· · · · Beyond that, I would like to express my

11· ·appreciation for staff and all the work that you've put

12· ·into the original proposal and this reconsidered

13· ·proposal.· I really do appreciate all that you have

14· ·done.· So thank you for that.

15· · · · · · · · · · · CHAIR DREW:· Thank you.

16· · · · Ms. Bumpus.

17· · · · · · · · · · · MS. BUMPUS:· Thank you, Chair Drew

18· ·and Council members.· For the record, this is Sonia

19· ·Bumpus.

20· · · · This is just a comment, a general comment after

21· ·listening to the discussion today, very good discussion

22· ·today between Council members about what's before you.

23· · · · As the SEPA responsible official, I just wanted to

24· ·comment that I am hearing that there's just a lot of

25· ·concern and question around the -- sort of the



·1· ·deficiency and certitude -- right? -- around number of

·2· ·turbines that are permitted, number that actually get

·3· ·put into use and these kinds of things after the

·4· ·micro-siting process is complete.

·5· · · · And I thought of a section of SEPA, in the SEPA

·6· ·rules, where it talks about -- it's in SEPA Rule /

·7· ·Washington Administrative Code 197-11-660.· And it

·8· ·talks about the substantive authority and mitigation

·9· ·that an agency does in considering an action, a

10· ·proposed action.

11· · · · And one of the things that's interesting is that

12· ·it talks about identifying adverse environmental

13· ·impacts but also ensuring, to the extent that you can,

14· ·you know, that you are developing and applying

15· ·mitigation that's effective but that is also

16· ·attributable in terms of the adverse impact from the

17· ·action, itself, right?

18· · · · So I thought of that, because I think the -- this

19· ·sort of adaptive and management approach that's baked

20· ·into the mitigation before you, it helps us to achieve

21· ·that.· It looks at the area after these criteria are

22· ·developed -- talking about Species 5, right? -- and

23· ·you're able to then determine what is going to

24· ·specifically trigger that criteria, and then of course

25· ·we all know we've already talked at length about how



·1· ·that -- you know, how that plays out with PTAG and

·2· ·such.

·3· · · · But it's actually in the SEPA rules.· And I think

·4· ·that while there are some unanswered questions about

·5· ·this right now, that adaptive management approach, the

·6· ·use of the PTAG allows us to get down to the impacts

·7· ·that -- that we identify once we're able to in the

·8· ·micro-siting process in these particular locations.

·9· · · · So I hope that's helpful.

10· · · · · · · · · · · CHAIR DREW:· Thank you.

11· · · · I'm reminded that, at the beginning of the

12· ·meeting, we didn't ask the staff to go over the public

13· ·comments that had come in.· Or do you have a summary of

14· ·the comments?· I know that all the Council members have

15· ·read them, because I can tell from our conversation

16· ·that they have.· Because I've read all of them.

17· · · · So I know that there were -- do we have an exact

18· ·count of the number of comments?

19· · · · · · · · · · · MS. GRANTHAM:· I can look really

20· ·quick.

21· · · · · · · · · · · CHAIR DREW:· Okay.

22· · · · · · · · · · · MS. GRANTHAM:· So we received from

23· ·the public 123.

24· · · · This is Andrea Grantham, for the record, by the

25· ·way.



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

·2· · · · · · · · · · · MS. GRANTHAM:· And then for -- we

·3· ·received one comment from the Yakama Nation, one

·4· ·comment from the applicant, and three comments from

·5· ·party member TCC.

·6· · · · · · · · · · · CHAIR DREW:· That is Tri-City --

·7· · · · · · · · · · · MS. GRANTHAM:· That's Tri-City

·8· ·C.A.R.E.S.

·9· · · · · · · · · · · CHAIR DREW:· That's Tri-City

10· ·C.A.R.E.S.· And those are the adjudicative parties.

11· · · · So I am quite sure that all the Council members

12· ·have read them.· But for the record, I will make sure

13· ·and state that those are the comments that we received.

14· · · · So are there further questions or comments?

15· ·Again, our intent is to find a time, because we had --

16· ·it was unexpected that we had one Council member

17· ·unavailable today.· And so we will be looking to have a

18· ·time next week where we will actually conduct a vote on

19· ·this SCA amendment.· Okay?

20· · · · Any other questions or comments?· If not -- oh,

21· ·Mr. Young.

22· · · · · · · · · · · MR. YOUNG:· Yeah, I'd just like to

23· ·add my thanks to staff for doing a lot of work in a

24· ·really short time.· Very high-quality what we got.

25· ·Appreciated the good communication.· So thank you for



·1· ·the great staff work as always.

·2· · · · · · · · · · · CHAIR DREW:· Thank you.· Agree.

·3· · · · Okay.· With that, this meeting is adjourned.

·4· ·Thank you.

·5· · · · · · · · · · · · · · ·(Meeting adjourned at

·6· · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 4:00 p.m.)
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 1                     BE IT REMEMBERED that on Thursday,

 2   August 29, 2024, at 621 Woodland Square Loop

 3   Southeast, Lacey, Washington, at 3:01 p.m., the

 4   following Horse Heaven Special Meeting of the

 5   Washington State Energy Facility Site Evaluation

 6   Council was held, to wit:

 7

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

 9

10                     CHAIR DREW:  Good afternoon.  This

11   is Kathleen Drew, Chair of the Energy Facility Site

12   Evaluation meeting, calling our special meeting on

13   the Horse Heaven Wind Farm to order.

14       Ms. Grantham, will you call the roll.

15                     MS. GRANTHAM:  Certainly, Chair

16   Drew.

17       Department of Commerce.

18       Department of Ecology.

19                     MR. LEVITT:  Eli Levitt, present.

20                     MS. GRANTHAM:  Department of Fish

21   and Wildlife.

22                     MR. LIVINGSTON:  Mike Livingston,

23   present.

24                     MS. GRANTHAM:  Department of

25   Natural Resources.

0005

 1                      MR. YOUNG:  Lenny Young, present.

 2                      MS. GRANTHAM:  Utilities and

 3   Transportation Commission.

 4                      MS. BREWSTER:  Stacey Brewster,

 5   present.

 6                      MS. GRANTHAM:  For local government

 7   and optional State agency:  For the Horse Heaven

 8   project, for Benton County, Ed Brost.

 9                      MR. BROST:  Ed Brost is present.

10                      MS. GRANTHAM:  Assistant attorney

11   generals.  Jon Thompson.

12                      MR. THOMPSON:  Present.

13                      MS. GRANTHAM:  And Zack Packer.

14                      MR. PACKER:  Present.

15                      MS. GRANTHAM:  Administrative law

16   judge:  Adam Torem.  He has informed me that he is

17   online and present.

18        And I will call Council staff who may speak today.

19        Sonia Bumpus.

20                      MS. BUMPUS:  Present.

21                      MS. GRANTHAM:  Ami Hafkemeyer.

22                      MS. HAFKEMEYER:  Present.

23                      MS. GRANTHAM:  Amy Moon.

24                      MS. MOON:  Amy Moon, present.

25                      MS. GRANTHAM:  And Sean Greene.
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 1                      MR. GREENE:  Present.

 2                      MS. GRANTHAM:  And is there anyone

 3   here for the counsel for the environment?

 4                      MS. REYNEVELD:  Yes.  Sarah

 5   Reyneveld is present.

 6                      MS. GRANTHAM:  Thank you.

 7        Chair, there is a quorum.

 8                      CHAIR DREW:  Thank you, all.

 9        My first announcement is that since we are

10   unable -- even though we had expected to have all our

11   Council members here, we will be scheduling a meeting

12   next week to take a vote.  I'm very sorry, but one

13   member was unexpectedly unavailable at the last minute.

14   So in order to give her the opportunity to vote as

15   well, we will be having a short meeting to conduct a

16   vote when all members are available.

17        However, we will go ahead and have our discussion

18   today.  And just to remind everybody where we are in

19   this process, I don't -- I think we all know that

20   Governor Inslee directed the Council to reconsider the

21   conditions and mitigation in its recommendation in

22   favor of an approach to mitigation that is more

23   narrowly tailored to the specific impacts identified.

24        That is what we have been working the past couple

25   of months forward to.  I know that he also stated that
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 1   the record is robust and satisfactory from my

 2   perspective for the purposes of siting and permitting

 3   the proposed project.

 4        And I do want to say at this point that we've

 5   heard a lot from multiple parties about taking up the

 6   issue of need for the project, which was not considered

 7   in the project adjudication.  And we are not taking

 8   that up.  We are focusing our response on approaching

 9   the mitigation more narrowly tailored to specific

10   impacts.  So I wanted to make that statement on the

11   record.  We did not take up the issue of need.  We are

12   not taking it up in this proceeding.

13        So at this point, I want to ask the staff to

14   summarize the information that went out to all the

15   Council members and that the public had a chance to

16   review for changes in the Council -- in the proposed

17   changes to the SCA for Council reconsideration.  The

18   Council at our last meeting on this subject directed

19   the staff to draft proposed changes to the SCA.

20        So with that, I will hand it over to Mr. Greene

21   and Ms. Hafkemeyer to maybe give us a brief overview of

22   what those changes in the SCA are.

23                      MR. GREENE:  Okay.

24                      CHAIR DREW:  Sorry about that.

25                      MR. GREENE:  There were -- let's
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 1   see.  There were essentially four changes to mitigation

 2   measures from the initial draft SCA that was submitted

 3   to the governor's office to the current version

 4   provided to the Council and the public.

 5        The first is the Habitat 1 mitigation measure

 6   where the original draft version had included a

 7   requirement that project components be sited outside of

 8   medium-or-higher linkage wildlife movement corridors.

 9   That version has been reverted to the version of

10   Habitat 1 that was -- that was included in the F -- the

11   final environmental impact statement, which is a

12   requirement that the applicant provide a corridor

13   mitigation plan for any components sited in those --

14   those same movement corridors, and this plan would

15   include features to accommodate wildlife movement

16   across linear project components, impact reduction

17   measures, restoration monitoring, and adaptive

18   management but does not include the exclusion areas

19   associated.

20                      CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  Let's pause

21   right there to see if Council members have any

22   questions or would like to discuss that.

23        Okay.  Seeing none, let's go on to the Species --

24                      MS. GRANTHAM:  Mr. Livingston raised

25   his hand.
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 1                      CHAIR DREW:  Who did?  Oh.  Mike.

 2                      MR. LIVINGSTON:  Yeah --

 3                      CHAIR DREW:  Mr. Livingston.

 4                      MR. LIVINGSTON:  -- Chair Drew.

 5                      CHAIR DREW:  Yeah.

 6                      MR. LIVINGSTON:  Thanks.

 7        So the -- this pullback from the protection levels

 8   that we had put in the original SCA for medium- to

 9   high-quality habitat corridors is certainly one that

10   concerns me given the limited amount of habitat

11   connectivity that we do have in the Horse Heaven Hills,

12   and some of these areas are the last remaining

13   connection.

14        So though I appreciate, you know, going back to

15   the -- the EIS and what's in there -- and I trust that

16   there'll be a lot of hard work going into making sure

17   that there's a good plan put in place in the event that

18   there has to be some diminishment of those corridors --

19   I just wanted to express that that is a -- that is a

20   concern of mine, veering away from what the -- the SCA

21   that we had recommended to the governor back in the

22   spring.  So just wanted to share that.  Thank you.

23                      CHAIR DREW:  I do.  So let's talk

24   about that a little bit.  And I appreciate that.

25        So as we look at this corridor mitigation plan, my
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 1   understanding is that that will be developed with the

 2   PTAG; is that correct?  Or is this something that the

 3   applicant would put forward to that group for review?

 4                      MR. GREENE:  I'm not sure whether

 5   the PTAG is explicitly mentioned in this mitigation

 6   measure, but it is a plan that the applicant would

 7   develop and submit to EFSEC for approval.

 8                      CHAIR DREW:  To EFSEC.

 9                      MR. GREENE:  Correct.

10                      CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  So that would

11   then involve our EFSEC staff reviewing it in

12   consultation with our agencies that usually give us

13   input as well as with consultants who are on board to

14   help us review that.  Is that how you see that process

15   moving forward?

16                      MR. GREENE:  Yes, that's correct.

17   We would consult with subject matter experts from other

18   State agencies as well as consultants that have -- are

19   employed by EFSEC.

20                      CHAIR DREW:  And will it include the

21   intent that there will be a path through the project

22   for wildlife?

23                      MR. GREENE:  Yes.  The goal is to

24   reduce project impacts as much as possible or as much

25   as practical for barriers to wildlife movement, and
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 1   that can include requirements to install specific

 2   components that would allow for easier wildlife

 3   movement, such as larger culverts or potentially

 4   bridges or road crossings.

 5                      CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  I just wanted to

 6   get on the record what -- our expectations as an agency

 7   for how that process would occur.  How we would conduct

 8   the process, let me say.

 9        I hear -- I do hear your concerns, and I

10   understand them.

11        Are there comments other people would like to

12   make, or questions?

13        Okay.  Let's go on to the next --

14                      MR. GREENE:  Sure.

15                      CHAIR DREW:  -- item that is

16   changed.

17                      MR. GREENE:  The next mitigation

18   measure that is changed from the initial SCA draft is

19   Species 5, which is specific to the ferruginous hawk.

20        The original ver- -- or the version of Species 5

21   that was submitted to the governor's office included a

22   two-mile buffer for all primary project components to

23   all documented ferruginous hawk nests within two miles

24   of the project lease area.  This included 56 nests from

25   the WDFW priority habitat and species data set and an

0012

 1   additional two nests that were identified in applicant

 2   surveys.

 3        The version of Specie- -- or the version of

 4   Species 5 included in the draft SCA available to the

 5   Council today reduces that two-mile exclusion area to a

 6   0.6-mile exclusion area, or one kilometer, but

 7   additionally takes language from the final

 8   environmental impact statement version of this measure,

 9   wherein any historic -- or any identified nest that

10   is where the nesting site is still available and

11   sufficient foraging habitat is viable within that

12   two-mile buffer, those nests would be provided the full

13   two-mile buffer from the original vers- -- or from the

14   governor's version, the version of the SCA submitted to

15   the governor.

16        So to reiterate, all documented nests are provided

17   at least a 0.6-mile buffer.  Nests where the nesting

18   site is still available and foraging habitat is viable

19   are provided the two-mile buffer.  And that applies to

20   primary project components, which are wind turbines,

21   solar arrays, and BESSes.  Apart from the eastern BESS,

22   where language was added to specifically exclude that

23   one from this version of Species 5 as relocating it

24   away from where it is currently located on disturbed

25   habitat would increase habitat impacts with no

0013

 1   discernible mitigative effect as a result.  So in that

 2   case, it was better to leave it where it is.

 3                      CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  Are there

 4   questions from Council members, or comments?

 5        I want to talk a little bit about the process for

 6   this measure.  How would this measure be implemented?

 7                      MR. GREENE:  So the process that it

 8   would go through is a pre-operational technical

 9   advisory group would be founded, composed of subject

10   matter experts from other State agencies as well as

11   independent experts and other potentially tribal

12   individuals or individuals from local government, if

13   it's deemed justifiable.

14        And that -- that PTAG would work with the -- work

15   with EFSEC and the applicant to identify a process for

16   determining habitat viability.  And the PTAG and the

17   applicant would work to identify which of the -- which

18   of the documented nests meet or don't meet the two

19   criteria for providing the full two-mile buffer, submit

20   that guidance to EFSEC for consideration.

21        EFSEC would make the final determination on which

22   nests would receive a .6-mile buffer and which nests

23   would receive a full two-mile buffer.

24                      CHAIR DREW:  So the PTAG is not

25   making any decisions; is that correct?
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 1                      MR. GREENE:  That is correct.  The

 2   PTAG is an advisory body.  It has no decision-making

 3   authority.

 4                      CHAIR DREW:  EFSEC will make the

 5   decisions.

 6                      MR. GREENE:  Correct.

 7                      CHAIR DREW:  And, secondly, I'll ask

 8   Ms. Hafkemeyer:  Is this a new concept that we've never

 9   implemented before?  Has this been implemented before

10   by EFSEC?

11                      MS. HAFKEMEYER:  It has a slightly

12   different name.  But EFSEC has used what is

13   functionally a preconstruction, still technical

14   advisory group, or -- I'm sorry -- technical advisory

15   committee, or TAC, for multiple projects, and multiple

16   projects have had these groups convene prior to the

17   start of construction.

18        Some of the public comments that were received

19   prior in the review of this project raised concerns

20   about whether or not the TAC started before or after

21   operations of the facility.  But EFSEC has a history of

22   requiring these groups to provide advice and guidance

23   to EFSEC, as the decision-maker, starting prior to the

24   start of construction for several projects.

25                      CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  So this is not
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 1   at all unusual in its makeup or use or implementation

 2   in this project.

 3        Mr. Young.

 4                      MR. YOUNG:  Would there be a single

 5   PTAG that would be addressing different aspects of the

 6   project, or would there be more than one PTAG with a

 7   PTAG -- for example, ferruginous hawk -- focused just

 8   on ferruginous hawk?

 9                      MR. GREENE:  So the intention is

10   that there's a single body that operates as the PTAG.

11   It's possible that membership may change, depending on

12   which of the mitigation measures that the PTAG is

13   working on at any one time.  For instance, a

14   ferruginous hawk expert might not be as needed for some

15   of the other mitigation measures that the PTAG will be

16   considering.  But it is -- it is the goal to only have

17   a single body that may have some rotating numbers.

18                      MR. YOUNG:  How would the PTAG

19   members be selected?

20                      MR. GREENE:  It would be selected by

21   EFSEC essentially as the decision-maker, but we would

22   take into consideration where expertise might be

23   necessary.  Where it's possible, we would include

24   subject matter experts from other State agencies where

25   there may be a lack of expertise or a lack of
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 1   availability.  We would contract independent experts.

 2                      MS. HAFKEMEYER:  And if I could jump

 3   in here.  Historically we have required that the

 4   facilities put together and convene their technical --

 5   their TACs, but that is with EFSEC concurrence on

 6   membership.

 7                      MR. YOUNG:  Could you clarify that?

 8   When you say the facilities do the selection, who are

 9   the facilities?

10                      MS. HAFKEMEYER:  So, for example,

11   Columbia Solar, Wild Horse have active TACs, and they

12   send out meeting invites, do the scheduling, lead the

13   meeting, send out minutes, and so they sort of take the

14   lead in the scheduling and agendas and whatnot, and

15   EFSEC still retains participation and oversight of

16   decisions.

17                      MR. YOUNG:  That sounds more --

18                      MS. HAFKEMEYER:  Does that answer

19   your question?

20                      MR. YOUNG:  Sort of.  That sounds

21   more like mechanics of operating the TAG after the TAG

22   has been selected.

23        Who would actually select -- how would -- how

24   would the "SAG" (phonetic) members actually be

25   selected?
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 1                      MS. HAFKEMEYER:  So generally we

 2   request participation from the desired entities; for

 3   example, DFW, U.S. Fish, Ecology.  And then within

 4   those agencies, they decide who to appoint for the

 5   project, and we have left that up to those bodies'

 6   discretion as to who their actual member is.

 7                      MR. YOUNG:  Okay.  So it'd be more

 8   contacting organizations that EFSEC feels should be

 9   represented on the TAG, and those organizations would

10   then select the individuals that would represent them

11   on the TAG?

12                      MS. HAFKEMEYER:  Correct.

13                      MR. YOUNG:  Okay.  And then, again,

14   on the -- sort of the managerial aspect of the TAG,

15   when you refer to the facilities in this case, would

16   the facilities mean the applicant, Scout Clean Energy?

17                      MS. HAFKEMEYER:  Correct.

18                      MR. YOUNG:  Okay.

19                      CHAIR DREW:  I think it's a term

20   that, if approved, the applicant becomes a certificated

21   facility in our EFSEC language.  So --

22                      MR. YOUNG:  Okay.  Great.

23                      CHAIR DREW:  That's the comparison.

24   Yes.

25                      MR. YOUNG:  Understood.  And thank
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 1   you for answers to my questions.

 2                      CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  Certainly.

 3        Are there other questions?

 4        Mr. Livingston.

 5                      MR. LIVINGSTON:  Yeah.  Thanks,

 6   Chair.

 7        You know, from the beginning of this, the PTAG

 8   approach has concerned me, just 'cause it leaves a lot

 9   of questions unanswered.  Interesting reading through

10   comments in the last couple of days.  I've seen some --

11   some concerns expressed on both sides of this issue.

12        And so I'm curious:  If this goes forward as the

13   new draft has described it, one of the questions has

14   been how do we develop the criteria to determine the

15   viability or the suitability of foraging habitat and

16   nesting habitat?  What's -- what's the thought on

17   staff's approach to that?  Obviously we're going to

18   need wildlife experts adding to that conversation, but

19   how would you go about that?

20                      MR. GREENE:  Yeah, so that process

21   is -- is certainly going to be involved, and that's why

22   we wanted to wait until the PTAG was operational before

23   we got too deep in the weeds on that.

24        The language within Species 5 includes a couple of

25   examples of foraging habitat that might be considered
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 1   no longer viable, such as those that have experienced

 2   large -- large landscape scale conversion into

 3   residential or agricultural.  But that -- the

 4   development of that viability criteria for foraging

 5   habitat is something that the subject matter experts

 6   within the PTAG will be very helpful in determining.

 7   Ultimately it will be EFSEC's decision as to what those

 8   criteria are and how they are applied to the BESS, but

 9   we will certainly give credence to guidance that we

10   receive from the PTAG.

11                      MR. LIVINGSTON:  Okay.  Thank you.

12        That's it for me.  Well, let me ask one more

13   question.  I'm sorry.

14                      CHAIR DREW:  No.

15                      MR. LIVINGSTON:  Councilman Young

16   there.

17                      MR. YOUNG:  No.  Go ahead.

18                      MR. LIVINGSTON:  So, you know, one

19   of the things that has --

20                      CHAIR DREW:  You're muted.

21   Accidentally.

22                      MR. LIVINGSTON:  I apologize.  Sorry

23   about that.

24                      CHAIR DREW:  No worries.

25                      MR. LIVINGSTON:  How does that
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 1   happen?  All this time using Teams, and I don't know

 2   how to do it.

 3        Anyway, so one of the things I was stating was

 4   that some of the other values that we've been working

 5   on to protect, that have been inclusive of a two-mile

 6   buffer around ferruginous hawk nests, including TCPs

 7   and viewshed, you know, as we go through this, this

 8   leaves just this big question mark.

