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Public Comment-EFSEC Process

This comment is directed to Paul Walker, and the new EFSEC Executive Director.
Consider as suggestions to improve the efficiency and effectiveness of EFSEC

This comment is as a private citizen resident of Benton County. With a background
in electricity generation including a large modern (at the time) wind project, | have
spent the last 6 years involved in a review process for a renewable energy project
in Southeast Washington. My energy experience and time spent interfacing with
EFSEC give me a unique perspective. Some observations:

1. There is no requirement that renewable energy generated in the state be
used in the state, or provide renewable benefits to help the state meet
statutory decarbonization goals.

a.

For example, a utility with no Washington customers is soliciting
projects to serve Oregon. The projects being evaluated are from
southeast Washington and the gorge area.

Private developers have other options to market their project
including private corporate interests that would receive the
renewable benefit.

The EFSEC balancing exercise for projects must include as criteria whether
benefits will benefit Washington.

2. Statistically, in comparison to other western states, Washington wind and
solar performance are poor.

d.

In the example listed above, all renewable energy projects evaluated
by an independent party indicate average energy delivered was
approximately 24% of nameplate. This is an indicator that either,
customers will eventually pay a heavy price for a non-economic
project, or the project will not be marketable, meaning that the time
effort, and costs to EFSEC, and the public are wasted.



EFSEC should require an independent analysis of project expected
performance based on the site meteorological resources early in the
analysis process. This is to ensure the developer has used realistic
assumptions in their process.

. EFSEC project history indicates that direct utility development, or early
collaboration between a utility and developer have delivered economical
projects more expeditiously than those developed solely by independent
developers.

a. As an example, the recent project in Southeast Washington subject of
this comment was independently developed with an application
attempting to capture a wide range of options to attract a diversity of
potential customers. The complexity of the ASC, and ongoing changes
have caused delays.

EFSEC should require independent developer projects are defined in the
initial ASC rather than an optionality-based ASC. Coordination with load
serving utilities, and the Utilities and Transportation Commission should
be required to ensure that projects meet the needs of Washington
utilities, and eventual rates will be affordable to customers.

. The initial meeting with a party intending to apply through EFSEC for a site
certification should emphasize that full disclosure and transparency is a
requirement for the Applicant.

WAC 463-60-065-Full disclosure by applicants. “It is recognized that these
guidelines can only be comprehensive in a relative sense. Therefore, and in
addition to the other guidelines contained herein, the council adopts the
basic guideline that an applicant for site certification must identify in the
application all in formation known to the applicant which has a bearing on
site certification”.

Without full disclosure and transparency, the EFSEC process will not work.



