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RESPONSE TO AVANGRID CONTINUANCE REQUEST/ BADGER MOUNTAIN PROJECT EFSEC Board: The fourth
continuance requested by Avangrid must be denied, lest EFSEC risk losing all credibility in its evaluation of renewable
energy siting applications. This latest delay bears no relation to the substantive merits of what has been, from its inception,
an outlandish proposal. While solar energy is broadly recognized as beneficial, the leases at this particular location are ill-
conceived due to deeply concerning ecological and cultural impacts. Context matters. As stewards of Washington’s natural
and cultural heritage, EFSEC must prioritize practicality and common sense to fulfill its mandate of protecting the public
interest. In this case, EFSEC has thus far failed to meet that obligation. Avangrid continues to disregard well-founded
analyses by seeking repetitive continuances. As a trial lawyer before retirement with over 35 years of experience in state
and federal courts across the country—including thousands of cases and 150 trials, 50 of which were jury trials—I can attest
that continuances are only granted under specific, compelling circumstances. These typically include death, illness, witness
unavailability, or the addition of new parties—unforeseen and significant changes that leave no reasonable alternative. |
have reviewed Avangrid’s current and prior requests, and they amount to litle more than blather. None of them meet the
threshold of legitimate justification. EFSEC cannot continue to indulge Avangrid’'s delays without inviting accusations of bias.
Silence in the face of such conduct undermines EFSEC’s integrity. There are demonstrably better locations in Washington
for solar development. Studies conducted by Washington State University and the Washington Department of Fish and
Wildlife support this conclusion. Ignoring their expert recommendations creates a troubling dichotomy: two state agencies
with domain-specific expertise have advised siting elsewhere, while EFSEC appears to disregard this input by repeatedly
postponing action. The proposed Badger project would further imperil the already fragile Greater Sage-Grouse population.
To suggest otherwise at this point is not only irresponsible—it is folly. SCOTT KANE East Wenatchee Badger Mountain
Cattle Rancher
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