 9        If we use the best available science for assessing

10   ferruginous hawk territories and conclude -- you know,

11   I don't know what percentage of these.  I have no idea.

12   It could be zero.  It could be 10, 20 percent of them.

13   I don't know.  But then that leaves a question, the

14   other values that we've discussed as important,

15   particularly in our findings and in our draft SCA to

16   the governor back in April.  It seems like it just

17   leaves a lot of questions for us and what those values

18   will be protected or not going forward.

19        So I guess I'm just expressing the concern of not

20   addressing those other issues with this approach.

21   Thank you.

22                      CHAIR DREW:  Thanks.

23        I will briefly say -- and then I'll get to

24   Mr. Young's next question -- that, frankly, as Chair of

25   this Council, in working with the staff on developing
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 1   this set of narrowing the mitigations, I thought about

 2   that quite a bit to determine how to approach each of

 3   these impacts individually.  And so we do -- I -- don't

 4   have the same extent as we had before as we looked at

 5   the combination, but there is some mitigation for

 6   many -- for a few of those issues.  I think the visual

 7   one is more dependent on the others, and perhaps that

 8   final determination of the viability of the hawks.  But

 9   I would still say that the way this is structured will

10   eliminate some of the most visible turbines.

11        Is that something that -- I won't ask Sean to

12   comment on that.  That's my opinion -- I'll leave it at

13   that -- and certainly what I was striving to

14   accomplish.

15        Mr. Young.

16                      MR. YOUNG:  I don't have any other

17   question at this time.

18                      CHAIR DREW:  Okay.

19        Sorry about that.

20                      MR. GREENE:  You want to move to the

21   next measure?

22                      CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  Let's go on to

23   the next measure.

24                      MR. GREENE:  Okay.  The next change

25   in mitigation from the previous version of the SCA is a
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 1   new measure that was incorporated into this version.

 2   It is labeled as Cultural Resources 3.  And it is a

 3   requirement that all wind turbines be precluded from

 4   being sited within one mile of the geographic drop-off

 5   at the top of Webber Canyon.  This was done in response

 6   to TCP concerns that were identified by the Yakama

 7   Nation associated with Webber Canyon.  And 17 of the

 8   proposed turbines would be affected by this mitigation

 9   measure, and they would need to either be relocated

10   elsewhere within the wind siting micro-corridor -- wind

11   micro-siting corridor or removed from the project.

12                      CHAIR DREW:  So let me make a

13   comment about this.

14        Again, Governor Inslee asked the Council to,

15   quote, reconsider the conditions and mitigation in its

16   recommendation in favor of an approach to mitigation

17   that is more narrowly tailored to the specific impacts

18   identified.

19        And then specifically regarding cultural

20   resources, the governor asked the Council to consider,

21   quote, physical traditional cultural resources within

22   the leased property boundary.

23        So I did ask the staff to look at physical

24   traditional cultural resources within the leased

25   property boundary and identified specifically that
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 1   found -- and that we found the Yakama Nation

 2   specifically identified the Webber Canyon as an area of

 3   particular concern in an early letter from March 2nd,

 4   '21.

 5        I recognize that the Yakama Nation has

 6   communicated that the project overall will

 7   substantially impact Yakama Nation traditional cultural

 8   properties.  I still wanted to ensure that there was a

 9   specific mitigation prohibiting turbines on the

10   physical property of the leased property boundary.

11        So this is separating -- you know, I see it as

12   separating the mitigation and identifying it as a

13   narrower mitigation but also to reduce some impact to

14   the Yakama Nation.  I am no way saying that it will be

15   considered in any way as sufficient by the Yakama

16   Nation, but I did want to give that explanation.

17        Mr. Young.

18                      MR. YOUNG:  Did I understand it to

19   be said that the applicant would have the option of

20   resituating those 17 turbines elsewhere within the

21   project area?

22                      MR. GREENE:  Yes.  So the locations

23   of the turbines that have been shown in the project

24   layout are representative examples.  The way that this

25   project has -- or is going for approval is approving
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 1   the number of turbines that are outlined in the

 2   application anywhere within the wind micro-siting

 3   corridor, which is shown on the project layout.

 4        So the exact locations where the turbines are

 5   shown right now is not necessarily where they would

 6   eventually be sited.  They could be sited anywhere

 7   within the wind micro-siting corridor pending the

 8   exclusion areas that would be imposed by measures

 9   like -- like Cultural Resources 3.

10        So this measure would not exclude those 17

11   turbines.  It would exclude the area where those 17

12   turbines are currently being proposed as well as other

13   areas of the wind micro-siting corridor where there is

14   currently no turbines proposed, but it would prohibit

15   them in the future from being relocated there.

16                      MR. YOUNG:  Okay.

17                      CHAIR DREW:  If I could add, that's

18   the same way we described all of the exclusion zones

19   that we have put forward throughout this project.

20                      MR. GREENE:  Yes.

21                      CHAIR DREW:  As turbines would be

22   allowed except for in these areas.

23                      MR. YOUNG:  Right.

24                      MR. GREENE:  It's excluding areas,

25   not necessarily individual turbines.
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 1                      CHAIR DREW:  It's not any different

 2   than what we've said before on that.

 3                      MR. YOUNG:  Okay.  But I -- I just

 4   want to make sure I understood it, that it would -- it

 5   would not necessarily result in the total number of

 6   turbines for the project being reduced by 17.  It --

 7   again, as you -- as you've described it, it's a -- it's

 8   a protection of an area, not a direct numerical

 9   reduction in the number of turbines; is that correct?

10                      MR. GREENE:  That's correct.  It

11   would be, I guess, accurate to say that it would result

12   in a maximum of 17 turbines being --

13                      MR. YOUNG:  Right.

14                      MR. GREENE:  -- removed from --

15                      MR. YOUNG:  Right.

16                      MR. GREENE:  -- the project but

17   not --

18                      MR. YOUNG:  Right.

19                      MR. GREENE:  If they can find the

20   engineering to relocate those elsewhere within the wind

21   micro-siting corridor, there could be no reduction in

22   production potential --

23                      CHAIR DREW:  That is not mitigated

24   in other ways.

25                      MR. GREENE:  Correct.
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 1                      MR. YOUNG:  Right.

 2                      CHAIR DREW:  So, you know, the EIS

 3   looked at the whole -- the whole project and the

 4   micro-siting corridor, and there are several things

 5   which affects areas within the micro-siting corridor.

 6                      MR. GREENE:  Correct.

 7                      MR. YOUNG:  Okay.  And then --

 8                      CHAIR DREW:  Yeah.

 9                      MR. YOUNG:  -- and one other

10   question is comparing the original -- the original

11   recommendation to the governor, the original SCA with

12   the revision.  How many of those 17 turbines that would

13   be excluded by the buffer at Webber Canyon, how many of

14   those 17 would have been allowed to have been built

15   under the original recommendation to the governor?

16                      MR. GREENE:  Zero.

17                      CHAIR DREW:  But it's the same --

18                      MR. YOUNG:  Zero.

19                      CHAIR DREW:  The same is true.  It

20   wouldn't be the turbines built.  It would have been an

21   area of exclusion.

22                      MR. YOUNG:  Yeah.  But it's sort of

23   a wash, then, between -- between the original

24   recommendation and the revision that's being

25   considered.  In the original, those 17 would have been
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 1   excluded for --

 2                      CHAIR DREW:  Right.

 3                      MR. YOUNG:  -- I guess, other --

 4   other reasons, because in the original version, there

 5   was not a specific exclusion for Webber Canyon.  And so

 6   in the revision, that area would -- those 17 proposed

 7   sites wouldn't be affected by the Webber Canyon buffer,

 8   but in the original, they would have been affected by

 9   something else and would have been excluded by one of

10   the other considerations?

11                      MR. GREENE:  That's correct.  They

12   would have been excluded by the version of Species 5,

13   the ferruginous hawk mitigation --

14                      MR. YOUNG:  Okay.

15                      MR. GREENE:  -- which was at that

16   point intended to cover a variety of resource impacts.

17                      MR. YOUNG:  Okay.  Thank you.

18                      CHAIR DREW:  For those who haven't

19   followed specifically who is talking -- although it's

20   clear on my screen -- that it was Mr. Lenny Young from

21   the Department of Natural Resources, and it was Sean

22   Greene on our staff, who were introduced as they began

23   speaking.

24        Are there any other questions?

25                      MR. YOUNG:  Yeah, my -- my little
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 1   hand icon seems to automatically go down after about

 2   ten seconds, so I just -- I disappear.  And thank you

 3   for those answers to my questions.

 4                      CHAIR DREW:  Yes.

 5        Okay.  Is there more that we want to -- anyone

 6   else have questions on this particular mitigation on

 7   the Webber Canyon?  Okay.

 8        Let's move on to --

 9                      MR. BROST:  Chair Drew.

10                      CHAIR DREW:  Yes.

11                      MR. BROST:  Chair Drew, it's Ed

12   Brost.  Could I ask a question related to turbines

13   before we leave that question?  And this goes back to

14   the original.  There was -- in the original proposal,

15   there was taller turbines versus the shorter turbines.

16   When we're talking number of turbines, we still aren't

17   talking which specific type of turbines we're talking

18   about, are we?

19                      MR. GREENE:  So -- I'm sorry.

20                      MR. BROST:  And do we ever -- do we

21   ever decide on the shorter versus the taller?

22                      CHAIR DREW:  So the applicant's

23   proposal to us, as is relatively common with any wind

24   facility that comes to EFSEC, has an option of a taller

25   and a shorter turbine.  They also need to be looking at
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 1   what the latest technology is.

 2        So in our process, the EIS covers both options but

 3   does not require the applicant to settle into one

 4   option.  Because things change in this industry quite a

 5   bit and some turbines that they have used as examples

 6   will be out of production, so there's a number of

 7   different factors as is -- so it actually made a very

 8   complicated review process, because we did look in the

 9   EIS at the proposal for both numbers.  And you will see

10   that broken out through everything.

11        We kind of revert to looking at the proposal with

12   the most number of turbines that is shorter, because it

13   would have -- the mitigations have more impact per

14   turbine, and so we tend to only show that, but it is

15   considering either option.

16        Is that more or less correct, Mr. Greene?

17                      MR. GREENE:  Yes.  And I would say

18   specific to the most recent mitigation measure that we

19   were discussing, the 17 turbines, that is 17 for both

20   Option 1 and Option 2.  So there are more Option 1

21   turbines, the shorter ones, that are proposed, but in

22   this case, the number is equivalent for both options.

23                      MS. HAFKEMEYER:  And if I could jump

24   in.  For the record, this is Ami Hafkemeyer.

25        Just to reiterate, the exclusion area would remain
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 1   the same regardless of the turbine type for each of

 2   these mitigation measures.  And so related to Council

 3   Member Young's question, the language in the draft as

 4   presented to Council is focused more on an exclusion

 5   area rather than a specific number of turbines.

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

 7   the next difference between the original SCA and the

 8   proposed changes.

 9                      MR. GREENE:  Sure.  And, again, for

10   the record, this is Sean Greene, the SEPA specialist

11   for EFSEC.

12        The final mitigation change that is included in

13   this updated version of the SCA is labeled as Public

14   Health and Safety 2.  It has been put in to mitigate

15   project effects on aerial firefighting abilities within

16   the area.

17        The Department of Natural Resources has informed

18   EFSEC that their aircraft provide a standard corridor

19   mile standoff area for any tall structures when in

20   operation, when the aircraft are in operation.  So this

21   measure would provide a quarter-mile buffer around the

22   maximum extent of any wildfire that has occurred within

23   the proximity of the project lease boundary since the

24   year 2000, since January 1st, 2000.  Yeah.

25                      CHAIR DREW:  So couple of questions
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 1   on this.

 2                      MR. GREENE:  Mm-hmm.

 3                      CHAIR DREW:  First, when we had an

 4   interaction with the Department of Natural Resources,

 5   we were talking with them about the aircraft that they

 6   use.

 7                      MR. GREENE:  That's correct.  They

 8   describe that both their helicopter and fixed-wing

 9   aircraft are provided with the same quarter-mile buffer

10   as standoff distance.

11                      CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.

12        Are there other questions from Council members?

13   Mr. Young.

14                      MR. YOUNG:  Yeah, I think the only

15   place where Mr. Lane hedged a little bit on that was,

16   he was referring to most of the aircraft that DNR uses:

17   Helicopters, the Air Tractor / Fire Bosses, probably

18   the scoopers, and the twin jets -- or excuse me --

19   twin-turbine planes, the Q-400s.  But he was not

20   referring to the what are known as VLATs, the very

21   large air tankers, like the converted DC-10s, in terms

22   of the quarter-mile buffer.

23                      CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  Thank you for

24   that clarification.

25                      MR. GREENE:  And DNR did also state
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 1   to us that, when it comes to an operational basis, the

 2   pilots have full ability to increase that standoff

 3   distance based on what they feel would be safe.  So the

 4   .25 miles is the minimum that DNR mandates, but if the

 5   pilots in operation phase want to increase that

 6   standoff distance, they can do it to any distance that

 7   they feel comfortable.

 8                      CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  Thank you for

 9   those clarifications.

10        Are there any other questions?

11        Mr. Young.

12                      MR. YOUNG:  I recognize very much

13   what was just explained really well about how the --

14   the mitigations are protecting areas and not

15   specifically turbines.  But we've got a lot of maps

16   with dots on them that we've been using for comparison.

17        And so if you look at the number of proposed

18   turbine locations that would have been viable under the

19   original recommendation to the governor and then the

20   number that would be viable and available to the

21   applicant under the revised recommendation to the

22   governor that's being considered, what's the

23   difference?  How many more turbines of those original

24   turbine locations come back on line and become

25   available under the revision compared to the original
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 1   recommendation to the governor?

 2                      MR. GREENE:  So the issue with that

 3   is it's dependent on the availability and viability

 4   standards in the new version of Species 5.  It is

 5   potentially the case that the exclusion area from the

 6   version of the SCA submitted to the governor does not

 7   change.  If the determination is made that all of the

 8   historic ferruginous hawk nests are -- their nesting

 9   sites are available and there's viable habitat, then

10   they would all retain that two-mile buffer, and there

11   would be no change.

12        The exact number of turbines or exact acreage of

13   the wind micro-siting corridor that is now newly or

14   re-available to the applicant for siting, I can't give

15   you an answer.  For -- for this specific measure,

16   Public Health and Safety 2, seven of the proposed

17   locations both for Option 1 and Option 2 would be

18   excluded by this measure, and those were both

19   excluded -- or all seven would have been excluded by

20   the original version of Species 5.

21                      CHAIR DREW:  So there's a hard

22   exclusion, if you will, and then there's the exclusion

23   if -- dependent upon the viability of the ferruginous

24   hawk nests and the habitat.  I'm kind of shortening the

25   words a little bit there --
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 1                      MR. GREENE:  Sure.

 2                      CHAIR DREW:  -- just for the sake of

 3   making it easier to talk about.

 4        So then is there an overall number of what you

 5   would see on the map now in the exclusion zone other

 6   than those which might be eliminated because we find

 7   there is -- there are viable nests and viable habitat?

 8                      MR. GREENE:  I have that information

 9   available in percentages of the number of proposed

10   turbines.  I don't have the exact number of turbines.

11        But the version of Species 5 that was submitted to

12   the governor would have eliminated the -- the locations

13   of 48 percent, approximately, of the turbines and about

14   12 percent of the solar arrays.  The hard buffer -- the

15   hard exclusion area for Species 5 now would eliminate

16   about 5 and a half percent of the turbines and 6

17   percent of the solar array footprint.

18        The -- the difference between those two numbers,

19   again -- the current exclusion area could increase

20   depending on that definition of available nesting sites

21   and viable foraging habitat.

22                      CHAIR DREW:  So let's take it to a

23   broader level to answer this question, if we can.

24        As we look at these four measures -- well,

25   let's -- the measures that eliminate -- have -- exclude
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 1   major components; that is, ferruginous hawk, the Webber

 2   Canyon, and the Public Health and Safety 2, the aerial

 3   firefighting.

 4        If you were to look at them in total -- and I'm

 5   talking about only the .6 mile for the ferruginous

 6   hawk -- some of those overlap.

 7                      MR. GREENE:  Correct.

 8                      CHAIR DREW:  So if we were looking

 9   at the total number -- I'm hoping I'm getting to the

10   answer to your question, Mr. Young, by the way.  The

11   total number that would be eliminated on those, leaving

12   out the future determination of the viability of the

13   nests in the foraging area, how many would that be?

14                      MR. GREENE:  I don't have that

15   number available right now.  It's displayed in the

16   figure that the Council had access to from the July

17   Council meeting.  I could -- I could refer to that

18   figure and come up with a number, but I don't have it

19   available right now.

20                      CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  Okay.

21                      MR. YOUNG:  Could I throw something

22   out and see if this makes any sense at all --

23                      CHAIR DREW:  Yes.

24                      MR. YOUNG:  -- based on what I just

25   heard?
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 1                      CHAIR DREW:  Yes.

 2                      MR. YOUNG:  If we took, like, a

 3   starting-point number of turbines in the original

 4   proposal, I think the max that was proposed was

 5   something like 222.  And I think you said that under

 6   the original recommendation to the governor, 48 percent

 7   of those would have been excluded.  That's 106.  And

 8   that's down to 5 and a half percent under the revision.

 9   That's 12.

10        So the difference, to me, looks to be -- just

11   ballpark numbers -- is that there would be 94

12   additional turbines that were not available under the

13   original recommendation that would be available under

14   the revised recommendation.

15        Does that sound ballpark?  Am I on the right track

16   with that?

17                      MR. GREENE:  So two points on that.

18        One, some of that -- that 94, or approximate,

19   would potentially be excluded by Cultural Resources 3

20   and Public Health and Safety 2, the -- the measures

21   that talk about TCPs and aerial firefighting.  There

22   might be some overlap there, so I can't give you exact

23   numbers on how many turbines.

24        And then the second part is, of those 94 turbines,

25   they are not necessarily being allowed with this
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 1   current version of Species 5.  They may be allowed,

 2   depending on the determination --

 3                      MR. YOUNG:  Right.

 4                      MR. GREENE:  -- that EFSEC makes --

 5                      MR. YOUNG:  Correct.

 6                      MR. GREENE:  -- with the PTAG's

 7   guidance.

 8                      MR. YOUNG:  So the number -- the

 9   numbers you gave me, or gave there, the 48 percent and

10   the 5 and a half percent, that just -- that just flowed

11   from ferruginous hawk protections?

12                      MR. GREENE:  I'm sorry.  Could you

13   say that last bit again?

14                      MR. YOUNG:  Yeah.  The 48 percent,

15   was that a -- was that a percent of the originally

16   proposed turbines under the original proposal to the

17   governor that would have been excluded for all reasons

18   or just for ferruginous hawk reasons?

19                      MR. GREENE:  So that 48 percent

20   would have been excluded by Species 5, which was --

21                      MR. YOUNG:  Okay.

22                      MR. GREENE:  -- ostensibly a

23   ferruginous hawk mitigation measure, but it was being

24   used to --

25                      MR. YOUNG:  Yeah.
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 1                      MR. GREENE:  -- address multiple

 2   resource impacts.

 3                      MR. YOUNG:  That's right.

 4        And then the 5 and a half percent, is that also --

 5   under the revision, the 5 and a half, was that -- would

 6   that also flow only from Species 5?  Because it seems

 7   like you added the Webber Canyon --

 8                      CHAIR DREW:  Yes.

 9                      MR. YOUNG:  -- turbines onto the top

10   of that 5 and a half percent.

11                      MR. GREENE:  Correct.  That was a

12   desire by the Council to --

13                      MR. YOUNG:  Okay.

14                      MR. GREENE:  -- kind of split up the

15   mitigation to address specific resource impacts.  So

16   the 5 and a half percent is from the current version of

17   Species 5, and that is --

18                      MR. YOUNG:  Yeah.

19                      MR. GREENE:  -- intended only for

20   reduction of ferruginous hawk impacts.  It would have

21   mitigative effect to other resources, such as visual

22   and TCPs and all that, but that is not the intent of

23   that measure.

24                      CHAIR DREW:  I think there are --

25                      MR. YOUNG:  Sure.  I understand
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 1   that.

 2                      CHAIR DREW:  If I could just chime

 3   in here.  I think there are specific turbine numbers

 4   for each of these three measures on some information

 5   that we received.  Some of them overlap.  But as I

 6   recall -- can you pull -- can somebody pull that up?

 7        Ms. Moon, are you tracking me?

 8                      MS. HAFKEMEYER:  What is it that

 9   you're looking to be pulled up?

10                      CHAIR DREW:  I'm looking for the

11   specific numbers -- I can -- I know you're trying to

12   get how many still remain, but I have an easier time

13   finding out -- remembering the numbers that are -- how

14   many would be -- are in areas that would be excluded.

15   And I think it's about 35.

16                      MR. GREENE:  Yeah, so if you -- so

17   there's about 12 turbines being excluded by Species 5.

18   There are 17 being excluded by Webber Canyon mitigation

19   and seven turbines by the aerial firefighting.

20   Combined, that number is 36.  But, again, there's some

21   overlap there.  So it's probably a little bit less than

22   36, but somewhere around that number would be excluded.

23                      MR. YOUNG:  Okay.  So a better

24   comparison -- again, if I'm trying to integrate this --

25                      CHAIR DREW:  Yes.
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 1                      MR. YOUNG:  -- just for my own

 2   understanding.

 3                      CHAIR DREW:  Yes.

 4                      MR. YOUNG:  A better comparison

 5   would have been that for the way that the original

 6   recommendation went in, 106 turbines would have been

 7   excluded, and now 30 -- 36 would have been ex- -- or be

 8   excluded, so the difference is about 70, 70 turbines,

 9   and you compare that to what we -- what we started out

10   for.  I'm getting an idea --

11                      CHAIR DREW:  Yeah.

12                      MR. YOUNG:  -- of the difference

13   between --

14                      CHAIR DREW:  Yeah.

15                      MR. YOUNG:  -- between the first

16   recommendation and the revision being considered.  So

17   thank you for walking me through that.  I really

18   appreciate it.

