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WELCOME, HOUSEKEEPING, AND OPENING REMARKS 

Jamie Damon, Facilitator, Kearns & West, opened the meeting and welcomed PTAG members and observers, 

then reviewed participation guidelines.  

Present PTAG members and observers included:  

• Members  

o Adam Fyall, Benton County 

o Tim Hayes, Independent Ecologist 

o Don McIvor, Independent Ecologist 

o Colleen Moulton, USFWS 

o Mark Nuetzmann, Yakama Nation  

o Andrew Pinger, Scout Clean Energy 

o Troy Rahmig, Tetra Tech 

o Mike Ritter, WDFW 

o Jessica Wadsworth, Local 348 

o Dana Ward, Lower Columbia Basin Audubon Society 

o Andrew Wildbill, Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation 

o Christopher Wiley, Wiley Ranches and Bubba Wiley Wheat 

• Alternates  

o Emily Grabowsky, WDFW  

o Dave Kobus, Scout Clean Energy 

o Dr. Ed Rykiel, Lower Columbia Basin Audubon Society [joined just before meeting ended] 

• Observers  

o Don Bain, wpd-USA 

o Sean Greene, EFSEC 

o Jim Woodward, Washington DNR Product Sales and Leasing Division 

Absent PTAG members and observers included: 

• Members 

o None 

• Alternates  

o Andrea Brown, Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation 

o Jeff Kozma, Yakama Nation 

o Michelle McDowell, USFWS 

• Observers 

o None 

Present members of the technical resource and facilitation teams included:  

• Pat Landess, Scout Clean Energy (technical resource) 

• Charissa Verdoorn, Scout Clean Energy (technical resource) 

• Jennifer Taylor, Tetra Tech (technical resource) 

• Jamie Damon, Kearns & West (facilitation team) 

• Colin Baker, Kearns & West (facilitation team) 
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Jamie then reviewed the meeting objectives and agenda.  

UPDATE ON PRONGHORN COLLARING 

Troy Rahmig reviewed recent activity on pronghorn collaring and noted that several PTAG members have been 

involved and attended the collaring day, including Chris Wiley, Mark Nuetzmann, and Dave Kobus. 

He presented a brief overview of the pronghorn study plan, explaining that collars will be used to understand 

the animals’ usage of the land within the Lease Boundary before and during construction and then during 

operations to understand if the Project has an impact on usage. 

The study plan calls for up to 30 collars. Leading Edge is the company being used to collar the animals, which 

was recommended by WDFW. Scout obtained a scientific collection permit from WDFW to capture and collar 

the animals, and a WDFW veterinarian developed a capture protocol. The protocol focused on animal safety 

because pronghorn are susceptible to overheating and established that no individual animal or group can be 

pursued for more than 10 minutes collectively, and once an animal is captured the mugger has to complete 

the processing of the animal in less than 4 minutes. 

Troy explained that animals were pursued from a helicopter and captured with a net gun. Muggers exit the 

helicopter, untangle the animal from the net, take the animal’s temperature, apply the collar and ear tag, and 

then release the animal. No drugs are used during process. 

Troy shared photographs from the collaring day and noted that several people were present to help, including 

PTAG members, who helped to untangle nets. He then shared a video of a helicopter landing to pick up 

muggers. 

Troy then provided a summary of the Spec-13 process to date. On February 27, 13 females and 7 males were 

collared, and no injuries or mortalities occurred during the collaring effort. Within a week, 3 fatalities were 

recorded, including 2 females and 1 male. He explained that each collar can emit a mortality signal if it has not 

moved for 9 hours. Two collars were recovered thanks to help from Chris Wiley and WDFW staff. The third has 

been determined to be in a coyote den. On March 14, a second collaring effort occurred to remove collars from 

males and place more collars on females. There was concern that males may grow too large during the rut to 

wear collars and that collar expansion kits would be too heavy and/or wear out over time. Three collars were 

removed from males and 3 new collars were placed on females. At the end of this effort, 17 pronghorn in total 

had collars, including 14 females and 3 males, and data is being received from all.  

