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Appellants Intervenors Gary J. Biglin, Brett A. Heffner, Alan Price, Catherine Price and
John Warrington (collectively “Appellants™) hereby give notice of their appeal pursuant to R.C.
§4903.11, §4903.13, and R.C. §4906.12 to the Ohio Supreme Court from the following attached
orders of the Ohio Power Siting Board in Case No. 10-2865-EL-BGN (bereinafter referred to as
the “Orders™): (1) Opinion, Order and Certificate entered on January 23, 2012; and (2) Entry on
Rehearing entered on March 26, 2012. Appellants are and were parties of record in Case No. 10-
2865-EL-BGN and timely filed their Application for Rehearing of the Board’s Opinion, Order
and Certificate of January 23, 2012 pursuant to R.C. §4903.10, The Orders are unlawful and

unreasonable in at least the following respects:

L The Board failed to comply with the requirements set forth in R.C. §4906.10 by
not resolving the material issue of posting a decommissioning bond. The onus is
on the Board to insure that adequate financial protection is available to protect the
public interest in the event of decommission, prior to the issuance of the
certificate. There is no evidence in the record as to the removal costs for each
wind turbine from the proposed site and to the amount of bond to be posted by the
Applicant for such removal. In fact, no bond is required at all for the
decommissioning. Therefore, the Board’s granting of the certificate to the
Applicant and denial of rchearing on this issue is unreasonable and unlawful.

1. The Board’s ruling permits the Applicant to submit its final decommissioning
plan to the Staff and County Engineers for review thirty (30) days prior to the
preconstruction conference. Furthermore, the Applicant is to retain an
independent, registered professional engineer, licensed to practice in Ohio, to
estimate the total cost of decommissioning in current dollars, without regard to
salvage value of the equipment seven {7) days prior to the preconstruction
conference. This ruling constitutes an unfawfui delegation of the Board’s duties
to the Applicant pursuant to R.C. §4906.02(C) and violates the Appellants due
process rights to address the issue of financial security in a substantive way.

jind The Board’s decision to grant a certificate to the Applicant is not supported by the
evidence. The “Joint” Stipulation and Recommendation was not entered into by
all parties of record and was done in violation of the Board’s own rules. Only two
parties of record signed the agreed Stipulation, however, the Stipulation is not
only Stipulations as to facts but also Stipulations as to post certificate conditions
and conclusions of law which are not provided for pursuant to O.A.C. §4907-7-
09. The Board’s reliance on the facts, conditions, and conclusions of law
contained in the Stipulations to arrive at its Order pranting the certificate and
judgment denying rehearing is unlawful and unreasonable.
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Iv. The Board's acceptance of the facts, seventy-one (71) conditions subsequent and
twelve (12) conclusions of law contained in the Stipulation violated the
Appellants procedural and substantive due process rights as incorporated through
the Fourteenth Amendment. The Board’s unbridled adoption of the Stipulation
denied all the Appellants and Intervenors their right to cross-examine the
proponents of the Stipulation and the opportunity to present evidence on these
issues at the hearing,

V. The Board failed to follow the mandates set forth in R.C. §4906.02(C) thereby
unlawfully granting a certificate to the Applicant in accordance with R.C.
§4906.10. The Opinion, Order, and Certificate and judgment denying a rehearing
were not approved by the Board but rather by unknown individuals. The Board’s
Order granting the Certificate and judgment denying rehearing were unlawful and
unreasonable. Therefore, the Board’s issuance of the certificate to the Applicant
is void ab initio,

Accordingly, Appellants request that the Court remand the Orders to the Ohio Power Siting
Board with instructions to correct the errors identified herein,

Respectfully Submitted,

Patrick T. Murph§ (0007722)
Counsel of Record

Patrick T. Murphy Law Office
153 Washington Square
Bugyrus, Ohio 44820
Telephone: 419.562.4989
Facsimile: 419.562.5362

Patrick T. Murphy Law Office
153 Wagshington Square
Bucyrus, Ohio 44820
Telephone: 419.562.4989
Facsimile: 419.562.5362

Counsel for Appellants
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BEFORE

OHIO POWER SITING BOARD

tn the Matter of the Application of Black )
Fork Wind Energy, LLC for a Certificate )
to Site a Wind-Powered FElectric )  Case No. 10-2865-EL-BGN
Generating Facility in Richland and )
Crawford Counties, Qhiao. }
ENTRY

The administrative law judge finds!