19                      CHAIR DREW:  And, again, that's --

20   that's total exclusion.  It's not taking into

21   consideration what the actual review of the site and

22   the viability of ferruginous hawk nests are.  So that

23   would be --

24                      MR. YOUNG:  And what I -- what I --

25                      CHAIR DREW:  -- added to that.
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 1   Yeah.

 2                      MR. YOUNG:  Yeah.  What I -- what I

 3   also heard is that number, 36, could go up, depending

 4   upon the status that was determined for the total array

 5   of ferruginous hawk nests that are out there on the

 6   land.  That number could go up significantly, depending

 7   upon how the status of each of those nests was

 8   determined to be.

 9                      CHAIR DREW:  Correct.

10                      MR. GREENE:  Yeah, I would say --

11                      MR. YOUNG:  Thank you.

12                      MR. GREENE:  -- it's almost

13   certainly going to go up.  Just the extent of how --

14   how much it goes up is -- is still to be determined.

15                      MR. YOUNG:  Great.  Thanks.

16                      CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  Where are we?

17   Is that the last?

18                      MR. GREENE:  That is all the

19   changes --

20                      CHAIR DREW:  Okay.

21                      MR. GREENE:  -- to the mitigation.

22                      CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.

23        A lot to discuss.  And I think all of this is

24   good, because these are questions that everybody has.

25        Are there any other questions from Council
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 1   members?

 2                      MR. LEVITT:  I just want to also

 3   mention -- this is Eli Levitt, Ecology -- that, you

 4   know, to me, the number of turbines is important, but

 5   it's certainly not the only factor in weighing our

 6   decision.  So I was also one of the people that

 7   asked -- asked to look at Webber Canyon, for example.

 8        So if we're more narrowly scoping the mitigation

 9   measures, they're just different between Choice A and

10   Choice B, and I think it falls on us as the Council to

11   provide the suite of mitigation measures that we think

12   does the best job to meet the spirit and intent of what

13   EFSEC and all of us do to protect human health and the

14   environment and, you know, make sure there's a viable

15   energy pool in the state, moving to cleaner energy

16   sources, et cetera.

17        So, me, it's a little bit apples and oranges in

18   big picture to compare the two.  It's we as a Council

19   need to -- right now my mission is to make sure we --

20   we provide better mitigation measures that will do the

21   best job to make the project viable and to protect

22   those resources we're trying to look at carefully.  You

23   know, so, for example, that's one reason I wanted to

24   look more closely at Webber Canyon.

25                      CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.  I
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 1   appreciate that.

 2        And that's true.  As we've separated out to look

 3   at the mitigation members more specifically, we are

 4   dialing in on what those impacts are.  And I do think

 5   that specifically on the ferruginous hawk, what we're

 6   looking at is really trying to establish -- and, in

 7   fact, in much of the environmental ones -- an approach

 8   which is adaptive management.

 9        And it's very hard to dial in specifically at this

10   stage, before micro-siting is done, on the final

11   determination and the adaptive management that's really

12   best practice, if you will, in this type of

13   environment.  I think an agency has a much easier -- an

14   agency without this type of process has -- has a lot

15   more, not -- it's just very difficult to pinpoint, I

16   guess I'll say, at this point in time.

17        But the intent of adaptive management is a

18   high-level concept that's throughout our environmental

19   process.  And that's what we're trying to achieve here

20   as well as meeting the goals of the future that is the

21   balancing act within our statute.

22        Are there other comments or questions?

23        Ms. Brewster.

24                      MS. BREWSTER:  Thanks.

25        I guess one of the -- one of my concerns with this

0044

 1   particular approach is -- is the unknowns and the

 2   effects of it.  So it's -- it's really hard to gauge

 3   the impact we'll have when it's unknown whether a

 4   particular nest eliminates a number of -- excludes a

 5   number of turbines that are particularly visually

 6   impactful since -- that we don't really address it --

 7   visual impact specifically with this.  So I guess

 8   I'll -- I'm just throwing that concern out there as I'm

 9   considering.

10        Beyond that, I would like to express my

11   appreciation for staff and all the work that you've put

12   into the original proposal and this reconsidered

13   proposal.  I really do appreciate all that you have

14   done.  So thank you for that.

15                      CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.

16        Ms. Bumpus.

17                      MS. BUMPUS:  Thank you, Chair Drew

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

19   Bumpus.

20        This is just a comment, a general comment after

21   listening to the discussion today, very good discussion

22   today between Council members about what's before you.

23        As the SEPA responsible official, I just wanted to

24   comment that I am hearing that there's just a lot of

25   concern and question around the -- sort of the
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 1   deficiency and certitude -- right? -- around number of

 2   turbines that are permitted, number that actually get

 3   put into use and these kinds of things after the

 4   micro-siting process is complete.

 5        And I thought of a section of SEPA, in the SEPA

 6   rules, where it talks about -- it's in SEPA Rule /

 7   Washington Administrative Code 197-11-660.  And it

 8   talks about the substantive authority and mitigation

 9   that an agency does in considering an action, a

10   proposed action.

11        And one of the things that's interesting is that

12   it talks about identifying adverse environmental

13   impacts but also ensuring, to the extent that you can,

14   you know, that you are developing and applying

15   mitigation that's effective but that is also

16   attributable in terms of the adverse impact from the

17   action, itself, right?

18        So I thought of that, because I think the -- this

19   sort of adaptive and management approach that's baked

20   into the mitigation before you, it helps us to achieve

21   that.  It looks at the area after these criteria are

22   developed -- talking about Species 5, right? -- and

23   you're able to then determine what is going to

24   specifically trigger that criteria, and then of course

25   we all know we've already talked at length about how
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 1   that -- you know, how that plays out with PTAG and

 2   such.

 3        But it's actually in the SEPA rules.  And I think

 4   that while there are some unanswered questions about

 5   this right now, that adaptive management approach, the

 6   use of the PTAG allows us to get down to the impacts

 7   that -- that we identify once we're able to in the

 8   micro-siting process in these particular locations.

 9        So I hope that's helpful.

10                      CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.

11        I'm reminded that, at the beginning of the

12   meeting, we didn't ask the staff to go over the public

13   comments that had come in.  Or do you have a summary of

14   the comments?  I know that all the Council members have

15   read them, because I can tell from our conversation

16   that they have.  Because I've read all of them.

17        So I know that there were -- do we have an exact

18   count of the number of comments?

19                      MS. GRANTHAM:  I can look really

20   quick.

21                      CHAIR DREW:  Okay.

22                      MS. GRANTHAM:  So we received from

23   the public 123.

24        This is Andrea Grantham, for the record, by the

25   way.
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 1                      CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.

 2                      MS. GRANTHAM:  And then for -- we

 3   received one comment from the Yakama Nation, one

 4   comment from the applicant, and three comments from

 5   party member TCC.

 6                      CHAIR DREW:  That is Tri-City --

 7                      MS. GRANTHAM:  That's Tri-City

 8   C.A.R.E.S.

 9                      CHAIR DREW:  That's Tri-City

10   C.A.R.E.S.  And those are the adjudicative parties.

11        So I am quite sure that all the Council members

12   have read them.  But for the record, I will make sure

13   and state that those are the comments that we received.

14        So are there further questions or comments?

15   Again, our intent is to find a time, because we had --

16   it was unexpected that we had one Council member

17   unavailable today.  And so we will be looking to have a

18   time next week where we will actually conduct a vote on

19   this SCA amendment.  Okay?

20        Any other questions or comments?  If not -- oh,

21   Mr. Young.

22                      MR. YOUNG:  Yeah, I'd just like to

23   add my thanks to staff for doing a lot of work in a

24   really short time.  Very high-quality what we got.

25   Appreciated the good communication.  So thank you for
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 1   the great staff work as always.

 2                      CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.  Agree.

 3        Okay.  With that, this meeting is adjourned.

 4   Thank you.

 5                             (Meeting adjourned at

 6                              4:00 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 Horse Heaven Special Meeting of the

 5   Washington State Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council was

     conducted in my presence and adjourned on August 29, 2024,

 6   and 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 6th day of September, 2024.
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15                             _________________________________

                               /s/John M.S. Botelho, CCR, RPR

16                             Certified Court Reporter No. 2976

                               (Certification expires 5/26/2025.)
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		147						LN		6		21		false		           21     conditions and mitigation in its recommendation in				false

		148						LN		6		22		false		           22     favor of an approach to mitigation that is more				false

		149						LN		6		23		false		           23     narrowly tailored to the specific impacts identified.				false

		150						LN		6		24		false		           24          That is what we have been working the past couple				false

		151						LN		6		25		false		           25     of months forward to.  I know that he also stated that				false

		152						PG		7		0		false		page 7				false

		153						LN		7		1		false		            1     the record is robust and satisfactory from my				false

		154						LN		7		2		false		            2     perspective for the purposes of siting and permitting				false

		155						LN		7		3		false		            3     the proposed project.				false

		156						LN		7		4		false		            4          And I do want to say at this point that we've				false

		157						LN		7		5		false		            5     heard a lot from multiple parties about taking up the				false

		158						LN		7		6		false		            6     issue of need for the project, which was not considered				false

		159						LN		7		7		false		            7     in the project adjudication.  And we are not taking				false

		160						LN		7		8		false		            8     that up.  We are focusing our response on approaching				false

		161						LN		7		9		false		            9     the mitigation more narrowly tailored to specific				false

		162						LN		7		10		false		           10     impacts.  So I wanted to make that statement on the				false

		163						LN		7		11		false		           11     record.  We did not take up the issue of need.  We are				false

		164						LN		7		12		false		           12     not taking it up in this proceeding.				false

		165						LN		7		13		false		           13          So at this point, I want to ask the staff to				false

		166						LN		7		14		false		           14     summarize the information that went out to all the				false

		167						LN		7		15		false		           15     Council members and that the public had a chance to				false

		168						LN		7		16		false		           16     review for changes in the Council -- in the proposed				false

		169						LN		7		17		false		           17     changes to the SCA for Council reconsideration.  The				false

		170						LN		7		18		false		           18     Council at our last meeting on this subject directed				false

		171						LN		7		19		false		           19     the staff to draft proposed changes to the SCA.				false

		172						LN		7		20		false		           20          So with that, I will hand it over to Mr. Greene				false

		173						LN		7		21		false		           21     and Ms. Hafkemeyer to maybe give us a brief overview of				false

		174						LN		7		22		false		           22     what those changes in the SCA are.				false

		175						LN		7		23		false		           23                        MR. GREENE:  Okay.				false

		176						LN		7		24		false		           24                        CHAIR DREW:  Sorry about that.				false

		177						LN		7		25		false		           25                        MR. GREENE:  There were -- let's				false

		178						PG		8		0		false		page 8				false

		179						LN		8		1		false		            1     see.  There were essentially four changes to mitigation				false

		180						LN		8		2		false		            2     measures from the initial draft SCA that was submitted				false

		181						LN		8		3		false		            3     to the governor's office to the current version				false

		182						LN		8		4		false		            4     provided to the Council and the public.				false

		183						LN		8		5		false		            5          The first is the Habitat 1 mitigation measure				false

		184						LN		8		6		false		            6     where the original draft version had included a				false

		185						LN		8		7		false		            7     requirement that project components be sited outside of				false

		186						LN		8		8		false		            8     medium-or-higher linkage wildlife movement corridors.				false

		187						LN		8		9		false		            9     That version has been reverted to the version of				false

		188						LN		8		10		false		           10     Habitat 1 that was -- that was included in the F -- the				false

		189						LN		8		11		false		           11     final environmental impact statement, which is a				false

		190						LN		8		12		false		           12     requirement that the applicant provide a corridor				false

		191						LN		8		13		false		           13     mitigation plan for any components sited in those --				false

		192						LN		8		14		false		           14     those same movement corridors, and this plan would				false

		193						LN		8		15		false		           15     include features to accommodate wildlife movement				false

		194						LN		8		16		false		           16     across linear project components, impact reduction				false

		195						LN		8		17		false		           17     measures, restoration monitoring, and adaptive				false

		196						LN		8		18		false		           18     management but does not include the exclusion areas				false

		197						LN		8		19		false		           19     associated.				false

		198						LN		8		20		false		           20                        CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  Let's pause				false

		199						LN		8		21		false		           21     right there to see if Council members have any				false

		200						LN		8		22		false		           22     questions or would like to discuss that.				false

		201						LN		8		23		false		           23          Okay.  Seeing none, let's go on to the Species --				false

		202						LN		8		24		false		           24                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Mr. Livingston raised				false

		203						LN		8		25		false		           25     his hand.				false

		204						PG		9		0		false		page 9				false

		205						LN		9		1		false		            1                        CHAIR DREW:  Who did?  Oh.  Mike.				false

		206						LN		9		2		false		            2                        MR. LIVINGSTON:  Yeah --				false

		207						LN		9		3		false		            3                        CHAIR DREW:  Mr. Livingston.				false

		208						LN		9		4		false		            4                        MR. LIVINGSTON:  -- Chair Drew.				false

		209						LN		9		5		false		            5                        CHAIR DREW:  Yeah.				false

		210						LN		9		6		false		            6                        MR. LIVINGSTON:  Thanks.				false

		211						LN		9		7		false		            7          So the -- this pullback from the protection levels				false

		212						LN		9		8		false		            8     that we had put in the original SCA for medium- to				false

		213						LN		9		9		false		            9     high-quality habitat corridors is certainly one that				false

		214						LN		9		10		false		           10     concerns me given the limited amount of habitat				false

		215						LN		9		11		false		           11     connectivity that we do have in the Horse Heaven Hills,				false

		216						LN		9		12		false		           12     and some of these areas are the last remaining				false

		217						LN		9		13		false		           13     connection.				false

		218						LN		9		14		false		           14          So though I appreciate, you know, going back to				false

		219						LN		9		15		false		           15     the -- the EIS and what's in there -- and I trust that				false

		220						LN		9		16		false		           16     there'll be a lot of hard work going into making sure				false

		221						LN		9		17		false		           17     that there's a good plan put in place in the event that				false

		222						LN		9		18		false		           18     there has to be some diminishment of those corridors --				false

		223						LN		9		19		false		           19     I just wanted to express that that is a -- that is a				false

		224						LN		9		20		false		           20     concern of mine, veering away from what the -- the SCA				false

		225						LN		9		21		false		           21     that we had recommended to the governor back in the				false

		226						LN		9		22		false		           22     spring.  So just wanted to share that.  Thank you.				false

		227						LN		9		23		false		           23                        CHAIR DREW:  I do.  So let's talk				false

		228						LN		9		24		false		           24     about that a little bit.  And I appreciate that.				false

		229						LN		9		25		false		           25          So as we look at this corridor mitigation plan, my				false

		230						PG		10		0		false		page 10				false

		231						LN		10		1		false		            1     understanding is that that will be developed with the				false

		232						LN		10		2		false		            2     PTAG; is that correct?  Or is this something that the				false

		233						LN		10		3		false		            3     applicant would put forward to that group for review?				false

		234						LN		10		4		false		            4                        MR. GREENE:  I'm not sure whether				false

		235						LN		10		5		false		            5     the PTAG is explicitly mentioned in this mitigation				false

		236						LN		10		6		false		            6     measure, but it is a plan that the applicant would				false

		237						LN		10		7		false		            7     develop and submit to EFSEC for approval.				false

		238						LN		10		8		false		            8                        CHAIR DREW:  To EFSEC.				false

		239						LN		10		9		false		            9                        MR. GREENE:  Correct.				false

		240						LN		10		10		false		           10                        CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  So that would				false

		241						LN		10		11		false		           11     then involve our EFSEC staff reviewing it in				false

		242						LN		10		12		false		           12     consultation with our agencies that usually give us				false

		243						LN		10		13		false		           13     input as well as with consultants who are on board to				false

		244						LN		10		14		false		           14     help us review that.  Is that how you see that process				false

		245						LN		10		15		false		           15     moving forward?				false

		246						LN		10		16		false		           16                        MR. GREENE:  Yes, that's correct.				false

		247						LN		10		17		false		           17     We would consult with subject matter experts from other				false

		248						LN		10		18		false		           18     State agencies as well as consultants that have -- are				false

		249						LN		10		19		false		           19     employed by EFSEC.				false

		250						LN		10		20		false		           20                        CHAIR DREW:  And will it include the				false

		251						LN		10		21		false		           21     intent that there will be a path through the project				false

		252						LN		10		22		false		           22     for wildlife?				false

		253						LN		10		23		false		           23                        MR. GREENE:  Yes.  The goal is to				false

		254						LN		10		24		false		           24     reduce project impacts as much as possible or as much				false

		255						LN		10		25		false		           25     as practical for barriers to wildlife movement, and				false

		256						PG		11		0		false		page 11				false

		257						LN		11		1		false		            1     that can include requirements to install specific				false

		258						LN		11		2		false		            2     components that would allow for easier wildlife				false

		259						LN		11		3		false		            3     movement, such as larger culverts or potentially				false

		260						LN		11		4		false		            4     bridges or road crossings.				false

		261						LN		11		5		false		            5                        CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  I just wanted to				false

		262						LN		11		6		false		            6     get on the record what -- our expectations as an agency				false

		263						LN		11		7		false		            7     for how that process would occur.  How we would conduct				false

		264						LN		11		8		false		            8     the process, let me say.				false

		265						LN		11		9		false		            9          I hear -- I do hear your concerns, and I				false

		266						LN		11		10		false		           10     understand them.				false

		267						LN		11		11		false		           11          Are there comments other people would like to				false

		268						LN		11		12		false		           12     make, or questions?				false

		269						LN		11		13		false		           13          Okay.  Let's go on to the next --				false

		270						LN		11		14		false		           14                        MR. GREENE:  Sure.				false

		271						LN		11		15		false		           15                        CHAIR DREW:  -- item that is				false

		272						LN		11		16		false		           16     changed.				false

		273						LN		11		17		false		           17                        MR. GREENE:  The next mitigation				false

		274						LN		11		18		false		           18     measure that is changed from the initial SCA draft is				false

		275						LN		11		19		false		           19     Species 5, which is specific to the ferruginous hawk.				false

		276						LN		11		20		false		           20          The original ver- -- or the version of Species 5				false

		277						LN		11		21		false		           21     that was submitted to the governor's office included a				false

		278						LN		11		22		false		           22     two-mile buffer for all primary project components to				false

		279						LN		11		23		false		           23     all documented ferruginous hawk nests within two miles				false

		280						LN		11		24		false		           24     of the project lease area.  This included 56 nests from				false

		281						LN		11		25		false		           25     the WDFW priority habitat and species data set and an				false

		282						PG		12		0		false		page 12				false

		283						LN		12		1		false		            1     additional two nests that were identified in applicant				false

		284						LN		12		2		false		            2     surveys.				false

		285						LN		12		3		false		            3          The version of Specie- -- or the version of				false

		286						LN		12		4		false		            4     Species 5 included in the draft SCA available to the				false

		287						LN		12		5		false		            5     Council today reduces that two-mile exclusion area to a				false

		288						LN		12		6		false		            6     0.6-mile exclusion area, or one kilometer, but				false

		289						LN		12		7		false		            7     additionally takes language from the final				false

		290						LN		12		8		false		            8     environmental impact statement version of this measure,				false

		291						LN		12		9		false		            9     wherein any historic -- or any identified nest that				false

		292						LN		12		10		false		           10     is where the nesting site is still available and				false

		293						LN		12		11		false		           11     sufficient foraging habitat is viable within that				false

		294						LN		12		12		false		           12     two-mile buffer, those nests would be provided the full				false

		295						LN		12		13		false		           13     two-mile buffer from the original vers- -- or from the				false

		296						LN		12		14		false		           14     governor's version, the version of the SCA submitted to				false

		297						LN		12		15		false		           15     the governor.				false

		298						LN		12		16		false		           16          So to reiterate, all documented nests are provided				false

		299						LN		12		17		false		           17     at least a 0.6-mile buffer.  Nests where the nesting				false

		300						LN		12		18		false		           18     site is still available and foraging habitat is viable				false

		301						LN		12		19		false		           19     are provided the two-mile buffer.  And that applies to				false

		302						LN		12		20		false		           20     primary project components, which are wind turbines,				false

		303						LN		12		21		false		           21     solar arrays, and BESSes.  Apart from the eastern BESS,				false

		304						LN		12		22		false		           22     where language was added to specifically exclude that				false

		305						LN		12		23		false		           23     one from this version of Species 5 as relocating it				false

		306						LN		12		24		false		           24     away from where it is currently located on disturbed				false

		307						LN		12		25		false		           25     habitat would increase habitat impacts with no				false

		308						PG		13		0		false		page 13				false

		309						LN		13		1		false		            1     discernible mitigative effect as a result.  So in that				false

		310						LN		13		2		false		            2     case, it was better to leave it where it is.				false

		311						LN		13		3		false		            3                        CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  Are there				false