Troy then shared real-time GPS collar data and explained that collars ping a location every 2 hours, resulting in 

12 data points per animal per day. The GPS data displayed on the map is color-coded to show the density of 

use, with red being the highest concentration of use, yellow medium concentration, blue the lowest 

concentration. Early data already suggest that  and that the 17 

collared animals are using almost the entire Project Area. Troy then highlighted the GPS data of one animal, 

showing its movement from , and then back  

 of the Project Area.  
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Troy shared that all data are being managed within the WDFW ArcGIS database that was built for collaring 

studies. All data processing and analysis will happen within that database.  

Mark Nuetzmann shared that he was impressed with the collars, noting the solar panel technology used to 

reduce the weight of the battery. He shared that the collaring day was interesting. 

Chris Wiley noted that the GPS data collected so far was impressive. He shared that he was monitoring the 

pronghorn prior to the collaring effort to help with understanding the animals’ locations and numbers once 

collaring started, and it seemed like they had been concentrating in the same 2- to 3-mile area. However, the 

movement data demonstrates how much they move around.  

Charissa Verdoorn asked if it was possible to tell the sex of pronghorn from the helicopter. 

• Troy explained that it is possible. The study team decided to collar males because there did not seem 

to be many animals available to collar leading up to the collaring effort. Collaring males was seen to 

ensure that enough animals would be collared for a higher sample size, regardless of sex. The initial 

goal was to collar at least 10 animals on the first collaring effort, so the team was pleased to collar 20. 

Dana Ward asked about the size of the herd. 

• Troy responded that the minimum herd count from the most recent survey in 2024 was approximately 

340 animals.  

• Dana asked when females give birth.  

• Troy shared that birthing would likely happen soon (March/April), which informed the timing of 

collaring. The study team did not want females with recently born young to be stressed from being 

chased. 

Emily Grabowsky shared her appreciation for the detailed update on the pronghorn study. 

Dana asked about the causes behind the fatalities. 

• Troy explained that the precise reasons for each animal are not known. However, one animal died 

within 24 hours of collaring and another within 48 hours, so those fatalities are attributed to collaring. 

When the study team collected the collars from these deceased animals, their carcasses had already 

been scavenged, making it impossible to determine an exact cause of death. Collaring is stressful for 

pronghorn: it raises their heartrate, causes changes to their behavior, and can cause them to overheat. 

The third mortality was a week after collaring, and WDFW attributes any mortality within 30 days of a 

collaring effort to that collaring effort. The day of this meeting marks 30 days from the first collaring 

effort, so any mortality going forward will not be directly attributed to the February 27 collaring effort.  

Troy thanked WDFW for the support from their staff with the study plan and collaring efforts. 

HAB-6 PROJECT LAYOUT & DESIGN 

Jamie shared a reminder about the role of the PTAG related to Project layout and design and the Facilitator 

Report process, including reviewing and discussing information related to Project design, sharing feedback on 
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a draft Facilitator Report, and then submitting the final Facilitator Report to EFSEC. She framed the 

conversation related to Hab-6 during this meeting as a time for PTAG members to share comments and ask 

questions on the updated Project layout and design that Scout has developed in response to mitigation 

measures.  

Dave then reviewed the text of Hab-6 from the Site Certification Agreement (SCA) and noted that the updated 

design uses less land than the original design due to mitigation measures. He asked the PTAG to confirm that 

Scout is complying with the design elements approved by EFSEC.  

He shared that since the Project Area has shrunk, Scout has been optimizing the design and prioritizing using 

previously approved micrositing corridors, which are areas where Scout’s original application materials 

anticipated possible disturbance to the terrain. EFSEC has previously approved the micrositing corridors, so 

Scout has some flexibility with the design.  

Dave shared that Scout had already started working with EFSEC on Project micrositing changes before this 

presentation to the PTAG so that EFSEC staff can begin preliminary review and characterize these micrositing 

changes before they were presented to the PTAG, which was completed on March 26, 2026. Scout received 

EFSEC staff concurrence that the Project micrositing changes will not require additional environmental 

evaluation, e.g. a supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), and will instead require an addendum. 

The addendum will consider the specific elements of State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) analysis that could 

be impacted by the micrositing changes.  