(1} By entry of August 30, 2011, a prehearing teleconference was
scheduled for September 9, 2011.

(2)  During the September 9, 2011 teleconference, staff requested
that the evidentiary hearing scheduled for September 19, 2011,
be continued to September 21, 2011, and that the evidentiary
hearing be converted to a settlement conference. A discussion
was held among the participating parties regarding staff's
request, After consideration of the malier, the administrative
law judpes (AlJs) determined that staff's request should be
granted, '

3)  Accordingly, the evidentiary hearing will commence at 10:00
a.m. on Septernber 19, 2011. Thereafter, the ALJs will adjourn
the hearing so the parties may have the opportunity to
participate in settlement discussions. The evidentiary hearing
will then reconvene un September 21, 2011, at 1:00 p.m.,

() On September 19, 2011, the company is directed to bring to the
settlement conference a list of the order of its witnesses for the
hearing that will commence on September 21, 2011, In
addition, staff and intervenors are directed to bring, on
September 19, 2011, a list of the witnesses they will be calling to
testify at the evidentiary hearing, along with the dates that they
will be available to testify.

it is, therefore,

ORDERED, That the September 19, 2011 hearing be called and continued to
September 21, 2011, at 1:00 p.m., so that the parties may conduct settfement discussions on
Septernbor 19, 2011, it s, further,

APPX000009



10-2865-1:1.-BGN 2.

ORDERED, That the parties comply with finding (4). 1t is, further,

ORDERED, That a copy of this entry be served upon all parties and interested
persons of record.

THE OHIO POWER SITING BOARD

By:  Scott Farkas
Administrative Law Judge

a v ﬁE’ﬂ

Entered in the Journal

gep 12 2000

T .
A A \ LRV QT T \

Betty McCauley
Secretary
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BEFORE
OHIO POWER SITING BOARD

In the Maiter of the Application of Black
Fork Wind Energy, LLC for a Certificate
to Site a Wind-Powered Electric
Generating Facility in Richland and
Crawford Counties, Ohio.

Case No. 10-2865-EL-BGN

ENTRY

The administrative law judge finds:

(1) By entry of August 30, 2011, the administrative law judge (ALJ)
directed that the evidentiary hearing commence on September
19, 2011, but then recess in order that the parties have the
opportunity to participate in settlement discussions. Thereafter,
the evidentiary hearing would reconvene on September 21,
2011.

(2)  OnSeptember 19, 2011, the evidentiary hearing began and was
recessed, as directed, and the parties began settlement
discussions.

(3) On September 20, 2011, the parties requested that the
evidentiary hearing be continued to October 11, 2011, in order
that they have additional time to continue their settlement
discussions. The parties also requested that, if a stipulation
was reached between some or all of the parties, that such a
stipulation should be filed by September 28, 2011. They also
requested that all testimony, either supporting or opposing the
stipulation, should be filed by October 5, 2011. The ALJ finds
that the parties proposed time frames are reasonable.

(4)  Accordingly, the evidentiary hearing should be continued to
October 13, 2011, at 10:00 a.1n., in Hearing Room 11-D, at the
offices of the Public Utilities Commission of Ohio, 180 East
Broad Street, Columbus, Chio 43215. Any stipulation between
some or all of the parties should be filed by September 28, 2011,
and testimony supporting or opposing the stipulation should
be filed by October 5, 2011.
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10-2865-EL-BGN 2~
It is, therefore,

ORDERED, That the evidentiary hearing be confinued to October 11, 2011, at
- 10:00 a.m. It is, further,

ORDERED, That the parties comply with finding (4). Itis, further,

ORDERED, That a copy of this entry be served upon all parties and interested
persons of record.