		312						LN		13		4		false		            4     questions from Council members, or comments?				false

		313						LN		13		5		false		            5          I want to talk a little bit about the process for				false

		314						LN		13		6		false		            6     this measure.  How would this measure be implemented?				false

		315						LN		13		7		false		            7                        MR. GREENE:  So the process that it				false

		316						LN		13		8		false		            8     would go through is a pre-operational technical				false

		317						LN		13		9		false		            9     advisory group would be founded, composed of subject				false

		318						LN		13		10		false		           10     matter experts from other State agencies as well as				false

		319						LN		13		11		false		           11     independent experts and other potentially tribal				false

		320						LN		13		12		false		           12     individuals or individuals from local government, if				false

		321						LN		13		13		false		           13     it's deemed justifiable.				false

		322						LN		13		14		false		           14          And that -- that PTAG would work with the -- work				false

		323						LN		13		15		false		           15     with EFSEC and the applicant to identify a process for				false

		324						LN		13		16		false		           16     determining habitat viability.  And the PTAG and the				false

		325						LN		13		17		false		           17     applicant would work to identify which of the -- which				false

		326						LN		13		18		false		           18     of the documented nests meet or don't meet the two				false

		327						LN		13		19		false		           19     criteria for providing the full two-mile buffer, submit				false

		328						LN		13		20		false		           20     that guidance to EFSEC for consideration.				false

		329						LN		13		21		false		           21          EFSEC would make the final determination on which				false

		330						LN		13		22		false		           22     nests would receive a .6-mile buffer and which nests				false

		331						LN		13		23		false		           23     would receive a full two-mile buffer.				false

		332						LN		13		24		false		           24                        CHAIR DREW:  So the PTAG is not				false

		333						LN		13		25		false		           25     making any decisions; is that correct?				false

		334						PG		14		0		false		page 14				false

		335						LN		14		1		false		            1                        MR. GREENE:  That is correct.  The				false

		336						LN		14		2		false		            2     PTAG is an advisory body.  It has no decision-making				false

		337						LN		14		3		false		            3     authority.				false

		338						LN		14		4		false		            4                        CHAIR DREW:  EFSEC will make the				false

		339						LN		14		5		false		            5     decisions.				false

		340						LN		14		6		false		            6                        MR. GREENE:  Correct.				false

		341						LN		14		7		false		            7                        CHAIR DREW:  And, secondly, I'll ask				false

		342						LN		14		8		false		            8     Ms. Hafkemeyer:  Is this a new concept that we've never				false

		343						LN		14		9		false		            9     implemented before?  Has this been implemented before				false

		344						LN		14		10		false		           10     by EFSEC?				false

		345						LN		14		11		false		           11                        MS. HAFKEMEYER:  It has a slightly				false

		346						LN		14		12		false		           12     different name.  But EFSEC has used what is				false

		347						LN		14		13		false		           13     functionally a preconstruction, still technical				false

		348						LN		14		14		false		           14     advisory group, or -- I'm sorry -- technical advisory				false

		349						LN		14		15		false		           15     committee, or TAC, for multiple projects, and multiple				false

		350						LN		14		16		false		           16     projects have had these groups convene prior to the				false

		351						LN		14		17		false		           17     start of construction.				false

		352						LN		14		18		false		           18          Some of the public comments that were received				false

		353						LN		14		19		false		           19     prior in the review of this project raised concerns				false

		354						LN		14		20		false		           20     about whether or not the TAC started before or after				false

		355						LN		14		21		false		           21     operations of the facility.  But EFSEC has a history of				false

		356						LN		14		22		false		           22     requiring these groups to provide advice and guidance				false

		357						LN		14		23		false		           23     to EFSEC, as the decision-maker, starting prior to the				false

		358						LN		14		24		false		           24     start of construction for several projects.				false

		359						LN		14		25		false		           25                        CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  So this is not				false

		360						PG		15		0		false		page 15				false

		361						LN		15		1		false		            1     at all unusual in its makeup or use or implementation				false

		362						LN		15		2		false		            2     in this project.				false

		363						LN		15		3		false		            3          Mr. Young.				false

		364						LN		15		4		false		            4                        MR. YOUNG:  Would there be a single				false

		365						LN		15		5		false		            5     PTAG that would be addressing different aspects of the				false

		366						LN		15		6		false		            6     project, or would there be more than one PTAG with a				false

		367						LN		15		7		false		            7     PTAG -- for example, ferruginous hawk -- focused just				false

		368						LN		15		8		false		            8     on ferruginous hawk?				false

		369						LN		15		9		false		            9                        MR. GREENE:  So the intention is				false

		370						LN		15		10		false		           10     that there's a single body that operates as the PTAG.				false

		371						LN		15		11		false		           11     It's possible that membership may change, depending on				false

		372						LN		15		12		false		           12     which of the mitigation measures that the PTAG is				false

		373						LN		15		13		false		           13     working on at any one time.  For instance, a				false

		374						LN		15		14		false		           14     ferruginous hawk expert might not be as needed for some				false

		375						LN		15		15		false		           15     of the other mitigation measures that the PTAG will be				false

		376						LN		15		16		false		           16     considering.  But it is -- it is the goal to only have				false

		377						LN		15		17		false		           17     a single body that may have some rotating numbers.				false

		378						LN		15		18		false		           18                        MR. YOUNG:  How would the PTAG				false

		379						LN		15		19		false		           19     members be selected?				false

		380						LN		15		20		false		           20                        MR. GREENE:  It would be selected by				false

		381						LN		15		21		false		           21     EFSEC essentially as the decision-maker, but we would				false

		382						LN		15		22		false		           22     take into consideration where expertise might be				false

		383						LN		15		23		false		           23     necessary.  Where it's possible, we would include				false

		384						LN		15		24		false		           24     subject matter experts from other State agencies where				false

		385						LN		15		25		false		           25     there may be a lack of expertise or a lack of				false

		386						PG		16		0		false		page 16				false

		387						LN		16		1		false		            1     availability.  We would contract independent experts.				false

		388						LN		16		2		false		            2                        MS. HAFKEMEYER:  And if I could jump				false

		389						LN		16		3		false		            3     in here.  Historically we have required that the				false

		390						LN		16		4		false		            4     facilities put together and convene their technical --				false

		391						LN		16		5		false		            5     their TACs, but that is with EFSEC concurrence on				false

		392						LN		16		6		false		            6     membership.				false

		393						LN		16		7		false		            7                        MR. YOUNG:  Could you clarify that?				false

		394						LN		16		8		false		            8     When you say the facilities do the selection, who are				false

		395						LN		16		9		false		            9     the facilities?				false

		396						LN		16		10		false		           10                        MS. HAFKEMEYER:  So, for example,				false

		397						LN		16		11		false		           11     Columbia Solar, Wild Horse have active TACs, and they				false

		398						LN		16		12		false		           12     send out meeting invites, do the scheduling, lead the				false

		399						LN		16		13		false		           13     meeting, send out minutes, and so they sort of take the				false

		400						LN		16		14		false		           14     lead in the scheduling and agendas and whatnot, and				false

		401						LN		16		15		false		           15     EFSEC still retains participation and oversight of				false

		402						LN		16		16		false		           16     decisions.				false

		403						LN		16		17		false		           17                        MR. YOUNG:  That sounds more --				false

		404						LN		16		18		false		           18                        MS. HAFKEMEYER:  Does that answer				false

		405						LN		16		19		false		           19     your question?				false

		406						LN		16		20		false		           20                        MR. YOUNG:  Sort of.  That sounds				false

		407						LN		16		21		false		           21     more like mechanics of operating the TAG after the TAG				false

		408						LN		16		22		false		           22     has been selected.				false

		409						LN		16		23		false		           23          Who would actually select -- how would -- how				false

		410						LN		16		24		false		           24     would the "SAG" (phonetic) members actually be				false

		411						LN		16		25		false		           25     selected?				false

		412						PG		17		0		false		page 17				false

		413						LN		17		1		false		            1                        MS. HAFKEMEYER:  So generally we				false

		414						LN		17		2		false		            2     request participation from the desired entities; for				false

		415						LN		17		3		false		            3     example, DFW, U.S. Fish, Ecology.  And then within				false

		416						LN		17		4		false		            4     those agencies, they decide who to appoint for the				false

		417						LN		17		5		false		            5     project, and we have left that up to those bodies'				false

		418						LN		17		6		false		            6     discretion as to who their actual member is.				false

		419						LN		17		7		false		            7                        MR. YOUNG:  Okay.  So it'd be more				false

		420						LN		17		8		false		            8     contacting organizations that EFSEC feels should be				false

		421						LN		17		9		false		            9     represented on the TAG, and those organizations would				false

		422						LN		17		10		false		           10     then select the individuals that would represent them				false

		423						LN		17		11		false		           11     on the TAG?				false

		424						LN		17		12		false		           12                        MS. HAFKEMEYER:  Correct.				false

		425						LN		17		13		false		           13                        MR. YOUNG:  Okay.  And then, again,				false

		426						LN		17		14		false		           14     on the -- sort of the managerial aspect of the TAG,				false

		427						LN		17		15		false		           15     when you refer to the facilities in this case, would				false

		428						LN		17		16		false		           16     the facilities mean the applicant, Scout Clean Energy?				false

		429						LN		17		17		false		           17                        MS. HAFKEMEYER:  Correct.				false

		430						LN		17		18		false		           18                        MR. YOUNG:  Okay.				false

		431						LN		17		19		false		           19                        CHAIR DREW:  I think it's a term				false

		432						LN		17		20		false		           20     that, if approved, the applicant becomes a certificated				false

		433						LN		17		21		false		           21     facility in our EFSEC language.  So --				false

		434						LN		17		22		false		           22                        MR. YOUNG:  Okay.  Great.				false

		435						LN		17		23		false		           23                        CHAIR DREW:  That's the comparison.				false

		436						LN		17		24		false		           24     Yes.				false

		437						LN		17		25		false		           25                        MR. YOUNG:  Understood.  And thank				false

		438						PG		18		0		false		page 18				false

		439						LN		18		1		false		            1     you for answers to my questions.				false

		440						LN		18		2		false		            2                        CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  Certainly.				false

		441						LN		18		3		false		            3          Are there other questions?				false

		442						LN		18		4		false		            4          Mr. Livingston.				false

		443						LN		18		5		false		            5                        MR. LIVINGSTON:  Yeah.  Thanks,				false

		444						LN		18		6		false		            6     Chair.				false

		445						LN		18		7		false		            7          You know, from the beginning of this, the PTAG				false

		446						LN		18		8		false		            8     approach has concerned me, just 'cause it leaves a lot				false

		447						LN		18		9		false		            9     of questions unanswered.  Interesting reading through				false

		448						LN		18		10		false		           10     comments in the last couple of days.  I've seen some --				false

		449						LN		18		11		false		           11     some concerns expressed on both sides of this issue.				false

		450						LN		18		12		false		           12          And so I'm curious:  If this goes forward as the				false

		451						LN		18		13		false		           13     new draft has described it, one of the questions has				false

		452						LN		18		14		false		           14     been how do we develop the criteria to determine the				false

		453						LN		18		15		false		           15     viability or the suitability of foraging habitat and				false

		454						LN		18		16		false		           16     nesting habitat?  What's -- what's the thought on				false

		455						LN		18		17		false		           17     staff's approach to that?  Obviously we're going to				false

		456						LN		18		18		false		           18     need wildlife experts adding to that conversation, but				false

		457						LN		18		19		false		           19     how would you go about that?				false

		458						LN		18		20		false		           20                        MR. GREENE:  Yeah, so that process				false

		459						LN		18		21		false		           21     is -- is certainly going to be involved, and that's why				false

		460						LN		18		22		false		           22     we wanted to wait until the PTAG was operational before				false

		461						LN		18		23		false		           23     we got too deep in the weeds on that.				false

		462						LN		18		24		false		           24          The language within Species 5 includes a couple of				false

		463						LN		18		25		false		           25     examples of foraging habitat that might be considered				false

		464						PG		19		0		false		page 19				false

		465						LN		19		1		false		            1     no longer viable, such as those that have experienced				false

		466						LN		19		2		false		            2     large -- large landscape scale conversion into				false

		467						LN		19		3		false		            3     residential or agricultural.  But that -- the				false

		468						LN		19		4		false		            4     development of that viability criteria for foraging				false

		469						LN		19		5		false		            5     habitat is something that the subject matter experts				false

		470						LN		19		6		false		            6     within the PTAG will be very helpful in determining.				false

		471						LN		19		7		false		            7     Ultimately it will be EFSEC's decision as to what those				false

		472						LN		19		8		false		            8     criteria are and how they are applied to the BESS, but				false

		473						LN		19		9		false		            9     we will certainly give credence to guidance that we				false

		474						LN		19		10		false		           10     receive from the PTAG.				false

		475						LN		19		11		false		           11                        MR. LIVINGSTON:  Okay.  Thank you.				false

		476						LN		19		12		false		           12          That's it for me.  Well, let me ask one more				false

		477						LN		19		13		false		           13     question.  I'm sorry.				false

		478						LN		19		14		false		           14                        CHAIR DREW:  No.				false

		479						LN		19		15		false		           15                        MR. LIVINGSTON:  Councilman Young				false

		480						LN		19		16		false		           16     there.				false

		481						LN		19		17		false		           17                        MR. YOUNG:  No.  Go ahead.				false

		482						LN		19		18		false		           18                        MR. LIVINGSTON:  So, you know, one				false

		483						LN		19		19		false		           19     of the things that has --				false

		484						LN		19		20		false		           20                        CHAIR DREW:  You're muted.				false

		485						LN		19		21		false		           21     Accidentally.				false

		486						LN		19		22		false		           22                        MR. LIVINGSTON:  I apologize.  Sorry				false

		487						LN		19		23		false		           23     about that.				false

		488						LN		19		24		false		           24                        CHAIR DREW:  No worries.				false

		489						LN		19		25		false		           25                        MR. LIVINGSTON:  How does that				false

		490						PG		20		0		false		page 20				false

		491						LN		20		1		false		            1     happen?  All this time using Teams, and I don't know				false

		492						LN		20		2		false		            2     how to do it.				false

		493						LN		20		3		false		            3          Anyway, so one of the things I was stating was				false

		494						LN		20		4		false		            4     that some of the other values that we've been working				false

		495						LN		20		5		false		            5     on to protect, that have been inclusive of a two-mile				false

		496						LN		20		6		false		            6     buffer around ferruginous hawk nests, including TCPs				false

		497						LN		20		7		false		            7     and viewshed, you know, as we go through this, this				false

		498						LN		20		8		false		            8     leaves just this big question mark.				false

		499						LN		20		9		false		            9          If we use the best available science for assessing				false

		500						LN		20		10		false		           10     ferruginous hawk territories and conclude -- you know,				false

		501						LN		20		11		false		           11     I don't know what percentage of these.  I have no idea.				false

		502						LN		20		12		false		           12     It could be zero.  It could be 10, 20 percent of them.				false

		503						LN		20		13		false		           13     I don't know.  But then that leaves a question, the				false

		504						LN		20		14		false		           14     other values that we've discussed as important,				false

		505						LN		20		15		false		           15     particularly in our findings and in our draft SCA to				false

		506						LN		20		16		false		           16     the governor back in April.  It seems like it just				false

		507						LN		20		17		false		           17     leaves a lot of questions for us and what those values				false

		508						LN		20		18		false		           18     will be protected or not going forward.				false

		509						LN		20		19		false		           19          So I guess I'm just expressing the concern of not				false

		510						LN		20		20		false		           20     addressing those other issues with this approach.				false

		511						LN		20		21		false		           21     Thank you.				false

		512						LN		20		22		false		           22                        CHAIR DREW:  Thanks.				false

		513						LN		20		23		false		           23          I will briefly say -- and then I'll get to				false

		514						LN		20		24		false		           24     Mr. Young's next question -- that, frankly, as Chair of				false

		515						LN		20		25		false		           25     this Council, in working with the staff on developing				false

		516						PG		21		0		false		page 21				false

		517						LN		21		1		false		            1     this set of narrowing the mitigations, I thought about				false

		518						LN		21		2		false		            2     that quite a bit to determine how to approach each of				false

		519						LN		21		3		false		            3     these impacts individually.  And so we do -- I -- don't				false

		520						LN		21		4		false		            4     have the same extent as we had before as we looked at				false

		521						LN		21		5		false		            5     the combination, but there is some mitigation for				false

		522						LN		21		6		false		            6     many -- for a few of those issues.  I think the visual				false

		523						LN		21		7		false		            7     one is more dependent on the others, and perhaps that				false

		524						LN		21		8		false		            8     final determination of the viability of the hawks.  But				false

		525						LN		21		9		false		            9     I would still say that the way this is structured will				false

		526						LN		21		10		false		           10     eliminate some of the most visible turbines.				false

		527						LN		21		11		false		           11          Is that something that -- I won't ask Sean to				false

		528						LN		21		12		false		           12     comment on that.  That's my opinion -- I'll leave it at				false

		529						LN		21		13		false		           13     that -- and certainly what I was striving to				false

		530						LN		21		14		false		           14     accomplish.				false

		531						LN		21		15		false		           15          Mr. Young.				false

		532						LN		21		16		false		           16                        MR. YOUNG:  I don't have any other				false

		533						LN		21		17		false		           17     question at this time.				false

		534						LN		21		18		false		           18                        CHAIR DREW:  Okay.				false

		535						LN		21		19		false		           19          Sorry about that.				false

		536						LN		21		20		false		           20                        MR. GREENE:  You want to move to the				false

		537						LN		21		21		false		           21     next measure?				false

		538						LN		21		22		false		           22                        CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  Let's go on to				false