Dave explained that Scout is asking the PTAG to review the micrositing changes to ensure compliance with 

mitigation measure setbacks/exclusion areas that PTAG has been discussing since last year. He noted that the 

maps in the presentation show the exclusion areas and impacts to Project infrastructure. Once the Hab-6 

Facilitator Report is complete, Scout will present it to EFSEC and EFSEC will prepare an addendum, which will 

be distributed for public comment and to the intervening parties. 

Dave then highlighted key changes to the Project micrositing, including: 

• Spec-5 exclusions from the 5 nest sites with 2.0-mile setbacks  and a sixth nest by  

 with a 2.0- mile setback. 

• 115 wind turbine generator (WTG) sites in total, using the larger turbine model, are proposed. These 

are still pending approval from the Federal Aviation Authority (FAA) and Department of War (DOW), 

as well as public comment and EFSEC review, so the final number of WTGs could change (fewer).  

• The east substation was split due to the ferruginous hawk nest exclusion area near I-82, where a major 

interconnect to the grid was planned. A point of interconnection (POI) to the grid will remain there, 

and another will be added, for two gen-ties feeding into 230kV transmission lines. 

Dave shared that battery storage would still include one location by the west solar array and one location by 

the new east-central substation. Operations and Management (O & M) facilities will be by the west solar array 

and the east central wind substation. Dave also shared that aircraft detection lighting control radars are also 

required, and their locations will be determined after FAA approval of the Project design. Finally, the Project 

will include 4 permanent meteorological (met) towers. 
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Dave explained that the first map in the presentation compares the original Project layout with the current 

layout showing the original WTG locations (red dots) and new locations (black dots). He noted that the new 

locations remain within approved micrositing corridors. He pointed out the bold blue line on the map as the 

230kV overhead transmission line used to optimize point of interconnection for the east side of the Project to 

feed into the Bonneville Power Association (BPA) interconnection near the center of the Project site. He then 

noted a green line on the west side of the Project that represents a 500kV overhead transmission line from the 

west wind substation, through the west solar and battery substation, and into the Webber Canyon POI. He 

shared that the light pink lines on the map show overhead lines that were previously approved in micrositing 

corridors and will no longer be utilized. Dave noted that there are fewer overhead lines in the current layout 

than in the original layout.  

Dave then shared a map that included overlays of the exclusion areas, pointing out that the ridgeline to the 

north of the Project Area is mostly excluded. Despite removing WTGs and other primary infrastructure from 

exclusion areas, he noted that there are some cases where civil and road infrastructure would still pass through 

exclusion areas to optimize collection of WTG output, as permitted by EFSEC. Dave shared that BPA is launching 

the Tri-Cities Reinforcement project soon, which will include a new 115kV line from Webber Canyon to the 

Badger substation, which will intersect some of the Project Area. 

Dave then presented a third map that shows approved micrositing areas and infrastructure that will be 

removed due to exclusion areas. Solar array areas, however, are greyed out on this map, and there will be no 

solar on the east side of the Project. 

Mark asked if the addendum will be to the SCA or the EIS. 

• Dave explained that it would be to the EIS. The addendum will identify any change to the Project design 

that is different from the previously approved Project design and then determine the significance of 

that change. If that change has been previously evaluated or if it is insignificant, then that change can 

be treated as an addendum to the EIS. No changes or amendments will be made to the SCA.  

• Mark asked if the addendum to the EIS would be subject to public review. 

• Dave responded that it would be. The statute says that addendums are not required to have public 

review other than to intervening parties; however, EFSEC has decided that this addendum will go 

through the public review process. 

Mark asked if the WTGs in the redesign would be only the large size units or if they would include a combination 

of small and large units. 

• Dave shared that the goal is to use all the same type of WTGs to reduce complications related to 

logistics, installation, and maintenance. However, due to pending FAA and DOW reviews, several 

WTGs may need to be shortened due to their proximity to the Tri-Cities airport. Scout is hoping to use 

a common WTG model and remove a tower segment on these units to shorten them, but shorter 

models may be required to receive FAA approval.  

Mark asked why met towers are needed throughout the Project. 

