AGENDA
“BRAINSTORMING” SESSION ON EFSEC STANDARDS
December 13, 2002
9:00 am. —11:30 a.m.
Seattle, Washington
The Westin Building — 26™ Floor
1. Introductions
-EFSEC representatives
2. Background Information
-Charlie Earl Report of April 20, 2001 to Governor Locke
-Governor’s PUD Speech and Instruction to state agencies
3. Purpose of M eeting — Brainstor ming ideas on standar ds development

-ldeas about current sysstem —What workswell? What’s broken?

-Suggestions about standar ds— Other states: Oregon, California,
M assachusetts. Possible templates?

-Suggestions about process
4, Work Groups

-What areas

-Who will participate?

-Work products— Report on standardsto EFSEC for potential rule-making
5. Next steps

-Work plan and schedule

-Other?
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December 13, 2001

EFSEC Standards Development Group
Meeting Minutes

Seattle, Washington

Jm Luce opened the meeting and asked for introductions from thosein
attendance. Mr. Luce explained that the genesis of the project is Governor Locke' s desire
to make EFSEC work better for dl interested parties. In particular, the Governor wants
more certainty in the process of Sting energy facilities. He wants clear, quantifigble
gandards for Siting thermal plants.

Bud Krogh asked the group to sart the discusson with examples of what worksin
the Washington scheme. Danidlle Dixon volunteered that the statutory provision for the
Counsd for the Environment is very important.

Tom Foley asked to get more background for this group’s effort.  Mr. Luce
explained that there was an EFSEC task force in the 2000 legidative sesson. Governor
Locke asked Charlie Earl, former manager of Snohomish PUD and current president of
Everett Community College, to assgt the Governor in finding possible changes to the
EFSEC process. Chuck Blumenfeld added that one of the Governor’s concerns was
whether the process was fast enough. Mr. Luce agreed, saying that one repeated concern
is that the process should work to advise a developer, early on, whether or not a particular
project is likely to get apermit. The Governor believes standards should be adopted, but
with aprocess and input from stakeholders and a strong environmental component.

Tony Usibdli said that EFSEC has not evolved with the power industry. Some of
the regulations seem more suited to Sting nuclear power plants than the combustion
turbine projects most likely to be sited today. Technica standards are needed. One
possihility isto condder different sandards in different parts of the Sate, taking into
account different geography, weether, population densities, and so forth. Karen
McGaffey said that the current process works well for addressing Site-specific matters,
but not broader issues like overall energy policy. The adoption of standards will make
the process more efficient and cut down on hearing time arguing over what the relevant
standards are, or should be.

The group discussed whether the adopted standards should be afloor, asthey are
now, or aceling. Many dated that “latest best proven technology” is not aworkable
standard, because “ proven” is susceptible to too many meanings.

Brian Carpenter noted that the public process component of the scheme works
well; there is ample opportunity to be heard.

The group discussed the interplay betweenthe loca permitting processes and the
EFSEC process, aswell as with the SEPA process, and agreed that overlapping matters
could be better orchestrated. Specificaly, it is not clear whether a SEPA process decison
trumps an EFSEC process decision or whether it should. There is no megawatt (MW)
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threshold triggering the SEPA process, unlike the 350 MW threshold for EFSEC review.
Often, the SEPA and EFSEC processes are duplicative.

Mr. Usibdli stated his concern that Washington should not become an energy
farm for Cdifornia. Richard Lovely and Darrel Peeples engaged the group in a
discussion of the need for transmission to relieve bottlenecks in the Western
Interconnection, with the understanding thet thisis primarily afederd matter for
Bonneville and some of the investor-owned utilitieswith alot of high voltage
transmission in the region.

Some noted that there are no “build windows™ in the EFSEC staiute or rules. A
developer does not know how long his permit will last. There should be some discusson
of how many plants should be built smultaneoudy throughout the Sate.

The group agreed that it isimportant for it to focus on the things it can change and
affect. For example, EFSEC does not set policy or direct Bonneville. The focus of the
group should be on setting standards for EFSEC and not to re-do the work of the 2000
EFSEC task force.

Mr. Krogh asked, “What are the areas this group should focuson?’ The group
discussed this a length and came up with the following two ligts:

MATTERS LINKED TO EXISTING STANDARDS
Air qudity

Water qudity

Noise

Wetlands and senditive areas

Culturd resources identified by locd land use plans
Congtruction

OTHER MATTERS

Need for the project

Water supply and quantity

L ow-frequency noise
Carbon dioxide emissons
Power supply security
Seismic standards

Sengtive areas (not covered by exigting standards)
Fish and wildlife

Scenic and aesthetic matters
Recreation

Socio-economic impacts
Soil conditions
De-commissioning plans

The EFSEC process should be limited to whether or not an applicant meets
identified standards, with ample opportunity to bring up other, rdlevant matters.

Mr. Krogh asked if it would be hepful to study other states' energy Siting statutes
and regulations. The group generdly agreed that it would be helpful; the group will try
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to get Gordon Blumquist, from Washington State Universty, to share his research on the
comparison of different state regulatory schemes. Mr. Lovely suggested that it may make
sense to have different types of regulations for different types of plants, cod, gas, wind,
nuclear, and so on. The different types of plants present very different siting
consderations, not aways related solely to their Size, as measured in megawatts. One
ideamight be to have generd standards for noncoal, non-nuclear plants and add on more
standards for coal and nuclear. Gas combustion turbines are the most likely plantsto be
built a thistime.

The group agreed to invite Margaret Kirkpatrick and Peter West to its next
meeting to describe the Oregon EFSEC process (what works well and what does not) and
to get other input on the development of standards for Washington's EFSEC.

Bud asked, “What should the work product of this group be?” Some agreed that
darting with the easy matters, those on which consensus can be reached rdatively easlly,
could give the group momentum. On the other hand, Ms. Dixon cautioned against
stopping with that step and arather dim work product. Mr. Carpenter and others
discussed hashing out and presenting a philosophica discusson of whether or not any
adopted standards should be inspirationa, or something less.

The group agreed to meet next on January 11, 2001, in Tacoma. Mr. Carpenter
volunteered mesting space and will distribute the address and directions. Stephany
Watson will send the URL to the Oregon statute and regulations to the group. Mr.
Blumenfed will try to provide Mr. Blumquist' s materids before the next meeting.  Jeff
Leppo will invite Ms. Kirkpatrick to the meeting and Mr. Krogh will invite Mr. West.
The meeting adjourned at 11:30 am.
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Dec. 13, 2001
EFSEC Standards Development Group

M eeting

Attendance
Anderson, Mark marka@cp.cted.wa.gov
Blumenfdd, Chuck blumc@perkinscoie.com
Boyd, Tim thetsbgroup@attbi.com
Carpenter, Brian briancarpenter@rebound- bctc.org
Dixon, Daniele danielle@nwenergy.org
Foley, Tom fthomas20@qwest.net
Jackson, Claire clairgj @prestongates.com
Krogh, Bud ekrogh@serv.net
Leppo, Jeff jwleppo@stod.com
Long, Jugtin justinlong@principia.edu
Lovdy, Richard rlovely@ghpud.org
Luce, Jm luceconsulting@eatthbi.com
Lufkin, Mike michaedll @atg.wa.gov
McGaffey, Karen mcgak @perkinscoie.com
Peeples, Darrel dpeeples@ix.netcom.com
Potter, Toni antonigpotter @attbi.com
Trefry, Stuart srefry@wpuda.org
Usbdli, Tony tonyu@ep.cted.wa.gov
Watson, Stephany swatson@sagel ake.net
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