		539						LN		21		23		false		           23     the next measure.				false

		540						LN		21		24		false		           24                        MR. GREENE:  Okay.  The next change				false

		541						LN		21		25		false		           25     in mitigation from the previous version of the SCA is a				false

		542						PG		22		0		false		page 22				false

		543						LN		22		1		false		            1     new measure that was incorporated into this version.				false

		544						LN		22		2		false		            2     It is labeled as Cultural Resources 3.  And it is a				false

		545						LN		22		3		false		            3     requirement that all wind turbines be precluded from				false

		546						LN		22		4		false		            4     being sited within one mile of the geographic drop-off				false

		547						LN		22		5		false		            5     at the top of Webber Canyon.  This was done in response				false

		548						LN		22		6		false		            6     to TCP concerns that were identified by the Yakama				false

		549						LN		22		7		false		            7     Nation associated with Webber Canyon.  And 17 of the				false

		550						LN		22		8		false		            8     proposed turbines would be affected by this mitigation				false

		551						LN		22		9		false		            9     measure, and they would need to either be relocated				false

		552						LN		22		10		false		           10     elsewhere within the wind siting micro-corridor -- wind				false

		553						LN		22		11		false		           11     micro-siting corridor or removed from the project.				false

		554						LN		22		12		false		           12                        CHAIR DREW:  So let me make a				false

		555						LN		22		13		false		           13     comment about this.				false

		556						LN		22		14		false		           14          Again, Governor Inslee asked the Council to,				false

		557						LN		22		15		false		           15     quote, reconsider the conditions and mitigation in its				false

		558						LN		22		16		false		           16     recommendation in favor of an approach to mitigation				false

		559						LN		22		17		false		           17     that is more narrowly tailored to the specific impacts				false

		560						LN		22		18		false		           18     identified.				false

		561						LN		22		19		false		           19          And then specifically regarding cultural				false

		562						LN		22		20		false		           20     resources, the governor asked the Council to consider,				false

		563						LN		22		21		false		           21     quote, physical traditional cultural resources within				false

		564						LN		22		22		false		           22     the leased property boundary.				false

		565						LN		22		23		false		           23          So I did ask the staff to look at physical				false

		566						LN		22		24		false		           24     traditional cultural resources within the leased				false

		567						LN		22		25		false		           25     property boundary and identified specifically that				false

		568						PG		23		0		false		page 23				false

		569						LN		23		1		false		            1     found -- and that we found the Yakama Nation				false

		570						LN		23		2		false		            2     specifically identified the Webber Canyon as an area of				false

		571						LN		23		3		false		            3     particular concern in an early letter from March 2nd,				false

		572						LN		23		4		false		            4     '21.				false

		573						LN		23		5		false		            5          I recognize that the Yakama Nation has				false

		574						LN		23		6		false		            6     communicated that the project overall will				false

		575						LN		23		7		false		            7     substantially impact Yakama Nation traditional cultural				false

		576						LN		23		8		false		            8     properties.  I still wanted to ensure that there was a				false

		577						LN		23		9		false		            9     specific mitigation prohibiting turbines on the				false

		578						LN		23		10		false		           10     physical property of the leased property boundary.				false

		579						LN		23		11		false		           11          So this is separating -- you know, I see it as				false

		580						LN		23		12		false		           12     separating the mitigation and identifying it as a				false

		581						LN		23		13		false		           13     narrower mitigation but also to reduce some impact to				false

		582						LN		23		14		false		           14     the Yakama Nation.  I am no way saying that it will be				false

		583						LN		23		15		false		           15     considered in any way as sufficient by the Yakama				false

		584						LN		23		16		false		           16     Nation, but I did want to give that explanation.				false

		585						LN		23		17		false		           17          Mr. Young.				false

		586						LN		23		18		false		           18                        MR. YOUNG:  Did I understand it to				false

		587						LN		23		19		false		           19     be said that the applicant would have the option of				false

		588						LN		23		20		false		           20     resituating those 17 turbines elsewhere within the				false

		589						LN		23		21		false		           21     project area?				false

		590						LN		23		22		false		           22                        MR. GREENE:  Yes.  So the locations				false

		591						LN		23		23		false		           23     of the turbines that have been shown in the project				false

		592						LN		23		24		false		           24     layout are representative examples.  The way that this				false

		593						LN		23		25		false		           25     project has -- or is going for approval is approving				false

		594						PG		24		0		false		page 24				false

		595						LN		24		1		false		            1     the number of turbines that are outlined in the				false

		596						LN		24		2		false		            2     application anywhere within the wind micro-siting				false

		597						LN		24		3		false		            3     corridor, which is shown on the project layout.				false

		598						LN		24		4		false		            4          So the exact locations where the turbines are				false

		599						LN		24		5		false		            5     shown right now is not necessarily where they would				false

		600						LN		24		6		false		            6     eventually be sited.  They could be sited anywhere				false

		601						LN		24		7		false		            7     within the wind micro-siting corridor pending the				false

		602						LN		24		8		false		            8     exclusion areas that would be imposed by measures				false

		603						LN		24		9		false		            9     like -- like Cultural Resources 3.				false

		604						LN		24		10		false		           10          So this measure would not exclude those 17				false

		605						LN		24		11		false		           11     turbines.  It would exclude the area where those 17				false

		606						LN		24		12		false		           12     turbines are currently being proposed as well as other				false

		607						LN		24		13		false		           13     areas of the wind micro-siting corridor where there is				false

		608						LN		24		14		false		           14     currently no turbines proposed, but it would prohibit				false

		609						LN		24		15		false		           15     them in the future from being relocated there.				false

		610						LN		24		16		false		           16                        MR. YOUNG:  Okay.				false

		611						LN		24		17		false		           17                        CHAIR DREW:  If I could add, that's				false

		612						LN		24		18		false		           18     the same way we described all of the exclusion zones				false

		613						LN		24		19		false		           19     that we have put forward throughout this project.				false

		614						LN		24		20		false		           20                        MR. GREENE:  Yes.				false

		615						LN		24		21		false		           21                        CHAIR DREW:  As turbines would be				false

		616						LN		24		22		false		           22     allowed except for in these areas.				false

		617						LN		24		23		false		           23                        MR. YOUNG:  Right.				false

		618						LN		24		24		false		           24                        MR. GREENE:  It's excluding areas,				false

		619						LN		24		25		false		           25     not necessarily individual turbines.				false

		620						PG		25		0		false		page 25				false

		621						LN		25		1		false		            1                        CHAIR DREW:  It's not any different				false

		622						LN		25		2		false		            2     than what we've said before on that.				false

		623						LN		25		3		false		            3                        MR. YOUNG:  Okay.  But I -- I just				false

		624						LN		25		4		false		            4     want to make sure I understood it, that it would -- it				false

		625						LN		25		5		false		            5     would not necessarily result in the total number of				false

		626						LN		25		6		false		            6     turbines for the project being reduced by 17.  It --				false

		627						LN		25		7		false		            7     again, as you -- as you've described it, it's a -- it's				false

		628						LN		25		8		false		            8     a protection of an area, not a direct numerical				false

		629						LN		25		9		false		            9     reduction in the number of turbines; is that correct?				false

		630						LN		25		10		false		           10                        MR. GREENE:  That's correct.  It				false

		631						LN		25		11		false		           11     would be, I guess, accurate to say that it would result				false

		632						LN		25		12		false		           12     in a maximum of 17 turbines being --				false

		633						LN		25		13		false		           13                        MR. YOUNG:  Right.				false

		634						LN		25		14		false		           14                        MR. GREENE:  -- removed from --				false

		635						LN		25		15		false		           15                        MR. YOUNG:  Right.				false

		636						LN		25		16		false		           16                        MR. GREENE:  -- the project but				false

		637						LN		25		17		false		           17     not --				false

		638						LN		25		18		false		           18                        MR. YOUNG:  Right.				false

		639						LN		25		19		false		           19                        MR. GREENE:  If they can find the				false

		640						LN		25		20		false		           20     engineering to relocate those elsewhere within the wind				false

		641						LN		25		21		false		           21     micro-siting corridor, there could be no reduction in				false

		642						LN		25		22		false		           22     production potential --				false

		643						LN		25		23		false		           23                        CHAIR DREW:  That is not mitigated				false

		644						LN		25		24		false		           24     in other ways.				false

		645						LN		25		25		false		           25                        MR. GREENE:  Correct.				false

		646						PG		26		0		false		page 26				false

		647						LN		26		1		false		            1                        MR. YOUNG:  Right.				false

		648						LN		26		2		false		            2                        CHAIR DREW:  So, you know, the EIS				false

		649						LN		26		3		false		            3     looked at the whole -- the whole project and the				false

		650						LN		26		4		false		            4     micro-siting corridor, and there are several things				false

		651						LN		26		5		false		            5     which affects areas within the micro-siting corridor.				false

		652						LN		26		6		false		            6                        MR. GREENE:  Correct.				false

		653						LN		26		7		false		            7                        MR. YOUNG:  Okay.  And then --				false

		654						LN		26		8		false		            8                        CHAIR DREW:  Yeah.				false

		655						LN		26		9		false		            9                        MR. YOUNG:  -- and one other				false

		656						LN		26		10		false		           10     question is comparing the original -- the original				false

		657						LN		26		11		false		           11     recommendation to the governor, the original SCA with				false

		658						LN		26		12		false		           12     the revision.  How many of those 17 turbines that would				false

		659						LN		26		13		false		           13     be excluded by the buffer at Webber Canyon, how many of				false

		660						LN		26		14		false		           14     those 17 would have been allowed to have been built				false

		661						LN		26		15		false		           15     under the original recommendation to the governor?				false

		662						LN		26		16		false		           16                        MR. GREENE:  Zero.				false

		663						LN		26		17		false		           17                        CHAIR DREW:  But it's the same --				false

		664						LN		26		18		false		           18                        MR. YOUNG:  Zero.				false

		665						LN		26		19		false		           19                        CHAIR DREW:  The same is true.  It				false

		666						LN		26		20		false		           20     wouldn't be the turbines built.  It would have been an				false

		667						LN		26		21		false		           21     area of exclusion.				false

		668						LN		26		22		false		           22                        MR. YOUNG:  Yeah.  But it's sort of				false

		669						LN		26		23		false		           23     a wash, then, between -- between the original				false

		670						LN		26		24		false		           24     recommendation and the revision that's being				false

		671						LN		26		25		false		           25     considered.  In the original, those 17 would have been				false

		672						PG		27		0		false		page 27				false

		673						LN		27		1		false		            1     excluded for --				false

		674						LN		27		2		false		            2                        CHAIR DREW:  Right.				false

		675						LN		27		3		false		            3                        MR. YOUNG:  -- I guess, other --				false

		676						LN		27		4		false		            4     other reasons, because in the original version, there				false

		677						LN		27		5		false		            5     was not a specific exclusion for Webber Canyon.  And so				false

		678						LN		27		6		false		            6     in the revision, that area would -- those 17 proposed				false

		679						LN		27		7		false		            7     sites wouldn't be affected by the Webber Canyon buffer,				false

		680						LN		27		8		false		            8     but in the original, they would have been affected by				false

		681						LN		27		9		false		            9     something else and would have been excluded by one of				false

		682						LN		27		10		false		           10     the other considerations?				false

		683						LN		27		11		false		           11                        MR. GREENE:  That's correct.  They				false

		684						LN		27		12		false		           12     would have been excluded by the version of Species 5,				false

		685						LN		27		13		false		           13     the ferruginous hawk mitigation --				false

		686						LN		27		14		false		           14                        MR. YOUNG:  Okay.				false

		687						LN		27		15		false		           15                        MR. GREENE:  -- which was at that				false

		688						LN		27		16		false		           16     point intended to cover a variety of resource impacts.				false

		689						LN		27		17		false		           17                        MR. YOUNG:  Okay.  Thank you.				false

		690						LN		27		18		false		           18                        CHAIR DREW:  For those who haven't				false

		691						LN		27		19		false		           19     followed specifically who is talking -- although it's				false

		692						LN		27		20		false		           20     clear on my screen -- that it was Mr. Lenny Young from				false

		693						LN		27		21		false		           21     the Department of Natural Resources, and it was Sean				false

		694						LN		27		22		false		           22     Greene on our staff, who were introduced as they began				false

		695						LN		27		23		false		           23     speaking.				false

		696						LN		27		24		false		           24          Are there any other questions?				false

		697						LN		27		25		false		           25                        MR. YOUNG:  Yeah, my -- my little				false

		698						PG		28		0		false		page 28				false

		699						LN		28		1		false		            1     hand icon seems to automatically go down after about				false

		700						LN		28		2		false		            2     ten seconds, so I just -- I disappear.  And thank you				false

		701						LN		28		3		false		            3     for those answers to my questions.				false

		702						LN		28		4		false		            4                        CHAIR DREW:  Yes.				false

		703						LN		28		5		false		            5          Okay.  Is there more that we want to -- anyone				false

		704						LN		28		6		false		            6     else have questions on this particular mitigation on				false

		705						LN		28		7		false		            7     the Webber Canyon?  Okay.				false

		706						LN		28		8		false		            8          Let's move on to --				false

		707						LN		28		9		false		            9                        MR. BROST:  Chair Drew.				false

		708						LN		28		10		false		           10                        CHAIR DREW:  Yes.				false

		709						LN		28		11		false		           11                        MR. BROST:  Chair Drew, it's Ed				false

		710						LN		28		12		false		           12     Brost.  Could I ask a question related to turbines				false

		711						LN		28		13		false		           13     before we leave that question?  And this goes back to				false

		712						LN		28		14		false		           14     the original.  There was -- in the original proposal,				false

		713						LN		28		15		false		           15     there was taller turbines versus the shorter turbines.				false

		714						LN		28		16		false		           16     When we're talking number of turbines, we still aren't				false

		715						LN		28		17		false		           17     talking which specific type of turbines we're talking				false

		716						LN		28		18		false		           18     about, are we?				false

		717						LN		28		19		false		           19                        MR. GREENE:  So -- I'm sorry.				false

		718						LN		28		20		false		           20                        MR. BROST:  And do we ever -- do we				false

		719						LN		28		21		false		           21     ever decide on the shorter versus the taller?				false

		720						LN		28		22		false		           22                        CHAIR DREW:  So the applicant's				false

		721						LN		28		23		false		           23     proposal to us, as is relatively common with any wind				false

		722						LN		28		24		false		           24     facility that comes to EFSEC, has an option of a taller				false

		723						LN		28		25		false		           25     and a shorter turbine.  They also need to be looking at				false

		724						PG		29		0		false		page 29				false

		725						LN		29		1		false		            1     what the latest technology is.				false

		726						LN		29		2		false		            2          So in our process, the EIS covers both options but				false

		727						LN		29		3		false		            3     does not require the applicant to settle into one				false

		728						LN		29		4		false		            4     option.  Because things change in this industry quite a				false

		729						LN		29		5		false		            5     bit and some turbines that they have used as examples				false

		730						LN		29		6		false		            6     will be out of production, so there's a number of				false

		731						LN		29		7		false		            7     different factors as is -- so it actually made a very				false

		732						LN		29		8		false		            8     complicated review process, because we did look in the				false

		733						LN		29		9		false		            9     EIS at the proposal for both numbers.  And you will see				false

		734						LN		29		10		false		           10     that broken out through everything.				false

		735						LN		29		11		false		           11          We kind of revert to looking at the proposal with				false

		736						LN		29		12		false		           12     the most number of turbines that is shorter, because it				false

		737						LN		29		13		false		           13     would have -- the mitigations have more impact per				false

		738						LN		29		14		false		           14     turbine, and so we tend to only show that, but it is				false

		739						LN		29		15		false		           15     considering either option.				false

		740						LN		29		16		false		           16          Is that more or less correct, Mr. Greene?				false

		741						LN		29		17		false		           17                        MR. GREENE:  Yes.  And I would say				false

		742						LN		29		18		false		           18     specific to the most recent mitigation measure that we				false

		743						LN		29		19		false		           19     were discussing, the 17 turbines, that is 17 for both				false

		744						LN		29		20		false		           20     Option 1 and Option 2.  So there are more Option 1				false

		745						LN		29		21		false		           21     turbines, the shorter ones, that are proposed, but in				false

		746						LN		29		22		false		           22     this case, the number is equivalent for both options.				false

		747						LN		29		23		false		           23                        MS. HAFKEMEYER:  And if I could jump				false

		748						LN		29		24		false		           24     in.  For the record, this is Ami Hafkemeyer.				false

		749						LN		29		25		false		           25          Just to reiterate, the exclusion area would remain				false

		750						PG		30		0		false		page 30				false

		751						LN		30		1		false		            1     the same regardless of the turbine type for each of				false

		752						LN		30		2		false		            2     these mitigation measures.  And so related to Council				false

		753						LN		30		3		false		            3     Member Young's question, the language in the draft as				false

		754						LN		30		4		false		            4     presented to Council is focused more on an exclusion				false

		755						LN		30		5		false		            5     area rather than a specific number of turbines.				false

		756						LN		30		6		false		            6                        CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  Let's move on to				false

		757						LN		30		7		false		            7     the next difference between the original SCA and the				false

		758						LN		30		8		false		            8     proposed changes.				false

		759						LN		30		9		false		            9                        MR. GREENE:  Sure.  And, again, for				false

		760						LN		30		10		false		           10     the record, this is Sean Greene, the SEPA specialist				false

		761						LN		30		11		false		           11     for EFSEC.				false

		762						LN		30		12		false		           12          The final mitigation change that is included in				false

		763						LN		30		13		false		           13     this updated version of the SCA is labeled as Public				false

		764						LN		30		14		false		           14     Health and Safety 2.  It has been put in to mitigate				false

		765						LN		30		15		false		           15     project effects on aerial firefighting abilities within				false

		766						LN		30		16		false		           16     the area.				false

		767						LN		30		17		false		           17          The Department of Natural Resources has informed				false

		768						LN		30		18		false		           18     EFSEC that their aircraft provide a standard corridor				false

		769						LN		30		19		false		           19     mile standoff area for any tall structures when in				false

		770						LN		30		20		false		           20     operation, when the aircraft are in operation.  So this				false

		771						LN		30		21		false		           21     measure would provide a quarter-mile buffer around the				false

		772						LN		30		22		false		           22     maximum extent of any wildfire that has occurred within				false

		773						LN		30		23		false		           23     the proximity of the project lease boundary since the				false

		774						LN		30		24		false		           24     year 2000, since January 1st, 2000.  Yeah.				false

		775						LN		30		25		false		           25                        CHAIR DREW:  So couple of questions				false

		776						PG		31		0		false		page 31				false

		777						LN		31		1		false		            1     on this.				false

		778						LN		31		2		false		            2                        MR. GREENE:  Mm-hmm.				false

		779						LN		31		3		false		            3                        CHAIR DREW:  First, when we had an				false

		780						LN		31		4		false		            4     interaction with the Department of Natural Resources,				false

		781						LN		31		5		false		            5     we were talking with them about the aircraft that they				false

		782						LN		31		6		false		            6     use.				false

		783						LN		31		7		false		            7                        MR. GREENE:  That's correct.  They				false

		784						LN		31		8		false		            8     describe that both their helicopter and fixed-wing				false

		785						LN		31		9		false		            9     aircraft are provided with the same quarter-mile buffer				false

		786						LN		31		10		false		           10     as standoff distance.				false

		787						LN		31		11		false		           11                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.				false

		788						LN		31		12		false		           12          Are there other questions from Council members?				false

		789						LN		31		13		false		           13     Mr. Young.				false

		790						LN		31		14		false		           14                        MR. YOUNG:  Yeah, I think the only				false

		791						LN		31		15		false		           15     place where Mr. Lane hedged a little bit on that was,				false

		792						LN		31		16		false		           16     he was referring to most of the aircraft that DNR uses:				false

		793						LN		31		17		false		           17     Helicopters, the Air Tractor / Fire Bosses, probably				false

		794						LN		31		18		false		           18     the scoopers, and the twin jets -- or excuse me --				false

		795						LN		31		19		false		           19     twin-turbine planes, the Q-400s.  But he was not				false

		796						LN		31		20		false		           20     referring to the what are known as VLATs, the very				false

		797						LN		31		21		false		           21     large air tankers, like the converted DC-10s, in terms				false

		798						LN		31		22		false		           22     of the quarter-mile buffer.				false

		799						LN		31		23		false		           23                        CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  Thank you for				false

		800						LN		31		24		false		           24     that clarification.				false

		801						LN		31		25		false		           25                        MR. GREENE:  And DNR did also state				false

		802						PG		32		0		false		page 32				false

		803						LN		32		1		false		            1     to us that, when it comes to an operational basis, the				false

		804						LN		32		2		false		            2     pilots have full ability to increase that standoff				false

		805						LN		32		3		false		            3     distance based on what they feel would be safe.  So the				false

		806						LN		32		4		false		            4     .25 miles is the minimum that DNR mandates, but if the				false

		807						LN		32		5		false		            5     pilots in operation phase want to increase that				false

		808						LN		32		6		false		            6     standoff distance, they can do it to any distance that				false

		809						LN		32		7		false		            7     they feel comfortable.				false

		810						LN		32		8		false		            8                        CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  Thank you for				false

		811						LN		32		9		false		            9     those clarifications.				false

		812						LN		32		10		false		           10          Are there any other questions?				false

		813						LN		32		11		false		           11          Mr. Young.				false

		814						LN		32		12		false		           12                        MR. YOUNG:  I recognize very much				false

		815						LN		32		13		false		           13     what was just explained really well about how the --				false

		816						LN		32		14		false		           14     the mitigations are protecting areas and not				false

		817						LN		32		15		false		           15     specifically turbines.  But we've got a lot of maps				false

		818						LN		32		16		false		           16     with dots on them that we've been using for comparison.				false

		819						LN		32		17		false		           17          And so if you look at the number of proposed				false

		820						LN		32		18		false		           18     turbine locations that would have been viable under the				false

		821						LN		32		19		false		           19     original recommendation to the governor and then the				false

		822						LN		32		20		false		           20     number that would be viable and available to the				false

		823						LN		32		21		false		           21     applicant under the revised recommendation to the				false

		824						LN		32		22		false		           22     governor that's being considered, what's the				false

		825						LN		32		23		false		           23     difference?  How many more turbines of those original				false

		826						LN		32		24		false		           24     turbine locations come back on line and become				false

		827						LN		32		25		false		           25     available under the revision compared to the original				false

		828						PG		33		0		false		page 33				false

		829						LN		33		1		false		            1     recommendation to the governor?				false

		830						LN		33		2		false		            2                        MR. GREENE:  So the issue with that				false

		831						LN		33		3		false		            3     is it's dependent on the availability and viability				false

		832						LN		33		4		false		            4     standards in the new version of Species 5.  It is				false

		833						LN		33		5		false		            5     potentially the case that the exclusion area from the				false

		834						LN		33		6		false		            6     version of the SCA submitted to the governor does not				false

		835						LN		33		7		false		            7     change.  If the determination is made that all of the				false

		836						LN		33		8		false		            8     historic ferruginous hawk nests are -- their nesting				false

		837						LN		33		9		false		            9     sites are available and there's viable habitat, then				false

		838						LN		33		10		false		           10     they would all retain that two-mile buffer, and there				false

		839						LN		33		11		false		           11     would be no change.				false

		840						LN		33		12		false		           12          The exact number of turbines or exact acreage of				false

		841						LN		33		13		false		           13     the wind micro-siting corridor that is now newly or				false

		842						LN		33		14		false		           14     re-available to the applicant for siting, I can't give				false

		843						LN		33		15		false		           15     you an answer.  For -- for this specific measure,				false

		844						LN		33		16		false		           16     Public Health and Safety 2, seven of the proposed				false

		845						LN		33		17		false		           17     locations both for Option 1 and Option 2 would be				false

		846						LN		33		18		false		           18     excluded by this measure, and those were both				false

		847						LN		33		19		false		           19     excluded -- or all seven would have been excluded by				false

		848						LN		33		20		false		           20     the original version of Species 5.				false

		849						LN		33		21		false		           21                        CHAIR DREW:  So there's a hard				false

		850						LN		33		22		false		           22     exclusion, if you will, and then there's the exclusion				false

		851						LN		33		23		false		           23     if -- dependent upon the viability of the ferruginous				false

		852						LN		33		24		false		           24     hawk nests and the habitat.  I'm kind of shortening the				false

		853						LN		33		25		false		           25     words a little bit there --				false

		854						PG		34		0		false		page 34				false

		855						LN		34		1		false		            1                        MR. GREENE:  Sure.				false

		856						LN		34		2		false		            2                        CHAIR DREW:  -- just for the sake of				false

		857						LN		34		3		false		            3     making it easier to talk about.				false

		858						LN		34		4		false		            4          So then is there an overall number of what you				false

		859						LN		34		5		false		            5     would see on the map now in the exclusion zone other				false

		860						LN		34		6		false		            6     than those which might be eliminated because we find				false

		861						LN		34		7		false		            7     there is -- there are viable nests and viable habitat?				false

		862						LN		34		8		false		            8                        MR. GREENE:  I have that information				false

		863						LN		34		9		false		            9     available in percentages of the number of proposed				false

		864						LN		34		10		false		           10     turbines.  I don't have the exact number of turbines.				false

		865						LN		34		11		false		           11          But the version of Species 5 that was submitted to				false

		866						LN		34		12		false		           12     the governor would have eliminated the -- the locations				false

		867						LN		34		13		false		           13     of 48 percent, approximately, of the turbines and about				false

		868						LN		34		14		false		           14     12 percent of the solar arrays.  The hard buffer -- the				false

		869						LN		34		15		false		           15     hard exclusion area for Species 5 now would eliminate				false

		870						LN		34		16		false		           16     about 5 and a half percent of the turbines and 6				false

		871						LN		34		17		false		           17     percent of the solar array footprint.				false

		872						LN		34		18		false		           18          The -- the difference between those two numbers,				false

		873						LN		34		19		false		           19     again -- the current exclusion area could increase				false

		874						LN		34		20		false		           20     depending on that definition of available nesting sites				false

		875						LN		34		21		false		           21     and viable foraging habitat.				false

		876						LN		34		22		false		           22                        CHAIR DREW:  So let's take it to a				false

		877						LN		34		23		false		           23     broader level to answer this question, if we can.				false

		878						LN		34		24		false		           24          As we look at these four measures -- well,				false

		879						LN		34		25		false		           25     let's -- the measures that eliminate -- have -- exclude				false

		880						PG		35		0		false		page 35				false

		881						LN		35		1		false		            1     major components; that is, ferruginous hawk, the Webber				false

		882						LN		35		2		false		            2     Canyon, and the Public Health and Safety 2, the aerial				false

		883						LN		35		3		false		            3     firefighting.				false

		884						LN		35		4		false		            4          If you were to look at them in total -- and I'm				false

		885						LN		35		5		false		            5     talking about only the .6 mile for the ferruginous				false

		886						LN		35		6		false		            6     hawk -- some of those overlap.				false

		887						LN		35		7		false		            7                        MR. GREENE:  Correct.				false

		888						LN		35		8		false		            8                        CHAIR DREW:  So if we were looking				false

		889						LN		35		9		false		            9     at the total number -- I'm hoping I'm getting to the				false

		890						LN		35		10		false		           10     answer to your question, Mr. Young, by the way.  The				false

		891						LN		35		11		false		           11     total number that would be eliminated on those, leaving				false

		892						LN		35		12		false		           12     out the future determination of the viability of the				false

		893						LN		35		13		false		           13     nests in the foraging area, how many would that be?				false

		894						LN		35		14		false		           14                        MR. GREENE:  I don't have that				false

		895						LN		35		15		false		           15     number available right now.  It's displayed in the				false

		896						LN		35		16		false		           16     figure that the Council had access to from the July				false

		897						LN		35		17		false		           17     Council meeting.  I could -- I could refer to that				false

		898						LN		35		18		false		           18     figure and come up with a number, but I don't have it				false

		899						LN		35		19		false		           19     available right now.				false

		900						LN		35		20		false		           20                        CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  Okay.				false