• Dave explained that permanent met towers are needed to collect certified data starting during pre-

construction. To certify met tower data, a tower is required at a WTG site with a calibration met tower 
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upwind of the site. Baseline data is needed before construction. Eventually, the calibration tower is 

removed. Certified data is required to meet WTG warranty requirements and to assist with future site 

calibrations. The Project area is vast enough to require 4 met towers.  

Dave shared that the next 10 slides show close-up views of the Project micrositing changes and proposed WTG 

locations within micrositing corridors (shown in grey).  

Jamie asked the PTAG to share feedback or ask questions about the Project micrositing. There were none.  

She then noted that the PTAG would receive the maps from the presentation and have the opportunity to 

review and share feedback on Hab-6 as a follow up to this meeting. [follow up item] 

WILD-1 BIRD AND BAT POST-CONSTRUCTION MONITORING PLAN DISCUSSION 

Troy began this presentation reminding the PTAG that Wild-1 was discussed at the previous meeting and that 

a draft plan was sent to the PTAG one week before this meeting. He shared that after the discussion during 

this meeting, there would be additional time for the PTAG to provide feedback. [follow up item]  

Troy shared an overview of post-construction monitoring (PCM) fatality search methods for birds and bats. 

PCM will occur for 3 of the first 5 years of operations and will start once the Project is in operations. PCM will 

occur around WTGs and solar arrays and along transmission lines.  

He then presented an overview of PCM fatality search methods for WTGs. Coverage in the first year will include 

100% of WTGs, and 50% of WTGs in Years 2 and 3. Search frequency would occur weekly from spring to fall 

and monthly in the winter. The change in frequency is because bats are expected to be on the site from spring 

to fall and their carcass persistence is relatively short, so weekly searches will increase the likelihood of locating 

fatalities. Larger birds are more common in the winter, and their carcass persistence is longer. Methods will 

include binocular scans out to 120 meters for large birds and raptors and walking search plots under WTGs for 

small birds and bats (including 80% of search area as roads and pads within 120 meters and 20% of search area 

as 100-meter by 100-meter plots with 6-meter transects. Statistical analysis will be conducted to understand 

what might have occurred in the area that was not found based on search intervals and searcher efficiency 

trials.  

Troy explained that methods for solar arrays would be similar to WTG methods and include walking within 

arrays to search for fatalities. Methods are dependent on viewshed complexity, i.e. how easy or difficult it is to 

see carcasses among solar arrays. If the vegetation below arrays is more complex or tall, thus obfuscating a 

surveyor’s view, then the surveyor would walk down the rows of the solar arrays. If the vegetation is low or 

there is none, the surveyor would walk along the ends of the arrays and look down the rows with binoculars 

to search for carcasses. Like with WTGs, PCM for solar arrays will occur for 3 years of the first 5 years of 

operations. 30% of the solar facility would be surveyed at 14-day intervals from spring to fall and 28-day 

intervals in winter. Because solar arrays will be fenced, there will be specific carcass persistence and searcher 

efficiency trials unique to fenced solar arrays, knowing that carcasses within the fenced solar arrays could 

experience different pressures than those on the outside.  

Tim Hayes asked if the requirement to do fatality monitoring in solar arrays was decided by EFSEC.  



Scout Clean Energy LLC 
1805 29th St. Suite 2050 

Boulder, CO 80301 
(303) 284-7566 

 

8 

https://scoutcleanenergy.com ; https://horseheavencleanenergy.com 

• Troy confirmed this.  

• Tim shared that he had read the Yuki Hamada study1 that was shared with the PTAG before this 

meeting that analyzed 19,000 hours of video and showed not a single bird collision with solar facilities. 

He also knows of other studies and has experience from his former employer and does not know of 

any bird collision with a solar array. Studies like this are expensive, and there are safety risks associated 

with sending technicians into the field. Tim asked if it would be possible to go to EFSEC with this 

evidence and make the case that bird collisions with solar facilities very likely will not happen. 

• Mike Ritter shared his agreement with Tim.  

• Troy shared that the Project team has shared this perspective with EFSEC, but because the 

requirement remains in the SCA, EFSEC requested that the Project team proceed with solar array PCM. 

After data has been collected for the first year and reviewed with the Technical Advisory Committee 

(TAC), there may be the ability to phase this aspect of the study out over time. 