		901						LN		35		21		false		           21                        MR. YOUNG:  Could I throw something				false

		902						LN		35		22		false		           22     out and see if this makes any sense at all --				false

		903						LN		35		23		false		           23                        CHAIR DREW:  Yes.				false

		904						LN		35		24		false		           24                        MR. YOUNG:  -- based on what I just				false

		905						LN		35		25		false		           25     heard?				false

		906						PG		36		0		false		page 36				false

		907						LN		36		1		false		            1                        CHAIR DREW:  Yes.				false

		908						LN		36		2		false		            2                        MR. YOUNG:  If we took, like, a				false

		909						LN		36		3		false		            3     starting-point number of turbines in the original				false

		910						LN		36		4		false		            4     proposal, I think the max that was proposed was				false

		911						LN		36		5		false		            5     something like 222.  And I think you said that under				false

		912						LN		36		6		false		            6     the original recommendation to the governor, 48 percent				false

		913						LN		36		7		false		            7     of those would have been excluded.  That's 106.  And				false

		914						LN		36		8		false		            8     that's down to 5 and a half percent under the revision.				false

		915						LN		36		9		false		            9     That's 12.				false

		916						LN		36		10		false		           10          So the difference, to me, looks to be -- just				false

		917						LN		36		11		false		           11     ballpark numbers -- is that there would be 94				false

		918						LN		36		12		false		           12     additional turbines that were not available under the				false

		919						LN		36		13		false		           13     original recommendation that would be available under				false

		920						LN		36		14		false		           14     the revised recommendation.				false

		921						LN		36		15		false		           15          Does that sound ballpark?  Am I on the right track				false

		922						LN		36		16		false		           16     with that?				false

		923						LN		36		17		false		           17                        MR. GREENE:  So two points on that.				false

		924						LN		36		18		false		           18          One, some of that -- that 94, or approximate,				false

		925						LN		36		19		false		           19     would potentially be excluded by Cultural Resources 3				false

		926						LN		36		20		false		           20     and Public Health and Safety 2, the -- the measures				false

		927						LN		36		21		false		           21     that talk about TCPs and aerial firefighting.  There				false

		928						LN		36		22		false		           22     might be some overlap there, so I can't give you exact				false

		929						LN		36		23		false		           23     numbers on how many turbines.				false

		930						LN		36		24		false		           24          And then the second part is, of those 94 turbines,				false

		931						LN		36		25		false		           25     they are not necessarily being allowed with this				false

		932						PG		37		0		false		page 37				false

		933						LN		37		1		false		            1     current version of Species 5.  They may be allowed,				false

		934						LN		37		2		false		            2     depending on the determination --				false

		935						LN		37		3		false		            3                        MR. YOUNG:  Right.				false

		936						LN		37		4		false		            4                        MR. GREENE:  -- that EFSEC makes --				false

		937						LN		37		5		false		            5                        MR. YOUNG:  Correct.				false

		938						LN		37		6		false		            6                        MR. GREENE:  -- with the PTAG's				false

		939						LN		37		7		false		            7     guidance.				false

		940						LN		37		8		false		            8                        MR. YOUNG:  So the number -- the				false

		941						LN		37		9		false		            9     numbers you gave me, or gave there, the 48 percent and				false

		942						LN		37		10		false		           10     the 5 and a half percent, that just -- that just flowed				false

		943						LN		37		11		false		           11     from ferruginous hawk protections?				false

		944						LN		37		12		false		           12                        MR. GREENE:  I'm sorry.  Could you				false

		945						LN		37		13		false		           13     say that last bit again?				false

		946						LN		37		14		false		           14                        MR. YOUNG:  Yeah.  The 48 percent,				false

		947						LN		37		15		false		           15     was that a -- was that a percent of the originally				false

		948						LN		37		16		false		           16     proposed turbines under the original proposal to the				false

		949						LN		37		17		false		           17     governor that would have been excluded for all reasons				false

		950						LN		37		18		false		           18     or just for ferruginous hawk reasons?				false

		951						LN		37		19		false		           19                        MR. GREENE:  So that 48 percent				false

		952						LN		37		20		false		           20     would have been excluded by Species 5, which was --				false

		953						LN		37		21		false		           21                        MR. YOUNG:  Okay.				false

		954						LN		37		22		false		           22                        MR. GREENE:  -- ostensibly a				false

		955						LN		37		23		false		           23     ferruginous hawk mitigation measure, but it was being				false

		956						LN		37		24		false		           24     used to --				false

		957						LN		37		25		false		           25                        MR. YOUNG:  Yeah.				false

		958						PG		38		0		false		page 38				false

		959						LN		38		1		false		            1                        MR. GREENE:  -- address multiple				false

		960						LN		38		2		false		            2     resource impacts.				false

		961						LN		38		3		false		            3                        MR. YOUNG:  That's right.				false

		962						LN		38		4		false		            4          And then the 5 and a half percent, is that also --				false

		963						LN		38		5		false		            5     under the revision, the 5 and a half, was that -- would				false

		964						LN		38		6		false		            6     that also flow only from Species 5?  Because it seems				false

		965						LN		38		7		false		            7     like you added the Webber Canyon --				false

		966						LN		38		8		false		            8                        CHAIR DREW:  Yes.				false

		967						LN		38		9		false		            9                        MR. YOUNG:  -- turbines onto the top				false

		968						LN		38		10		false		           10     of that 5 and a half percent.				false

		969						LN		38		11		false		           11                        MR. GREENE:  Correct.  That was a				false

		970						LN		38		12		false		           12     desire by the Council to --				false

		971						LN		38		13		false		           13                        MR. YOUNG:  Okay.				false

		972						LN		38		14		false		           14                        MR. GREENE:  -- kind of split up the				false

		973						LN		38		15		false		           15     mitigation to address specific resource impacts.  So				false

		974						LN		38		16		false		           16     the 5 and a half percent is from the current version of				false

		975						LN		38		17		false		           17     Species 5, and that is --				false

		976						LN		38		18		false		           18                        MR. YOUNG:  Yeah.				false

		977						LN		38		19		false		           19                        MR. GREENE:  -- intended only for				false

		978						LN		38		20		false		           20     reduction of ferruginous hawk impacts.  It would have				false

		979						LN		38		21		false		           21     mitigative effect to other resources, such as visual				false

		980						LN		38		22		false		           22     and TCPs and all that, but that is not the intent of				false

		981						LN		38		23		false		           23     that measure.				false

		982						LN		38		24		false		           24                        CHAIR DREW:  I think there are --				false

		983						LN		38		25		false		           25                        MR. YOUNG:  Sure.  I understand				false

		984						PG		39		0		false		page 39				false

		985						LN		39		1		false		            1     that.				false

		986						LN		39		2		false		            2                        CHAIR DREW:  If I could just chime				false

		987						LN		39		3		false		            3     in here.  I think there are specific turbine numbers				false

		988						LN		39		4		false		            4     for each of these three measures on some information				false

		989						LN		39		5		false		            5     that we received.  Some of them overlap.  But as I				false

		990						LN		39		6		false		            6     recall -- can you pull -- can somebody pull that up?				false

		991						LN		39		7		false		            7          Ms. Moon, are you tracking me?				false

		992						LN		39		8		false		            8                        MS. HAFKEMEYER:  What is it that				false

		993						LN		39		9		false		            9     you're looking to be pulled up?				false

		994						LN		39		10		false		           10                        CHAIR DREW:  I'm looking for the				false

		995						LN		39		11		false		           11     specific numbers -- I can -- I know you're trying to				false

		996						LN		39		12		false		           12     get how many still remain, but I have an easier time				false

		997						LN		39		13		false		           13     finding out -- remembering the numbers that are -- how				false

		998						LN		39		14		false		           14     many would be -- are in areas that would be excluded.				false

		999						LN		39		15		false		           15     And I think it's about 35.				false

		1000						LN		39		16		false		           16                        MR. GREENE:  Yeah, so if you -- so				false

		1001						LN		39		17		false		           17     there's about 12 turbines being excluded by Species 5.				false

		1002						LN		39		18		false		           18     There are 17 being excluded by Webber Canyon mitigation				false

		1003						LN		39		19		false		           19     and seven turbines by the aerial firefighting.				false

		1004						LN		39		20		false		           20     Combined, that number is 36.  But, again, there's some				false

		1005						LN		39		21		false		           21     overlap there.  So it's probably a little bit less than				false

		1006						LN		39		22		false		           22     36, but somewhere around that number would be excluded.				false

		1007						LN		39		23		false		           23                        MR. YOUNG:  Okay.  So a better				false

		1008						LN		39		24		false		           24     comparison -- again, if I'm trying to integrate this --				false

		1009						LN		39		25		false		           25                        CHAIR DREW:  Yes.				false

		1010						PG		40		0		false		page 40				false

		1011						LN		40		1		false		            1                        MR. YOUNG:  -- just for my own				false

		1012						LN		40		2		false		            2     understanding.				false

		1013						LN		40		3		false		            3                        CHAIR DREW:  Yes.				false

		1014						LN		40		4		false		            4                        MR. YOUNG:  A better comparison				false

		1015						LN		40		5		false		            5     would have been that for the way that the original				false

		1016						LN		40		6		false		            6     recommendation went in, 106 turbines would have been				false

		1017						LN		40		7		false		            7     excluded, and now 30 -- 36 would have been ex- -- or be				false

		1018						LN		40		8		false		            8     excluded, so the difference is about 70, 70 turbines,				false

		1019						LN		40		9		false		            9     and you compare that to what we -- what we started out				false

		1020						LN		40		10		false		           10     for.  I'm getting an idea --				false

		1021						LN		40		11		false		           11                        CHAIR DREW:  Yeah.				false

		1022						LN		40		12		false		           12                        MR. YOUNG:  -- of the difference				false

		1023						LN		40		13		false		           13     between --				false

		1024						LN		40		14		false		           14                        CHAIR DREW:  Yeah.				false

		1025						LN		40		15		false		           15                        MR. YOUNG:  -- between the first				false

		1026						LN		40		16		false		           16     recommendation and the revision being considered.  So				false

		1027						LN		40		17		false		           17     thank you for walking me through that.  I really				false

		1028						LN		40		18		false		           18     appreciate it.				false

		1029						LN		40		19		false		           19                        CHAIR DREW:  And, again, that's --				false

		1030						LN		40		20		false		           20     that's total exclusion.  It's not taking into				false

		1031						LN		40		21		false		           21     consideration what the actual review of the site and				false

		1032						LN		40		22		false		           22     the viability of ferruginous hawk nests are.  So that				false

		1033						LN		40		23		false		           23     would be --				false

		1034						LN		40		24		false		           24                        MR. YOUNG:  And what I -- what I --				false

		1035						LN		40		25		false		           25                        CHAIR DREW:  -- added to that.				false

		1036						PG		41		0		false		page 41				false

		1037						LN		41		1		false		            1     Yeah.				false

		1038						LN		41		2		false		            2                        MR. YOUNG:  Yeah.  What I -- what I				false

		1039						LN		41		3		false		            3     also heard is that number, 36, could go up, depending				false

		1040						LN		41		4		false		            4     upon the status that was determined for the total array				false

		1041						LN		41		5		false		            5     of ferruginous hawk nests that are out there on the				false

		1042						LN		41		6		false		            6     land.  That number could go up significantly, depending				false

		1043						LN		41		7		false		            7     upon how the status of each of those nests was				false

		1044						LN		41		8		false		            8     determined to be.				false

		1045						LN		41		9		false		            9                        CHAIR DREW:  Correct.				false

		1046						LN		41		10		false		           10                        MR. GREENE:  Yeah, I would say --				false

		1047						LN		41		11		false		           11                        MR. YOUNG:  Thank you.				false

		1048						LN		41		12		false		           12                        MR. GREENE:  -- it's almost				false

		1049						LN		41		13		false		           13     certainly going to go up.  Just the extent of how --				false

		1050						LN		41		14		false		           14     how much it goes up is -- is still to be determined.				false

		1051						LN		41		15		false		           15                        MR. YOUNG:  Great.  Thanks.				false

		1052						LN		41		16		false		           16                        CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  Where are we?				false

		1053						LN		41		17		false		           17     Is that the last?				false

		1054						LN		41		18		false		           18                        MR. GREENE:  That is all the				false

		1055						LN		41		19		false		           19     changes --				false

		1056						LN		41		20		false		           20                        CHAIR DREW:  Okay.				false

		1057						LN		41		21		false		           21                        MR. GREENE:  -- to the mitigation.				false

		1058						LN		41		22		false		           22                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.				false

		1059						LN		41		23		false		           23          A lot to discuss.  And I think all of this is				false

		1060						LN		41		24		false		           24     good, because these are questions that everybody has.				false

		1061						LN		41		25		false		           25          Are there any other questions from Council				false

		1062						PG		42		0		false		page 42				false

		1063						LN		42		1		false		            1     members?				false

		1064						LN		42		2		false		            2                        MR. LEVITT:  I just want to also				false

		1065						LN		42		3		false		            3     mention -- this is Eli Levitt, Ecology -- that, you				false

		1066						LN		42		4		false		            4     know, to me, the number of turbines is important, but				false

		1067						LN		42		5		false		            5     it's certainly not the only factor in weighing our				false

		1068						LN		42		6		false		            6     decision.  So I was also one of the people that				false

		1069						LN		42		7		false		            7     asked -- asked to look at Webber Canyon, for example.				false

		1070						LN		42		8		false		            8          So if we're more narrowly scoping the mitigation				false

		1071						LN		42		9		false		            9     measures, they're just different between Choice A and				false

		1072						LN		42		10		false		           10     Choice B, and I think it falls on us as the Council to				false

		1073						LN		42		11		false		           11     provide the suite of mitigation measures that we think				false

		1074						LN		42		12		false		           12     does the best job to meet the spirit and intent of what				false

		1075						LN		42		13		false		           13     EFSEC and all of us do to protect human health and the				false

		1076						LN		42		14		false		           14     environment and, you know, make sure there's a viable				false

		1077						LN		42		15		false		           15     energy pool in the state, moving to cleaner energy				false

		1078						LN		42		16		false		           16     sources, et cetera.				false

		1079						LN		42		17		false		           17          So, me, it's a little bit apples and oranges in				false

		1080						LN		42		18		false		           18     big picture to compare the two.  It's we as a Council				false

		1081						LN		42		19		false		           19     need to -- right now my mission is to make sure we --				false

		1082						LN		42		20		false		           20     we provide better mitigation measures that will do the				false

		1083						LN		42		21		false		           21     best job to make the project viable and to protect				false

		1084						LN		42		22		false		           22     those resources we're trying to look at carefully.  You				false

		1085						LN		42		23		false		           23     know, so, for example, that's one reason I wanted to				false

		1086						LN		42		24		false		           24     look more closely at Webber Canyon.				false

		1087						LN		42		25		false		           25                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.  I				false

		1088						PG		43		0		false		page 43				false

		1089						LN		43		1		false		            1     appreciate that.				false

		1090						LN		43		2		false		            2          And that's true.  As we've separated out to look				false

		1091						LN		43		3		false		            3     at the mitigation members more specifically, we are				false

		1092						LN		43		4		false		            4     dialing in on what those impacts are.  And I do think				false

		1093						LN		43		5		false		            5     that specifically on the ferruginous hawk, what we're				false

		1094						LN		43		6		false		            6     looking at is really trying to establish -- and, in				false

		1095						LN		43		7		false		            7     fact, in much of the environmental ones -- an approach				false

		1096						LN		43		8		false		            8     which is adaptive management.				false

		1097						LN		43		9		false		            9          And it's very hard to dial in specifically at this				false

		1098						LN		43		10		false		           10     stage, before micro-siting is done, on the final				false

		1099						LN		43		11		false		           11     determination and the adaptive management that's really				false

		1100						LN		43		12		false		           12     best practice, if you will, in this type of				false

		1101						LN		43		13		false		           13     environment.  I think an agency has a much easier -- an				false

		1102						LN		43		14		false		           14     agency without this type of process has -- has a lot				false

		1103						LN		43		15		false		           15     more, not -- it's just very difficult to pinpoint, I				false

		1104						LN		43		16		false		           16     guess I'll say, at this point in time.				false

		1105						LN		43		17		false		           17          But the intent of adaptive management is a				false

		1106						LN		43		18		false		           18     high-level concept that's throughout our environmental				false

		1107						LN		43		19		false		           19     process.  And that's what we're trying to achieve here				false

		1108						LN		43		20		false		           20     as well as meeting the goals of the future that is the				false

		1109						LN		43		21		false		           21     balancing act within our statute.				false

		1110						LN		43		22		false		           22          Are there other comments or questions?				false

		1111						LN		43		23		false		           23          Ms. Brewster.				false

		1112						LN		43		24		false		           24                        MS. BREWSTER:  Thanks.				false

		1113						LN		43		25		false		           25          I guess one of the -- one of my concerns with this				false

		1114						PG		44		0		false		page 44				false

		1115						LN		44		1		false		            1     particular approach is -- is the unknowns and the				false

		1116						LN		44		2		false		            2     effects of it.  So it's -- it's really hard to gauge				false

		1117						LN		44		3		false		            3     the impact we'll have when it's unknown whether a				false

		1118						LN		44		4		false		            4     particular nest eliminates a number of -- excludes a				false

		1119						LN		44		5		false		            5     number of turbines that are particularly visually				false

		1120						LN		44		6		false		            6     impactful since -- that we don't really address it --				false

		1121						LN		44		7		false		            7     visual impact specifically with this.  So I guess				false

		1122						LN		44		8		false		            8     I'll -- I'm just throwing that concern out there as I'm				false

		1123						LN		44		9		false		            9     considering.				false

		1124						LN		44		10		false		           10          Beyond that, I would like to express my				false

		1125						LN		44		11		false		           11     appreciation for staff and all the work that you've put				false

		1126						LN		44		12		false		           12     into the original proposal and this reconsidered				false

		1127						LN		44		13		false		           13     proposal.  I really do appreciate all that you have				false

		1128						LN		44		14		false		           14     done.  So thank you for that.				false

		1129						LN		44		15		false		           15                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.				false

		1130						LN		44		16		false		           16          Ms. Bumpus.				false

		1131						LN		44		17		false		           17                        MS. BUMPUS:  Thank you, Chair Drew				false

		1132						LN		44		18		false		           18     and Council members.  For the record, this is Sonia				false

		1133						LN		44		19		false		           19     Bumpus.				false

		1134						LN		44		20		false		           20          This is just a comment, a general comment after				false

		1135						LN		44		21		false		           21     listening to the discussion today, very good discussion				false

		1136						LN		44		22		false		           22     today between Council members about what's before you.				false

		1137						LN		44		23		false		           23          As the SEPA responsible official, I just wanted to				false

		1138						LN		44		24		false		           24     comment that I am hearing that there's just a lot of				false
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           1                        BE IT REMEMBERED that on Thursday,



           2      August 29, 2024, at 621 Woodland Square Loop



           3      Southeast, Lacey, Washington, at 3:01 p.m., the



           4      following Horse Heaven Special Meeting of the



           5      Washington State Energy Facility Site Evaluation



           6      Council was held, to wit:



           7



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



           9



          10                        CHAIR DREW:  Good afternoon.  This



          11      is Kathleen Drew, Chair of the Energy Facility Site



          12      Evaluation meeting, calling our special meeting on



          13      the Horse Heaven Wind Farm to order.



          14          Ms. Grantham, will you call the roll.



          15                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Certainly, Chair



          16      Drew.



          17          Department of Commerce.



          18          Department of Ecology.



          19                        MR. LEVITT:  Eli Levitt, present.



          20                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Department of Fish



          21      and Wildlife.



          22                        MR. LIVINGSTON:  Mike Livingston,



          23      present.



          24                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Department of



          25      Natural Resources.
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            1                        MR. YOUNG:  Lenny Young, present.



            2                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Utilities and



            3     Transportation Commission.



            4                        MS. BREWSTER:  Stacey Brewster,



            5     present.



            6                        MS. GRANTHAM:  For local government



            7     and optional State agency:  For the Horse Heaven



            8     project, for Benton County, Ed Brost.



            9                        MR. BROST:  Ed Brost is present.



           10                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Assistant attorney



           11     generals.  Jon Thompson.



           12                        MR. THOMPSON:  Present.



           13                        MS. GRANTHAM:  And Zack Packer.



           14                        MR. PACKER:  Present.



           15                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Administrative law



           16     judge:  Adam Torem.  He has informed me that he is



           17     online and present.



           18          And I will call Council staff who may speak today.



           19          Sonia Bumpus.



           20                        MS. BUMPUS:  Present.



           21                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Ami Hafkemeyer.



           22                        MS. HAFKEMEYER:  Present.



           23                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Amy Moon.



           24                        MS. MOON:  Amy Moon, present.



           25                        MS. GRANTHAM:  And Sean Greene.
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            1                        MR. GREENE:  Present.



            2                        MS. GRANTHAM:  And is there anyone



            3     here for the counsel for the environment?



            4                        MS. REYNEVELD:  Yes.  Sarah



            5     Reyneveld is present.



            6                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Thank you.



            7          Chair, there is a quorum.



            8                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you, all.



            9          My first announcement is that since we are



           10     unable -- even though we had expected to have all our



           11     Council members here, we will be scheduling a meeting



           12     next week to take a vote.  I'm very sorry, but one



           13     member was unexpectedly unavailable at the last minute.



           14     So in order to give her the opportunity to vote as



           15     well, we will be having a short meeting to conduct a



           16     vote when all members are available.



           17          However, we will go ahead and have our discussion



           18     today.  And just to remind everybody where we are in



           19     this process, I don't -- I think we all know that



           20     Governor Inslee directed the Council to reconsider the



           21     conditions and mitigation in its recommendation in



           22     favor of an approach to mitigation that is more



           23     narrowly tailored to the specific impacts identified.



           24          That is what we have been working the past couple



           25     of months forward to.  I know that he also stated that
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            1     the record is robust and satisfactory from my



            2     perspective for the purposes of siting and permitting



            3     the proposed project.



            4          And I do want to say at this point that we've



            5     heard a lot from multiple parties about taking up the



            6     issue of need for the project, which was not considered



            7     in the project adjudication.  And we are not taking



            8     that up.  We are focusing our response on approaching



            9     the mitigation more narrowly tailored to specific



           10     impacts.  So I wanted to make that statement on the



           11     record.  We did not take up the issue of need.  We are



           12     not taking it up in this proceeding.



           13          So at this point, I want to ask the staff to



           14     summarize the information that went out to all the



           15     Council members and that the public had a chance to



           16     review for changes in the Council -- in the proposed



           17     changes to the SCA for Council reconsideration.  The



           18     Council at our last meeting on this subject directed



           19     the staff to draft proposed changes to the SCA.



           20          So with that, I will hand it over to Mr. Greene



           21     and Ms. Hafkemeyer to maybe give us a brief overview of



           22     what those changes in the SCA are.



           23                        MR. GREENE:  Okay.



           24                        CHAIR DREW:  Sorry about that.



           25                        MR. GREENE:  There were -- let's
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            1     see.  There were essentially four changes to mitigation



            2     measures from the initial draft SCA that was submitted



            3     to the governor's office to the current version



            4     provided to the Council and the public.



            5          The first is the Habitat 1 mitigation measure



            6     where the original draft version had included a



            7     requirement that project components be sited outside of



            8     medium-or-higher linkage wildlife movement corridors.



            9     That version has been reverted to the version of



           10     Habitat 1 that was -- that was included in the F -- the



           11     final environmental impact statement, which is a



           12     requirement that the applicant provide a corridor



           13     mitigation plan for any components sited in those --



           14     those same movement corridors, and this plan would



           15     include features to accommodate wildlife movement



           16     across linear project components, impact reduction



           17     measures, restoration monitoring, and adaptive



           18     management but does not include the exclusion areas



           19     associated.



           20                        CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  Let's pause



           21     right there to see if Council members have any



           22     questions or would like to discuss that.



           23          Okay.  Seeing none, let's go on to the Species --



           24                        MS. GRANTHAM:  Mr. Livingston raised



           25     his hand.
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            1                        CHAIR DREW:  Who did?  Oh.  Mike.



            2                        MR. LIVINGSTON:  Yeah --



            3                        CHAIR DREW:  Mr. Livingston.



            4                        MR. LIVINGSTON:  -- Chair Drew.



            5                        CHAIR DREW:  Yeah.



            6                        MR. LIVINGSTON:  Thanks.



            7          So the -- this pullback from the protection levels



            8     that we had put in the original SCA for medium- to



            9     high-quality habitat corridors is certainly one that



           10     concerns me given the limited amount of habitat



           11     connectivity that we do have in the Horse Heaven Hills,



           12     and some of these areas are the last remaining



           13     connection.



           14          So though I appreciate, you know, going back to



           15     the -- the EIS and what's in there -- and I trust that



           16     there'll be a lot of hard work going into making sure



           17     that there's a good plan put in place in the event that



           18     there has to be some diminishment of those corridors --



           19     I just wanted to express that that is a -- that is a



           20     concern of mine, veering away from what the -- the SCA



           21     that we had recommended to the governor back in the



           22     spring.  So just wanted to share that.  Thank you.



           23                        CHAIR DREW:  I do.  So let's talk



           24     about that a little bit.  And I appreciate that.



           25          So as we look at this corridor mitigation plan, my
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            1     understanding is that that will be developed with the



            2     PTAG; is that correct?  Or is this something that the



            3     applicant would put forward to that group for review?



            4                        MR. GREENE:  I'm not sure whether



            5     the PTAG is explicitly mentioned in this mitigation



            6     measure, but it is a plan that the applicant would



            7     develop and submit to EFSEC for approval.



            8                        CHAIR DREW:  To EFSEC.



            9                        MR. GREENE:  Correct.



           10                        CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  So that would



           11     then involve our EFSEC staff reviewing it in



           12     consultation with our agencies that usually give us



           13     input as well as with consultants who are on board to



           14     help us review that.  Is that how you see that process



           15     moving forward?



           16                        MR. GREENE:  Yes, that's correct.



           17     We would consult with subject matter experts from other



           18     State agencies as well as consultants that have -- are



           19     employed by EFSEC.



           20                        CHAIR DREW:  And will it include the



           21     intent that there will be a path through the project



           22     for wildlife?



           23                        MR. GREENE:  Yes.  The goal is to



           24     reduce project impacts as much as possible or as much



           25     as practical for barriers to wildlife movement, and
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            1     that can include requirements to install specific



            2     components that would allow for easier wildlife



            3     movement, such as larger culverts or potentially



            4     bridges or road crossings.



            5                        CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  I just wanted to



            6     get on the record what -- our expectations as an agency



            7     for how that process would occur.  How we would conduct



            8     the process, let me say.



            9          I hear -- I do hear your concerns, and I



           10     understand them.



           11          Are there comments other people would like to



           12     make, or questions?



           13          Okay.  Let's go on to the next --



           14                        MR. GREENE:  Sure.



           15                        CHAIR DREW:  -- item that is



           16     changed.



           17                        MR. GREENE:  The next mitigation



           18     measure that is changed from the initial SCA draft is



           19     Species 5, which is specific to the ferruginous hawk.



           20          The original ver- -- or the version of Species 5



           21     that was submitted to the governor's office included a



           22     two-mile buffer for all primary project components to



           23     all documented ferruginous hawk nests within two miles



           24     of the project lease area.  This included 56 nests from



           25     the WDFW priority habitat and species data set and an
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            1     additional two nests that were identified in applicant



            2     surveys.



            3          The version of Specie- -- or the version of



            4     Species 5 included in the draft SCA available to the



            5     Council today reduces that two-mile exclusion area to a



            6     0.6-mile exclusion area, or one kilometer, but



            7     additionally takes language from the final



            8     environmental impact statement version of this measure,



            9     wherein any historic -- or any identified nest that



           10     is where the nesting site is still available and



           11     sufficient foraging habitat is viable within that



           12     two-mile buffer, those nests would be provided the full



           13     two-mile buffer from the original vers- -- or from the



           14     governor's version, the version of the SCA submitted to



           15     the governor.



           16          So to reiterate, all documented nests are provided



           17     at least a 0.6-mile buffer.  Nests where the nesting



           18     site is still available and foraging habitat is viable



           19     are provided the two-mile buffer.  And that applies to



           20     primary project components, which are wind turbines,



           21     solar arrays, and BESSes.  Apart from the eastern BESS,



           22     where language was added to specifically exclude that



           23     one from this version of Species 5 as relocating it



           24     away from where it is currently located on disturbed



           25     habitat would increase habitat impacts with no
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            1     discernible mitigative effect as a result.  So in that



            2     case, it was better to leave it where it is.



            3                        CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  Are there



            4     questions from Council members, or comments?



            5          I want to talk a little bit about the process for



            6     this measure.  How would this measure be implemented?



            7                        MR. GREENE:  So the process that it



            8     would go through is a pre-operational technical



            9     advisory group would be founded, composed of subject



           10     matter experts from other State agencies as well as



           11     independent experts and other potentially tribal



           12     individuals or individuals from local government, if



           13     it's deemed justifiable.



           14          And that -- that PTAG would work with the -- work



           15     with EFSEC and the applicant to identify a process for



           16     determining habitat viability.  And the PTAG and the



           17     applicant would work to identify which of the -- which



           18     of the documented nests meet or don't meet the two



           19     criteria for providing the full two-mile buffer, submit



           20     that guidance to EFSEC for consideration.



           21          EFSEC would make the final determination on which



           22     nests would receive a .6-mile buffer and which nests



           23     would receive a full two-mile buffer.



           24                        CHAIR DREW:  So the PTAG is not



           25     making any decisions; is that correct?
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            1                        MR. GREENE:  That is correct.  The



            2     PTAG is an advisory body.  It has no decision-making



            3     authority.



            4                        CHAIR DREW:  EFSEC will make the



            5     decisions.



            6                        MR. GREENE:  Correct.



            7                        CHAIR DREW:  And, secondly, I'll ask



            8     Ms. Hafkemeyer:  Is this a new concept that we've never



            9     implemented before?  Has this been implemented before



           10     by EFSEC?



           11                        MS. HAFKEMEYER:  It has a slightly



           12     different name.  But EFSEC has used what is



           13     functionally a preconstruction, still technical



           14     advisory group, or -- I'm sorry -- technical advisory



           15     committee, or TAC, for multiple projects, and multiple



           16     projects have had these groups convene prior to the



           17     start of construction.



           18          Some of the public comments that were received



           19     prior in the review of this project raised concerns



           20     about whether or not the TAC started before or after



           21     operations of the facility.  But EFSEC has a history of



           22     requiring these groups to provide advice and guidance



           23     to EFSEC, as the decision-maker, starting prior to the



           24     start of construction for several projects.



           25                        CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  So this is not
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            1     at all unusual in its makeup or use or implementation



            2     in this project.



            3          Mr. Young.



            4                        MR. YOUNG:  Would there be a single



            5     PTAG that would be addressing different aspects of the



            6     project, or would there be more than one PTAG with a



            7     PTAG -- for example, ferruginous hawk -- focused just



            8     on ferruginous hawk?



            9                        MR. GREENE:  So the intention is



           10     that there's a single body that operates as the PTAG.



           11     It's possible that membership may change, depending on



           12     which of the mitigation measures that the PTAG is



           13     working on at any one time.  For instance, a



           14     ferruginous hawk expert might not be as needed for some



           15     of the other mitigation measures that the PTAG will be



           16     considering.  But it is -- it is the goal to only have



           17     a single body that may have some rotating numbers.



           18                        MR. YOUNG:  How would the PTAG



           19     members be selected?



           20                        MR. GREENE:  It would be selected by



           21     EFSEC essentially as the decision-maker, but we would



           22     take into consideration where expertise might be



           23     necessary.  Where it's possible, we would include



           24     subject matter experts from other State agencies where



           25     there may be a lack of expertise or a lack of
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            1     availability.  We would contract independent experts.



            2                        MS. HAFKEMEYER:  And if I could jump



            3     in here.  Historically we have required that the



            4     facilities put together and convene their technical --



            5     their TACs, but that is with EFSEC concurrence on



            6     membership.



            7                        MR. YOUNG:  Could you clarify that?



            8     When you say the facilities do the selection, who are



            9     the facilities?



           10                        MS. HAFKEMEYER:  So, for example,



           11     Columbia Solar, Wild Horse have active TACs, and they



           12     send out meeting invites, do the scheduling, lead the



           13     meeting, send out minutes, and so they sort of take the



           14     lead in the scheduling and agendas and whatnot, and



           15     EFSEC still retains participation and oversight of



           16     decisions.



           17                        MR. YOUNG:  That sounds more --



           18                        MS. HAFKEMEYER:  Does that answer



           19     your question?



           20                        MR. YOUNG:  Sort of.  That sounds



           21     more like mechanics of operating the TAG after the TAG



           22     has been selected.



           23          Who would actually select -- how would -- how



           24     would the "SAG" (phonetic) members actually be



           25     selected?
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            1                        MS. HAFKEMEYER:  So generally we



            2     request participation from the desired entities; for



            3     example, DFW, U.S. Fish, Ecology.  And then within



            4     those agencies, they decide who to appoint for the



            5     project, and we have left that up to those bodies'



            6     discretion as to who their actual member is.



            7                        MR. YOUNG:  Okay.  So it'd be more



            8     contacting organizations that EFSEC feels should be



            9     represented on the TAG, and those organizations would



           10     then select the individuals that would represent them



           11     on the TAG?



           12                        MS. HAFKEMEYER:  Correct.



           13                        MR. YOUNG:  Okay.  And then, again,



           14     on the -- sort of the managerial aspect of the TAG,



           15     when you refer to the facilities in this case, would



           16     the facilities mean the applicant, Scout Clean Energy?



           17                        MS. HAFKEMEYER:  Correct.



           18                        MR. YOUNG:  Okay.



           19                        CHAIR DREW:  I think it's a term



           20     that, if approved, the applicant becomes a certificated



           21     facility in our EFSEC language.  So --



           22                        MR. YOUNG:  Okay.  Great.



           23                        CHAIR DREW:  That's the comparison.



           24     Yes.



           25                        MR. YOUNG:  Understood.  And thank
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            1     you for answers to my questions.



            2                        CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  Certainly.



            3          Are there other questions?



            4          Mr. Livingston.



            5                        MR. LIVINGSTON:  Yeah.  Thanks,



            6     Chair.



            7          You know, from the beginning of this, the PTAG



            8     approach has concerned me, just 'cause it leaves a lot



            9     of questions unanswered.  Interesting reading through



           10     comments in the last couple of days.  I've seen some --



           11     some concerns expressed on both sides of this issue.



           12          And so I'm curious:  If this goes forward as the



           13     new draft has described it, one of the questions has



           14     been how do we develop the criteria to determine the



           15     viability or the suitability of foraging habitat and



           16     nesting habitat?  What's -- what's the thought on



           17     staff's approach to that?  Obviously we're going to



           18     need wildlife experts adding to that conversation, but



           19     how would you go about that?



           20                        MR. GREENE:  Yeah, so that process



           21     is -- is certainly going to be involved, and that's why



           22     we wanted to wait until the PTAG was operational before



           23     we got too deep in the weeds on that.



           24          The language within Species 5 includes a couple of



           25     examples of foraging habitat that might be considered





                                                                        18

�







            1     no longer viable, such as those that have experienced



            2     large -- large landscape scale conversion into



            3     residential or agricultural.  But that -- the



            4     development of that viability criteria for foraging



            5     habitat is something that the subject matter experts



            6     within the PTAG will be very helpful in determining.



            7     Ultimately it will be EFSEC's decision as to what those



            8     criteria are and how they are applied to the BESS, but



            9     we will certainly give credence to guidance that we



           10     receive from the PTAG.



           11                        MR. LIVINGSTON:  Okay.  Thank you.



           12          That's it for me.  Well, let me ask one more



           13     question.  I'm sorry.



           14                        CHAIR DREW:  No.



           15                        MR. LIVINGSTON:  Councilman Young



           16     there.



           17                        MR. YOUNG:  No.  Go ahead.



           18                        MR. LIVINGSTON:  So, you know, one



           19     of the things that has --



           20                        CHAIR DREW:  You're muted.



           21     Accidentally.



           22                        MR. LIVINGSTON:  I apologize.  Sorry



           23     about that.



           24                        CHAIR DREW:  No worries.



           25                        MR. LIVINGSTON:  How does that
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            1     happen?  All this time using Teams, and I don't know



            2     how to do it.



            3          Anyway, so one of the things I was stating was



            4     that some of the other values that we've been working



            5     on to protect, that have been inclusive of a two-mile



            6     buffer around ferruginous hawk nests, including TCPs



            7     and viewshed, you know, as we go through this, this



            8     leaves just this big question mark.



            9          If we use the best available science for assessing



           10     ferruginous hawk territories and conclude -- you know,



           11     I don't know what percentage of these.  I have no idea.



           12     It could be zero.  It could be 10, 20 percent of them.



           13     I don't know.  But then that leaves a question, the



           14     other values that we've discussed as important,



           15     particularly in our findings and in our draft SCA to



           16     the governor back in April.  It seems like it just



           17     leaves a lot of questions for us and what those values



           18     will be protected or not going forward.



           19          So I guess I'm just expressing the concern of not



           20     addressing those other issues with this approach.



           21     Thank you.



           22                        CHAIR DREW:  Thanks.



           23          I will briefly say -- and then I'll get to



           24     Mr. Young's next question -- that, frankly, as Chair of



           25     this Council, in working with the staff on developing
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            1     this set of narrowing the mitigations, I thought about



            2     that quite a bit to determine how to approach each of



            3     these impacts individually.  And so we do -- I -- don't



            4     have the same extent as we had before as we looked at



            5     the combination, but there is some mitigation for



            6     many -- for a few of those issues.  I think the visual



            7     one is more dependent on the others, and perhaps that



            8     final determination of the viability of the hawks.  But



            9     I would still say that the way this is structured will



           10     eliminate some of the most visible turbines.



           11          Is that something that -- I won't ask Sean to



           12     comment on that.  That's my opinion -- I'll leave it at



           13     that -- and certainly what I was striving to



           14     accomplish.



           15          Mr. Young.



           16                        MR. YOUNG:  I don't have any other



           17     question at this time.



           18                        CHAIR DREW:  Okay.



           19          Sorry about that.



           20                        MR. GREENE:  You want to move to the



           21     next measure?



           22                        CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  Let's go on to



           23     the next measure.



           24                        MR. GREENE:  Okay.  The next change



           25     in mitigation from the previous version of the SCA is a
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            1     new measure that was incorporated into this version.



            2     It is labeled as Cultural Resources 3.  And it is a



            3     requirement that all wind turbines be precluded from



            4     being sited within one mile of the geographic drop-off



            5     at the top of Webber Canyon.  This was done in response



            6     to TCP concerns that were identified by the Yakama



            7     Nation associated with Webber Canyon.  And 17 of the



            8     proposed turbines would be affected by this mitigation



            9     measure, and they would need to either be relocated



           10     elsewhere within the wind siting micro-corridor -- wind



           11     micro-siting corridor or removed from the project.



           12                        CHAIR DREW:  So let me make a



           13     comment about this.



           14          Again, Governor Inslee asked the Council to,



           15     quote, reconsider the conditions and mitigation in its



           16     recommendation in favor of an approach to mitigation



           17     that is more narrowly tailored to the specific impacts



           18     identified.



           19          And then specifically regarding cultural



           20     resources, the governor asked the Council to consider,



           21     quote, physical traditional cultural resources within



           22     the leased property boundary.



           23          So I did ask the staff to look at physical



           24     traditional cultural resources within the leased



           25     property boundary and identified specifically that
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            1     found -- and that we found the Yakama Nation



            2     specifically identified the Webber Canyon as an area of



            3     particular concern in an early letter from March 2nd,



            4     '21.



            5          I recognize that the Yakama Nation has



            6     communicated that the project overall will



            7     substantially impact Yakama Nation traditional cultural



            8     properties.  I still wanted to ensure that there was a



            9     specific mitigation prohibiting turbines on the



           10     physical property of the leased property boundary.



           11          So this is separating -- you know, I see it as



           12     separating the mitigation and identifying it as a



           13     narrower mitigation but also to reduce some impact to



           14     the Yakama Nation.  I am no way saying that it will be



           15     considered in any way as sufficient by the Yakama



           16     Nation, but I did want to give that explanation.



           17          Mr. Young.



           18                        MR. YOUNG:  Did I understand it to



           19     be said that the applicant would have the option of



           20     resituating those 17 turbines elsewhere within the



           21     project area?



           22                        MR. GREENE:  Yes.  So the locations



           23     of the turbines that have been shown in the project



           24     layout are representative examples.  The way that this



           25     project has -- or is going for approval is approving
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            1     the number of turbines that are outlined in the



            2     application anywhere within the wind micro-siting



            3     corridor, which is shown on the project layout.



            4          So the exact locations where the turbines are



            5     shown right now is not necessarily where they would



            6     eventually be sited.  They could be sited anywhere



            7     within the wind micro-siting corridor pending the



            8     exclusion areas that would be imposed by measures



            9     like -- like Cultural Resources 3.



           10          So this measure would not exclude those 17



           11     turbines.  It would exclude the area where those 17



           12     turbines are currently being proposed as well as other



           13     areas of the wind micro-siting corridor where there is



           14     currently no turbines proposed, but it would prohibit



           15     them in the future from being relocated there.



           16                        MR. YOUNG:  Okay.



           17                        CHAIR DREW:  If I could add, that's



           18     the same way we described all of the exclusion zones



           19     that we have put forward throughout this project.



           20                        MR. GREENE:  Yes.



           21                        CHAIR DREW:  As turbines would be



           22     allowed except for in these areas.



           23                        MR. YOUNG:  Right.



           24                        MR. GREENE:  It's excluding areas,



           25     not necessarily individual turbines.
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            1                        CHAIR DREW:  It's not any different



            2     than what we've said before on that.



            3                        MR. YOUNG:  Okay.  But I -- I just



            4     want to make sure I understood it, that it would -- it



            5     would not necessarily result in the total number of



            6     turbines for the project being reduced by 17.  It --



            7     again, as you -- as you've described it, it's a -- it's



            8     a protection of an area, not a direct numerical



            9     reduction in the number of turbines; is that correct?



           10                        MR. GREENE:  That's correct.  It



           11     would be, I guess, accurate to say that it would result



           12     in a maximum of 17 turbines being --



           13                        MR. YOUNG:  Right.



           14                        MR. GREENE:  -- removed from --



           15                        MR. YOUNG:  Right.



           16                        MR. GREENE:  -- the project but



           17     not --



           18                        MR. YOUNG:  Right.



           19                        MR. GREENE:  If they can find the



           20     engineering to relocate those elsewhere within the wind



           21     micro-siting corridor, there could be no reduction in



           22     production potential --



           23                        CHAIR DREW:  That is not mitigated



           24     in other ways.



           25                        MR. GREENE:  Correct.





                                                                        25

�







            1                        MR. YOUNG:  Right.



            2                        CHAIR DREW:  So, you know, the EIS



            3     looked at the whole -- the whole project and the



            4     micro-siting corridor, and there are several things



            5     which affects areas within the micro-siting corridor.



            6                        MR. GREENE:  Correct.



            7                        MR. YOUNG:  Okay.  And then --



            8                        CHAIR DREW:  Yeah.



            9                        MR. YOUNG:  -- and one other



           10     question is comparing the original -- the original



           11     recommendation to the governor, the original SCA with



           12     the revision.  How many of those 17 turbines that would



           13     be excluded by the buffer at Webber Canyon, how many of



           14     those 17 would have been allowed to have been built



           15     under the original recommendation to the governor?



           16                        MR. GREENE:  Zero.



           17                        CHAIR DREW:  But it's the same --



           18                        MR. YOUNG:  Zero.



           19                        CHAIR DREW:  The same is true.  It



           20     wouldn't be the turbines built.  It would have been an



           21     area of exclusion.



           22                        MR. YOUNG:  Yeah.  But it's sort of



           23     a wash, then, between -- between the original



           24     recommendation and the revision that's being



           25     considered.  In the original, those 17 would have been
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            1     excluded for --



            2                        CHAIR DREW:  Right.



            3                        MR. YOUNG:  -- I guess, other --



            4     other reasons, because in the original version, there



            5     was not a specific exclusion for Webber Canyon.  And so



            6     in the revision, that area would -- those 17 proposed



            7     sites wouldn't be affected by the Webber Canyon buffer,



            8     but in the original, they would have been affected by



            9     something else and would have been excluded by one of



           10     the other considerations?



           11                        MR. GREENE:  That's correct.  They



           12     would have been excluded by the version of Species 5,



           13     the ferruginous hawk mitigation --



           14                        MR. YOUNG:  Okay.



           15                        MR. GREENE:  -- which was at that



           16     point intended to cover a variety of resource impacts.



           17                        MR. YOUNG:  Okay.  Thank you.



           18                        CHAIR DREW:  For those who haven't



           19     followed specifically who is talking -- although it's



           20     clear on my screen -- that it was Mr. Lenny Young from



           21     the Department of Natural Resources, and it was Sean



           22     Greene on our staff, who were introduced as they began



           23     speaking.



           24          Are there any other questions?



           25                        MR. YOUNG:  Yeah, my -- my little
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            1     hand icon seems to automatically go down after about



            2     ten seconds, so I just -- I disappear.  And thank you



            3     for those answers to my questions.