Don McIvor shared his agreement with Tim. He shared that he could view one of the objectives of the study is 

to better understand avian species composition, and a more productive use of effort and money would be 

tracking changes in habitat under solar arrays and the responses to these changes by the bird community over 

time. He shared that this type of data would not be collected based on the draft study plan, however, and 

asked Troy to respond. 

• Troy explained that this would be addressed more in the indirect habitat impact study, even though it 

is not directly focused on solar arrays, because it will use the same methods here as proposed in the 

indirect habitat impact. Those methods should help to establish a strong understanding of the avian 

community in solar areas and be able to compare it to other agricultural and natural habitat areas 

outside the solar areas. He agreed with Don that this is not a primary objective of the PCM study 

because the fatalities may not be representative of the avian community. 

• Jenny Taylor added that if avian fatalities are located among solar arrays, they might be representative 

of the avian community, but it would be difficult to understand if the fatalities were due to the solar 

facility or not. Trying to understand mortality caused by the facility is challenging because birds die 

where they live and we would anticipate a bird community living within the facility. 

• Tim shared that he is aware of a study that conducted fatality monitoring at a solar array with a control 

site that had no solar arrays that found that the control site had a higher fatality rate than the solar 

site. The study speculated that birds in the solar site more easily move off the ground and perch on 

solar infrastructure to escape predators.  

Troy then shared an overview of PCM for transmission lines. Methods include dividing the transmission lines 

into random 300-meter segments and searches using meandering transects. The objective is to search 30% of 

transmission corridor each year for the first 3 out of 5 years of Project operations. PCM for transmission lines 

will use a similar search frequency as for solar and WTGs.  

 
1 Artificial Intelligence-Assisted Daytime Video Monitoring for Bird, Insect, and Other Wildlife Interactions with 

Photovoltaic Solar Energy Facilities; Hamada et al. 2026.  
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Tim asked why corvids are a focal species, because in his experience they are adept at avoiding collisions with 

transmission lines.  

• Jenny responded that they are included as a focal species because of the potential of electrocution in 

addition to collision.  

Dana shared his concern that binocular surveys would not seem to be effective on a level plane for locating 

carcasses. He wondered if there could be ways that surveyors could be elevated, e.g. a step ladder. 

• Jenny explained that the study intends to maximize height by having surveyors ascend the staired 

entryway into each WTG, which gives surveyors access to approximately 2/3 of the circumference of 

each WTG tower with a height advantage. Where they have a gap, surveyors will go to a geographic 

high point to maximize viewshed. She also shared that in areas of low vegetation large bird carcasses 

are relatively easy to see. Tetra Tech has used binocular scans at other energy sites, and the USFWS 

accepts binocular scans as a valid survey method.  

• Dana asked if the binoculars would be standardized.  

• Jenny confirmed this.  

• Dana noted that snowy owls appear on the landscape in the Horse Heaven Hills and have been 

observed around the bases of the WTGs in the Nine Canyon Wind Project. He asked about the 

procedure for surveying if snowy owls are around the bases of WTGs.  

• Jenny explained that the survey uses a pre-determined pattern for surveys so that the same WTGs are 

searched at the same time of day and in the same conditions. This pattern can be changed to avoid 

disturbances of wildlife near WTGs. 

• Dana shared that he believed the plan to be thorough.  

Troy shared that following the PTAG’s review and feedback on this study plan, the Project team would 

incorporate edits and send it to EFSEC for approval.  

BREAK 

The PTAG took a 10-minute break at 10:25 am PT.  

HAB-5 INDIRECT HABITAT PLAN PRESENTATION 

Troy reviewed the conversation on Hab-5 from the previous PTAG meeting. He shared that this plan is aimed 

at any remaining habitat within the Project Area and to assess if construction and the presence of Project 

infrastructure on the landscape changes the quality of habitat as indicated by wildlife use. The EIS considers a 

Zone of Influence (ZOI) of 0.5 miles, though the ZOI for this study may change depending on the species being 

considered. He explained that Hab-8 requires a habitat mitigation plan to be developed and implemented if 

Hab-5 demonstrates an indirect impact on habitat; however, this requirement would take place in the future 

and would be managed by the TAC.  