            4                        CHAIR DREW:  Yes.



            5          Okay.  Is there more that we want to -- anyone



            6     else have questions on this particular mitigation on



            7     the Webber Canyon?  Okay.



            8          Let's move on to --



            9                        MR. BROST:  Chair Drew.



           10                        CHAIR DREW:  Yes.



           11                        MR. BROST:  Chair Drew, it's Ed



           12     Brost.  Could I ask a question related to turbines



           13     before we leave that question?  And this goes back to



           14     the original.  There was -- in the original proposal,



           15     there was taller turbines versus the shorter turbines.



           16     When we're talking number of turbines, we still aren't



           17     talking which specific type of turbines we're talking



           18     about, are we?



           19                        MR. GREENE:  So -- I'm sorry.



           20                        MR. BROST:  And do we ever -- do we



           21     ever decide on the shorter versus the taller?



           22                        CHAIR DREW:  So the applicant's



           23     proposal to us, as is relatively common with any wind



           24     facility that comes to EFSEC, has an option of a taller



           25     and a shorter turbine.  They also need to be looking at
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            1     what the latest technology is.



            2          So in our process, the EIS covers both options but



            3     does not require the applicant to settle into one



            4     option.  Because things change in this industry quite a



            5     bit and some turbines that they have used as examples



            6     will be out of production, so there's a number of



            7     different factors as is -- so it actually made a very



            8     complicated review process, because we did look in the



            9     EIS at the proposal for both numbers.  And you will see



           10     that broken out through everything.



           11          We kind of revert to looking at the proposal with



           12     the most number of turbines that is shorter, because it



           13     would have -- the mitigations have more impact per



           14     turbine, and so we tend to only show that, but it is



           15     considering either option.



           16          Is that more or less correct, Mr. Greene?



           17                        MR. GREENE:  Yes.  And I would say



           18     specific to the most recent mitigation measure that we



           19     were discussing, the 17 turbines, that is 17 for both



           20     Option 1 and Option 2.  So there are more Option 1



           21     turbines, the shorter ones, that are proposed, but in



           22     this case, the number is equivalent for both options.



           23                        MS. HAFKEMEYER:  And if I could jump



           24     in.  For the record, this is Ami Hafkemeyer.



           25          Just to reiterate, the exclusion area would remain
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            1     the same regardless of the turbine type for each of



            2     these mitigation measures.  And so related to Council



            3     Member Young's question, the language in the draft as



            4     presented to Council is focused more on an exclusion



            5     area rather than a specific number of turbines.



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



            7     the next difference between the original SCA and the



            8     proposed changes.



            9                        MR. GREENE:  Sure.  And, again, for



           10     the record, this is Sean Greene, the SEPA specialist



           11     for EFSEC.



           12          The final mitigation change that is included in



           13     this updated version of the SCA is labeled as Public



           14     Health and Safety 2.  It has been put in to mitigate



           15     project effects on aerial firefighting abilities within



           16     the area.



           17          The Department of Natural Resources has informed



           18     EFSEC that their aircraft provide a standard corridor



           19     mile standoff area for any tall structures when in



           20     operation, when the aircraft are in operation.  So this



           21     measure would provide a quarter-mile buffer around the



           22     maximum extent of any wildfire that has occurred within



           23     the proximity of the project lease boundary since the



           24     year 2000, since January 1st, 2000.  Yeah.



           25                        CHAIR DREW:  So couple of questions
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            1     on this.



            2                        MR. GREENE:  Mm-hmm.



            3                        CHAIR DREW:  First, when we had an



            4     interaction with the Department of Natural Resources,



            5     we were talking with them about the aircraft that they



            6     use.



            7                        MR. GREENE:  That's correct.  They



            8     describe that both their helicopter and fixed-wing



            9     aircraft are provided with the same quarter-mile buffer



           10     as standoff distance.



           11                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.



           12          Are there other questions from Council members?



           13     Mr. Young.



           14                        MR. YOUNG:  Yeah, I think the only



           15     place where Mr. Lane hedged a little bit on that was,



           16     he was referring to most of the aircraft that DNR uses:



           17     Helicopters, the Air Tractor / Fire Bosses, probably



           18     the scoopers, and the twin jets -- or excuse me --



           19     twin-turbine planes, the Q-400s.  But he was not



           20     referring to the what are known as VLATs, the very



           21     large air tankers, like the converted DC-10s, in terms



           22     of the quarter-mile buffer.



           23                        CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  Thank you for



           24     that clarification.



           25                        MR. GREENE:  And DNR did also state
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            1     to us that, when it comes to an operational basis, the



            2     pilots have full ability to increase that standoff



            3     distance based on what they feel would be safe.  So the



            4     .25 miles is the minimum that DNR mandates, but if the



            5     pilots in operation phase want to increase that



            6     standoff distance, they can do it to any distance that



            7     they feel comfortable.



            8                        CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  Thank you for



            9     those clarifications.



           10          Are there any other questions?



           11          Mr. Young.



           12                        MR. YOUNG:  I recognize very much



           13     what was just explained really well about how the --



           14     the mitigations are protecting areas and not



           15     specifically turbines.  But we've got a lot of maps



           16     with dots on them that we've been using for comparison.



           17          And so if you look at the number of proposed



           18     turbine locations that would have been viable under the



           19     original recommendation to the governor and then the



           20     number that would be viable and available to the



           21     applicant under the revised recommendation to the



           22     governor that's being considered, what's the



           23     difference?  How many more turbines of those original



           24     turbine locations come back on line and become



           25     available under the revision compared to the original
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            1     recommendation to the governor?



            2                        MR. GREENE:  So the issue with that



            3     is it's dependent on the availability and viability



            4     standards in the new version of Species 5.  It is



            5     potentially the case that the exclusion area from the



            6     version of the SCA submitted to the governor does not



            7     change.  If the determination is made that all of the



            8     historic ferruginous hawk nests are -- their nesting



            9     sites are available and there's viable habitat, then



           10     they would all retain that two-mile buffer, and there



           11     would be no change.



           12          The exact number of turbines or exact acreage of



           13     the wind micro-siting corridor that is now newly or



           14     re-available to the applicant for siting, I can't give



           15     you an answer.  For -- for this specific measure,



           16     Public Health and Safety 2, seven of the proposed



           17     locations both for Option 1 and Option 2 would be



           18     excluded by this measure, and those were both



           19     excluded -- or all seven would have been excluded by



           20     the original version of Species 5.



           21                        CHAIR DREW:  So there's a hard



           22     exclusion, if you will, and then there's the exclusion



           23     if -- dependent upon the viability of the ferruginous



           24     hawk nests and the habitat.  I'm kind of shortening the



           25     words a little bit there --
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            1                        MR. GREENE:  Sure.



            2                        CHAIR DREW:  -- just for the sake of



            3     making it easier to talk about.



            4          So then is there an overall number of what you



            5     would see on the map now in the exclusion zone other



            6     than those which might be eliminated because we find



            7     there is -- there are viable nests and viable habitat?



            8                        MR. GREENE:  I have that information



            9     available in percentages of the number of proposed



           10     turbines.  I don't have the exact number of turbines.



           11          But the version of Species 5 that was submitted to



           12     the governor would have eliminated the -- the locations



           13     of 48 percent, approximately, of the turbines and about



           14     12 percent of the solar arrays.  The hard buffer -- the



           15     hard exclusion area for Species 5 now would eliminate



           16     about 5 and a half percent of the turbines and 6



           17     percent of the solar array footprint.



           18          The -- the difference between those two numbers,



           19     again -- the current exclusion area could increase



           20     depending on that definition of available nesting sites



           21     and viable foraging habitat.



           22                        CHAIR DREW:  So let's take it to a



           23     broader level to answer this question, if we can.



           24          As we look at these four measures -- well,



           25     let's -- the measures that eliminate -- have -- exclude
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            1     major components; that is, ferruginous hawk, the Webber



            2     Canyon, and the Public Health and Safety 2, the aerial



            3     firefighting.



            4          If you were to look at them in total -- and I'm



            5     talking about only the .6 mile for the ferruginous



            6     hawk -- some of those overlap.



            7                        MR. GREENE:  Correct.



            8                        CHAIR DREW:  So if we were looking



            9     at the total number -- I'm hoping I'm getting to the



           10     answer to your question, Mr. Young, by the way.  The



           11     total number that would be eliminated on those, leaving



           12     out the future determination of the viability of the



           13     nests in the foraging area, how many would that be?



           14                        MR. GREENE:  I don't have that



           15     number available right now.  It's displayed in the



           16     figure that the Council had access to from the July



           17     Council meeting.  I could -- I could refer to that



           18     figure and come up with a number, but I don't have it



           19     available right now.



           20                        CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  Okay.



           21                        MR. YOUNG:  Could I throw something



           22     out and see if this makes any sense at all --



           23                        CHAIR DREW:  Yes.



           24                        MR. YOUNG:  -- based on what I just



           25     heard?
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            1                        CHAIR DREW:  Yes.



            2                        MR. YOUNG:  If we took, like, a



            3     starting-point number of turbines in the original



            4     proposal, I think the max that was proposed was



            5     something like 222.  And I think you said that under



            6     the original recommendation to the governor, 48 percent



            7     of those would have been excluded.  That's 106.  And



            8     that's down to 5 and a half percent under the revision.



            9     That's 12.



           10          So the difference, to me, looks to be -- just



           11     ballpark numbers -- is that there would be 94



           12     additional turbines that were not available under the



           13     original recommendation that would be available under



           14     the revised recommendation.



           15          Does that sound ballpark?  Am I on the right track



           16     with that?



           17                        MR. GREENE:  So two points on that.



           18          One, some of that -- that 94, or approximate,



           19     would potentially be excluded by Cultural Resources 3



           20     and Public Health and Safety 2, the -- the measures



           21     that talk about TCPs and aerial firefighting.  There



           22     might be some overlap there, so I can't give you exact



           23     numbers on how many turbines.



           24          And then the second part is, of those 94 turbines,



           25     they are not necessarily being allowed with this
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            1     current version of Species 5.  They may be allowed,



            2     depending on the determination --



            3                        MR. YOUNG:  Right.



            4                        MR. GREENE:  -- that EFSEC makes --



            5                        MR. YOUNG:  Correct.



            6                        MR. GREENE:  -- with the PTAG's



            7     guidance.



            8                        MR. YOUNG:  So the number -- the



            9     numbers you gave me, or gave there, the 48 percent and



           10     the 5 and a half percent, that just -- that just flowed



           11     from ferruginous hawk protections?



           12                        MR. GREENE:  I'm sorry.  Could you



           13     say that last bit again?



           14                        MR. YOUNG:  Yeah.  The 48 percent,



           15     was that a -- was that a percent of the originally



           16     proposed turbines under the original proposal to the



           17     governor that would have been excluded for all reasons



           18     or just for ferruginous hawk reasons?



           19                        MR. GREENE:  So that 48 percent



           20     would have been excluded by Species 5, which was --



           21                        MR. YOUNG:  Okay.



           22                        MR. GREENE:  -- ostensibly a



           23     ferruginous hawk mitigation measure, but it was being



           24     used to --



           25                        MR. YOUNG:  Yeah.
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            1                        MR. GREENE:  -- address multiple



            2     resource impacts.



            3                        MR. YOUNG:  That's right.



            4          And then the 5 and a half percent, is that also --



            5     under the revision, the 5 and a half, was that -- would



            6     that also flow only from Species 5?  Because it seems



            7     like you added the Webber Canyon --



            8                        CHAIR DREW:  Yes.



            9                        MR. YOUNG:  -- turbines onto the top



           10     of that 5 and a half percent.



           11                        MR. GREENE:  Correct.  That was a



           12     desire by the Council to --



           13                        MR. YOUNG:  Okay.



           14                        MR. GREENE:  -- kind of split up the



           15     mitigation to address specific resource impacts.  So



           16     the 5 and a half percent is from the current version of



           17     Species 5, and that is --



           18                        MR. YOUNG:  Yeah.



           19                        MR. GREENE:  -- intended only for



           20     reduction of ferruginous hawk impacts.  It would have



           21     mitigative effect to other resources, such as visual



           22     and TCPs and all that, but that is not the intent of



           23     that measure.



           24                        CHAIR DREW:  I think there are --



           25                        MR. YOUNG:  Sure.  I understand
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            1     that.



            2                        CHAIR DREW:  If I could just chime



            3     in here.  I think there are specific turbine numbers



            4     for each of these three measures on some information



            5     that we received.  Some of them overlap.  But as I



            6     recall -- can you pull -- can somebody pull that up?



            7          Ms. Moon, are you tracking me?



            8                        MS. HAFKEMEYER:  What is it that



            9     you're looking to be pulled up?



           10                        CHAIR DREW:  I'm looking for the



           11     specific numbers -- I can -- I know you're trying to



           12     get how many still remain, but I have an easier time



           13     finding out -- remembering the numbers that are -- how



           14     many would be -- are in areas that would be excluded.



           15     And I think it's about 35.



           16                        MR. GREENE:  Yeah, so if you -- so



           17     there's about 12 turbines being excluded by Species 5.



           18     There are 17 being excluded by Webber Canyon mitigation



           19     and seven turbines by the aerial firefighting.



           20     Combined, that number is 36.  But, again, there's some



           21     overlap there.  So it's probably a little bit less than



           22     36, but somewhere around that number would be excluded.



           23                        MR. YOUNG:  Okay.  So a better



           24     comparison -- again, if I'm trying to integrate this --



           25                        CHAIR DREW:  Yes.
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            1                        MR. YOUNG:  -- just for my own



            2     understanding.



            3                        CHAIR DREW:  Yes.



            4                        MR. YOUNG:  A better comparison



            5     would have been that for the way that the original



            6     recommendation went in, 106 turbines would have been



            7     excluded, and now 30 -- 36 would have been ex- -- or be



            8     excluded, so the difference is about 70, 70 turbines,



            9     and you compare that to what we -- what we started out



           10     for.  I'm getting an idea --



           11                        CHAIR DREW:  Yeah.



           12                        MR. YOUNG:  -- of the difference



           13     between --



           14                        CHAIR DREW:  Yeah.



           15                        MR. YOUNG:  -- between the first



           16     recommendation and the revision being considered.  So



           17     thank you for walking me through that.  I really



           18     appreciate it.



           19                        CHAIR DREW:  And, again, that's --



           20     that's total exclusion.  It's not taking into



           21     consideration what the actual review of the site and



           22     the viability of ferruginous hawk nests are.  So that



           23     would be --



           24                        MR. YOUNG:  And what I -- what I --



           25                        CHAIR DREW:  -- added to that.
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            1     Yeah.



            2                        MR. YOUNG:  Yeah.  What I -- what I



            3     also heard is that number, 36, could go up, depending



            4     upon the status that was determined for the total array



            5     of ferruginous hawk nests that are out there on the



            6     land.  That number could go up significantly, depending



            7     upon how the status of each of those nests was



            8     determined to be.



            9                        CHAIR DREW:  Correct.



           10                        MR. GREENE:  Yeah, I would say --



           11                        MR. YOUNG:  Thank you.



           12                        MR. GREENE:  -- it's almost



           13     certainly going to go up.  Just the extent of how --



           14     how much it goes up is -- is still to be determined.



           15                        MR. YOUNG:  Great.  Thanks.



           16                        CHAIR DREW:  Okay.  Where are we?



           17     Is that the last?



           18                        MR. GREENE:  That is all the



           19     changes --



           20                        CHAIR DREW:  Okay.



           21                        MR. GREENE:  -- to the mitigation.



           22                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.



           23          A lot to discuss.  And I think all of this is



           24     good, because these are questions that everybody has.



           25          Are there any other questions from Council
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            1     members?



            2                        MR. LEVITT:  I just want to also



            3     mention -- this is Eli Levitt, Ecology -- that, you



            4     know, to me, the number of turbines is important, but



            5     it's certainly not the only factor in weighing our



            6     decision.  So I was also one of the people that



            7     asked -- asked to look at Webber Canyon, for example.



            8          So if we're more narrowly scoping the mitigation



            9     measures, they're just different between Choice A and



           10     Choice B, and I think it falls on us as the Council to



           11     provide the suite of mitigation measures that we think



           12     does the best job to meet the spirit and intent of what



           13     EFSEC and all of us do to protect human health and the



           14     environment and, you know, make sure there's a viable



           15     energy pool in the state, moving to cleaner energy



           16     sources, et cetera.



           17          So, me, it's a little bit apples and oranges in



           18     big picture to compare the two.  It's we as a Council



           19     need to -- right now my mission is to make sure we --



           20     we provide better mitigation measures that will do the



           21     best job to make the project viable and to protect



           22     those resources we're trying to look at carefully.  You



           23     know, so, for example, that's one reason I wanted to



           24     look more closely at Webber Canyon.



           25                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.  I
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            1     appreciate that.



            2          And that's true.  As we've separated out to look



            3     at the mitigation members more specifically, we are



            4     dialing in on what those impacts are.  And I do think



            5     that specifically on the ferruginous hawk, what we're



            6     looking at is really trying to establish -- and, in



            7     fact, in much of the environmental ones -- an approach



            8     which is adaptive management.



            9          And it's very hard to dial in specifically at this



           10     stage, before micro-siting is done, on the final



           11     determination and the adaptive management that's really



           12     best practice, if you will, in this type of



           13     environment.  I think an agency has a much easier -- an



           14     agency without this type of process has -- has a lot



           15     more, not -- it's just very difficult to pinpoint, I



           16     guess I'll say, at this point in time.



           17          But the intent of adaptive management is a



           18     high-level concept that's throughout our environmental



           19     process.  And that's what we're trying to achieve here



           20     as well as meeting the goals of the future that is the



           21     balancing act within our statute.



           22          Are there other comments or questions?



           23          Ms. Brewster.



           24                        MS. BREWSTER:  Thanks.



           25          I guess one of the -- one of my concerns with this
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            1     particular approach is -- is the unknowns and the



            2     effects of it.  So it's -- it's really hard to gauge



            3     the impact we'll have when it's unknown whether a



            4     particular nest eliminates a number of -- excludes a



            5     number of turbines that are particularly visually



            6     impactful since -- that we don't really address it --



            7     visual impact specifically with this.  So I guess



            8     I'll -- I'm just throwing that concern out there as I'm



            9     considering.



           10          Beyond that, I would like to express my



           11     appreciation for staff and all the work that you've put



           12     into the original proposal and this reconsidered



           13     proposal.  I really do appreciate all that you have



           14     done.  So thank you for that.



           15                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.



           16          Ms. Bumpus.



           17                        MS. BUMPUS:  Thank you, Chair Drew



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



           19     Bumpus.



           20          This is just a comment, a general comment after



           21     listening to the discussion today, very good discussion



           22     today between Council members about what's before you.



           23          As the SEPA responsible official, I just wanted to



           24     comment that I am hearing that there's just a lot of



           25     concern and question around the -- sort of the
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            1     deficiency and certitude -- right? -- around number of



            2     turbines that are permitted, number that actually get



            3     put into use and these kinds of things after the



            4     micro-siting process is complete.



            5          And I thought of a section of SEPA, in the SEPA



            6     rules, where it talks about -- it's in SEPA Rule /



            7     Washington Administrative Code 197-11-660.  And it



            8     talks about the substantive authority and mitigation



            9     that an agency does in considering an action, a



           10     proposed action.



           11          And one of the things that's interesting is that



           12     it talks about identifying adverse environmental



           13     impacts but also ensuring, to the extent that you can,



           14     you know, that you are developing and applying



           15     mitigation that's effective but that is also



           16     attributable in terms of the adverse impact from the



           17     action, itself, right?



           18          So I thought of that, because I think the -- this



           19     sort of adaptive and management approach that's baked



           20     into the mitigation before you, it helps us to achieve



           21     that.  It looks at the area after these criteria are



           22     developed -- talking about Species 5, right? -- and



           23     you're able to then determine what is going to



           24     specifically trigger that criteria, and then of course



           25     we all know we've already talked at length about how
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            1     that -- you know, how that plays out with PTAG and



            2     such.



            3          But it's actually in the SEPA rules.  And I think



            4     that while there are some unanswered questions about



            5     this right now, that adaptive management approach, the



            6     use of the PTAG allows us to get down to the impacts



            7     that -- that we identify once we're able to in the



            8     micro-siting process in these particular locations.



            9          So I hope that's helpful.



           10                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.



           11          I'm reminded that, at the beginning of the



           12     meeting, we didn't ask the staff to go over the public



           13     comments that had come in.  Or do you have a summary of



           14     the comments?  I know that all the Council members have



           15     read them, because I can tell from our conversation



           16     that they have.  Because I've read all of them.



           17          So I know that there were -- do we have an exact



           18     count of the number of comments?



           19                        MS. GRANTHAM:  I can look really



           20     quick.



           21                        CHAIR DREW:  Okay.



           22                        MS. GRANTHAM:  So we received from



           23     the public 123.



           24          This is Andrea Grantham, for the record, by the



           25     way.
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            1                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.



            2                        MS. GRANTHAM:  And then for -- we



            3     received one comment from the Yakama Nation, one



            4     comment from the applicant, and three comments from



            5     party member TCC.



            6                        CHAIR DREW:  That is Tri-City --



            7                        MS. GRANTHAM:  That's Tri-City



            8     C.A.R.E.S.



            9                        CHAIR DREW:  That's Tri-City



           10     C.A.R.E.S.  And those are the adjudicative parties.



           11          So I am quite sure that all the Council members



           12     have read them.  But for the record, I will make sure



           13     and state that those are the comments that we received.



           14          So are there further questions or comments?



           15     Again, our intent is to find a time, because we had --



           16     it was unexpected that we had one Council member



           17     unavailable today.  And so we will be looking to have a



           18     time next week where we will actually conduct a vote on



           19     this SCA amendment.  Okay?



           20          Any other questions or comments?  If not -- oh,



           21     Mr. Young.



           22                        MR. YOUNG:  Yeah, I'd just like to



           23     add my thanks to staff for doing a lot of work in a



           24     really short time.  Very high-quality what we got.



           25     Appreciated the good communication.  So thank you for
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            1     the great staff work as always.



            2                        CHAIR DREW:  Thank you.  Agree.



            3          Okay.  With that, this meeting is adjourned.



            4     Thank you.



            5                               (Meeting adjourned at



            6                                4:00 p.m.)
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