Troy explained that the proposed study plan will determine the distance at which habitat is indirectly impacted 

(ZOI). He added that there is not a lot of natural habitat remaining in the Project Area due to the abundance of 
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wheat fields and other farmland. Interspersed pockets of habitat, mainly in areas that are not arable, remain 

and will be used for the study. The study would look at whether there are indirect impacts to these habitat 

pockets, resulting in a “yes/no” outcome rather than a variable outcome. If these habitat areas experience 

reductions in species richness or use, that could signal a change or impact on the habitat.  

Troy reviewed the three study objectives, including: 

• Is the function of remaining habitat within the Lease Boundary indirectly impacted by the presence of 

new, Project-related infrastructure, as measured by wildlife use (community) at sample sites and 

reference sites? 

• Do the revegetated solar areas support different wildlife communities compared to nearby 

wheatfields, and does it change over time? 

• How does the wildlife community supported by the revegetated solar areas compare to naturally 

occurring habitat patches in the region? 

Troy then reviewed the methods to collect meaningful data while balancing the amount of time and effort 

needed to collect and review data. The data should be sensitive enough to detect changes, and detection would 

ideally be continuous. This study would be long term and over a large area, so cost effectiveness is a priority. 

He expressed the need to collect enough data to differentiate between natural cycles and influences from the 

Project. He added that the Project Area is relatively homogenous, so data collected should be able to be used 

for strong comparisons across the Project Area, but data should also be temporally and spatially representative.  

Troy shared that Tetra Tech has used passive collection techniques for other studies and referenced the 3 

articles that use passive techniques that were shared with the PTAG before this meeting. These passive 

techniques allow for continuous data collection and reduce costs. New camera and battery technologies have 

allowed passive collection and detection devices to be used on a landscape for long periods of time. For data 

analysis, artificial intelligence (AI) can now be used to support species identification. AI is also faster and more 

cost effective than a team of analysts conducting this work.  

Troy reviewed proposed passive monitoring techniques used to understand if there are community-level 

changes in habitat function, including: 

• Camera trapping for larger species, which creates videos, and drift fences with cameras for small 

mammals, amphibians and reptiles 

• Acoustic monitoring birds and bat species that may not be captured by camera trapping 

• Transect surveys to target plant species composition and habitat type, used to control the 

understanding of that covariate through the study process, a.k.a. to determine if the composition of 

the habitat changed or if the habitat remained generally the same but the wildlife community changed, 

which could be due to another factor, e.g. new infrastructure. 

Troy presented on proposed study sites next, sharing that the study plan considers up to 20 habitat study 

locations totaling approximately 280 acres with sample and reference sites. Each location would have cameras, 

acoustic monitors, and transect surveys conducted. Samples sites would be placed in locations where native 

habitat remains, and in some locations the sample sites would be within 0.5 miles of primary infrastructure, 
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e.g. WTGs, solar panels, battery storage. Troy added that this 0.5-mile distance was established in the EIS. For 

solar, sample sites would be inside fenced solar arrays and reference sites would be outside fenced solar arrays.  

Troy shared a map of possible sample and reference sites in the Project Area. He noted reference sites near 

the middle of the Project Area where ferruginous hawk nets setbacks have caused primary infrastructure to be 

removed, yet transmission lines will still be present. He also pointed out reference sites outside solar arrays 

and sample sites within solar arrays on the western end of the Project.  

Troy then shared more details about wildlife cameras. Each study site will include 2 cameras to capture images 

of wildlife. He noted that using these cameras is an established field of study, including at energy facilities. 

Cameras will be run continuously and will likely provide year-round access. Analysis of camera data will focus 

on species richness, occupancy, and detection rate and results will be broken down by individual species when 

possible. Troy noted that a commonly used package for the R statistical analysis program will be used for data 

management, visualization, and model development. Results will allow for testing for differences in ecological 

metrics across plot types, over time, and through construction and operations. There is always the concern 

about sample size, so as data is collected it will be analyzed given the current sample size. In some cases, that 

could be at the level of the species, and in other cases it could be at the level of the species group or community-

level response.  

Troy then shared more information about drift fence cameras, noting that data processing will occur in the 

same way as with wildlife cameras. These devices have become more commonly used in the last 5 to 10 years. 

A camera on a landscape will detect medium to large animals, so drift fence cameras will be located within a 

bucket to detect smaller animals. Animals follow along the drift fence, enter the bucket, have their photo taken, 

then leave. Each site will have 2 of these devices. 

Troy explained that passive acoustic monitoring will include at least one device at each site and up to 2 at solar 

arrays. These devices continuously operate to capture bird and bat data. Acoustic monitors can provide useful 

information with respect to if or how a bird community changes in solar areas over time. Monitors will also be 

placed in habitat patches and agricultural sites, and data will be compared across these 3 types of sites.  

Troy then shared more information about transect surveys for habitat assessment, which will include line-point 

intercept surveys or quadrat-based percent cover surveys to assess species composition of vegetation and 

perceived habitat quality over time. These surveys would occur annually, bi-annually, or before construction 

and after operations. It is believed that the vegetation likely will not change much in the remnant habitat sites 

and likely not at all in agricultural areas before and after construction and operations. If vegetation remains 

relatively consistent yet changes in species or animal usage are detected, then it could be inferred that those 

changes were not due to changes in the habitat.  

Troy shared images of passive acoustic monitoring devices in solar and agricultural areas, adding that they are 

not invasive. He also shared a chart comparing bird species data from acoustic monitoring in agricultural versus 

solar sites as detected by acoustic monitors. Acoustic monitors will be placed in natural habitat sites as well. 

Finally, Troy shared example data outputs for passive collection devices from another study that considered 

different ways to place cameras to detect different species in different habitat types, e.g. tree canopy versus 

ground placement. For this study, similar comparison charts could be made for detected species in different 

habitat types, e.g. natural habitat versus revegetated solar or wheat field, to tell the story of how the ecological 
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community is changing over time, if at all. He explained that the radar plots show the types of animals observed 

and how often they are being detected.  

Troy then reviewed next steps related to Hab-5, sharing that Tetra Tech is currently developing the study plan, 

which will be sent to the PTAG for review before the next PTAG meeting. [follow up item] 

Don McIvor shared his excitement about this study and asked about the impact of wind noise on acoustic 

monitors. 

• Troy offered to find out more information and follow up. [follow up item] 

• Jenny added that acoustic monitoring is used at other wind sites, so there are techniques to screen 

data for wind noise. 

Chris asked if monitoring would occur before construction. 

• Troy responded that monitoring devices can be deployed after PTAG and EFSEC approval of the Hab-

5 plan, so monitoring would likely start before construction then continue through construction and 

operations. He added that most of the costs with passive monitoring techniques are associated with 

installing and setting up the monitors and then in post data collection analysis. 

HABITAT MITIGATION OPPORTUNITIES 

Charissa presented on habitat mitigation opportunities, starting with background related to the Project habitat 

mitigation plan included in the SCA, which she offered to share with the PTAG. [follow up item] The plan 

discusses mitigating temporary and permanent impacts on habitat caused by the Project and includes various 

mitigation measures, e.g. avoidance and minimization (including for ferruginous hawks), restoration, and 

compensatory mitigation. 

Charissa shared the calculation of the total estimated mitigation acres for grasslands and shrublands, total 286 

acres. She noted that this total would change based on Project design changes, and the final acreage is not yet 

known. 

She explained that Scout can pursue 3 mitigation options, including conservation easement, mitigation 

payment to WDFW, or mitigation payment to local conservation entity. The conservation easement could be 

on the Project site and managed by the Project or a conservation partner. She noted that Scout participated in 

an easement with Friends of Badger Mountain several years ago. Mitigation payments to WDFW would include 

identifying an appropriate annual fee for the life of the Project equal to the cost of acquiring and managing a 

conservation easement. However, WDFW no longer offers this option. Finally, payment to a local conservation 

entity, e.g. land trust, conservation organization, and/or local Tribes, to support ongoing or future conservation 

projects to benefit habitat. Scout is pursuing this third option.  

Charissa shared more information about Scout’s pursuit of a payment to local conservation districts (CDs). The 

company has had meetings with the Benton CD and Franklin CD to learn about current and planned 

conservation projects that Scout could support or mitigation acres that Scout could purchase. The Franklin CD 

recently shared that it is finalizing a shrubsteppe mitigation program with appropriate permissions and 

framework for Scout’s support.  
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Charissa noted next steps to support this work, including finalizing mitigation acreage after the Project 

micrositing changes, updating the habitat mitigation plan, purchasing “banked” mitigation acres with the CD 

in the area, and obtaining EFSEC approval of the mitigation strategy.  

She asked the PTAG to share any mitigation partnership opportunities they know of, e.g. acquiring shrubsteppe 

or grassland or an organization that Scout should contact. [follow up item] 

Dave shared that he and Chris Wiley recently had a conversation with the Friends of Badger Mountain and 

learned that Benton County is pursuing a conservation project at the east side of the Project area, closer to the 

Columbia River. Dave noted that Chris would follow up with Friends of Badger Mountain and asked if Adam 

Fyall could share additional information.  

• Adam responded that there could be several opportunities and would be open to meeting separately 

to discuss them.  

Dana mentioned Save Our Shoreline, an organization in Franklin County that aims to establish conservation 

areas in and north of Pasco, WA adjacent to the Columbia River. He noted that most of their work is riparian, 

so it might not qualify for mitigation for the Project, but he wanted to share in case it is of interest to Scout.  

Tim asked if Benton or Franklin CD’s seek grant funding that could be leveraged for additional matching 

donations.  

• Charissa appreciated the idea and noted that she would look into this.  

• Dave shared an example of leveraged fundraising with Friends of Badger Mountain when it expanded 

its conservation reserve. Scout contributed $25,000, and Friends of Badger Mountain obtained a 

matching $25,000 gift, and then Scout obtained an additional $4,000 from a national bank. 

Dana suggested looking into habitat mitigation running east-west in the Project Area, noting that most 

shrubsteppe habitat in the Horse Heaven Hills is in north-south canyons. Habitat conserved around east-west 

running elements of Project infrastructure, e.g. power lines and roads, would be interesting to consider and 

could help with wildlife corridor connectivity.  

UPDATE ON PROJECT MONITORING AND STUDY PLANS 

Troy presented updates on ongoing studies, including pre-construction bat and wildlife surveys. Bat surveys 

are about to start, with met towers being prepared the week of this meeting. Acoustic monitoring will occur 

through mid-November. Wildlife surveys will run from April to June in micrositing corridors. Surveyors will 

document habitat conditions in areas described in the Townsend’s ground squirrel plan and modelled wildlife 

corridors for baseline data collection. Troy explained that, with the new Project layout, most of the Townsend’s 

ground squirrel areas and wildlife corridors are located near the  where ferruginous 

hawk nest setbacks have prevented WTG construction. He noted that these surveys will be underway by the 

next PTAG meeting. 
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CLOSING AND NEXT STEPS 

Jamie reviewed next steps, including: 

• Review of Wild-1 and Hab-5 Facilitator Reports when ready 

• Sharing meeting slides and minutes with PTAG in the coming weeks 

• Ongoing bi-weekly update emails 

• Upcoming PTAG meeting anticipated on June 5 

She asked PTAG members to let the facilitation team know if June 5 would not work. [follow up item] 

Andrew Pinger expressed his appreciation PTAG members’ ongoing engagement and contributions.  

Dave offered to meet with Ed Rykiel separately to review this meeting’s content [Dr. Rykiel joined the meeting 

just before closing and next steps.] 

FOLLOW UP ITEMS 

Project and Facilitation Teams 

• Ask for PTAG feedback on Hab-6 and share Hab-6 language and maps from the meeting presentation.  

• Re-share Wild-1 to PTAG for review. 

• Share Hab-5 with PTAG for review when ready. 

• Troy to follow up about the ways that wind noise is accounted for by acoustic monitors.  

• Share habitat mitigation plan in SCA. 

PTAG Members and Observers 

• Review and share feedback on Hab-6, Wild-1, and Hab-5 plans. 

• Inform Project team about habitat conservation partnership opportunities.  

• Let project team know if June 5 will not work for the next PTAG meeting. 

Outstanding Follow Up Items from Previous Meetings 

• None 