THE OHIO POWER SITING BOARD

( SuT At

By: Scott Farkas
Administrative Law Judge

99 /5

Entered in the Journal
SEP 21 201

VD% AL Loty

Betty McCauley
Secrefary
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‘ Legal Counsel

Michas! J, Settineri
‘ Direct Dist (814) 4645462
; Direct Fax  (614) T19-5146
| Email mjsettineri@vorys.com

September 28, 2011

3
Ms. Betty McCauley, Secretary €3
Public Utilities Commission of Ohio
180 E. Broad St., 11th Floor
Columbus, OH 43215-3793

Re:  OPSB Case No. 10-2865-EL-BGN
Black Fork Wind Energy, LLC

Dear Ms. McCauley:

Pursuant to the September 21, 2011 Entry,
this case signed by the Applicant, the Staff, and the Ohio

52 East Gay St.
PO Box 1008

Columbus, Ohio 43216-1008
|

614.464.6400 | www.vorys.com
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1 am submitting a Joint Stipulation in
Farm Bureau Federation. We reserve

the right to file amendments or supplements to the Joint Stipulation involving additional parties.

Thank you for your cooperation.

Very truly yours,

y 77/

Michael J, Settineri
MIS/jaw

Attomeys for Black Fork Wind Energy, LLC
Enclosure

cc: All Parties of Record (w/Encl.)

This is to certify that the images sppearing are an

accurate and complete reproduction of a case file
document delivered in the regqular course

business.
Tachnician te Processed ?‘2 g8~/ ?

Columbus | Washington | Cleveland { Cincinnati | Akron | Houston
972872011 12286747
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BEFORE THE POWER SITING BOARD OF OHIO

In the Matter of the Application of Black Fork Wind )

Energy, LLC for a Certificate to Install Numerous } Case No. 10-2865-EL-BGN
Electricity Generating Wind Turbines in )

Crawford and Richland Counties, Ohio }

JOINT STIPULATION AND RECOMMENDATION
I. INTRODUCTION

Applicant Black Fork Wind Energy, LLC (“Black Fork™ or “Applicant), the Ohic Farm
Bureau Federation and the Staff of the Ohio Power Siting Board (“OPSB Staff”), at times
collectively referred to as the “Parties,” submit this Joint Stipulation and Recommendation
(“Stipulation”) for adoption by the Ohio Power Siting Board (the “Board™). This Stipulation is
intended by the Parties to resolve all n;,natters pertinent to the certification and construction of a
wind farm comprised of up to 91 wind turbines with a nameplate capacity between 1.6 and 3.0
MW each, with the aggregate capacity not to exceed 200 MW, and other associated facilities
located in Auburn, Jackson, Jefferson, Sandusky and Vernon Townships in Crawford County
and Plymouth, Sandusky and Sharon Townships in Richland County (hereinafter referred to as
the “Facility”). The Facility is more fully described in Black Fork’s application as deemed
complete by the Board in this proceeding.

The Staff Report was issued on August 31, 2011. A local public hearing was held at the
Shelby Senior High School, 109 West Smiley Avenue, Shelby, Ohic 44875 at 6:00 pm on
September 15, 2011, and the evidentiary hearing commenced on September 19, 2011, at the
offices of the Public Utilities Commission of Ohio in Columbus. The Ohio Farm Bureau
Federation was granted intervention by Entry of May 3, 2011. The Board of Crawford County

Conmmissioners; the Board of Richiand County Commissioners; the Richland County Enginesr;

1 APPX000014



the Plymouth Township Trustees; the Sharon Township Trustees; the Sandusky Township
Trustees; John Warrington; Loren Gledhill; Carol Gledhill; Mary Struder; Alan Price: Catherine
Price; Thomas Karbula; Nick Rietschlin; Margaret Rietschlin; Bradley Bauer; Debra Bauer:
Grover Reynolds; Brett A. Heffher; Gary Biglin; and Karel Davis were granted intervention by

Eptry of August 30, 2011.

This Stipulation results from discussions between the Parties who acknowledge that this
agreement is amply supported by the record and thus is entitled to careful consideration by the
Board. Accordingly, the Parties recommend that the Board issue a Certificate of Environmental
Compatibility and Public Need for the Facility.

II. STIPULATION AND RECOMMENDATION

A, Recommended Conditions

The proposed project is located in Auburn, Jackson, Jefferson, Sandusky and Vernon
Townships in Crawford County, and Plymouth, Sandusky, and Sharon Townships in Richland
County. The entire project area includes approximately 14,800 acres of land, of which the
Applicant proposes to convert about 67 acres for use for turbine bases, access roads, substation,
and other ancillary structures. The project itself involves the construction and operation of a
wind farm comprised of up to 91 wind turbines with a nameplate capacity estimated from
between 1.6 MW and 3.0 MW with the aggregate capacity not to exceed 200 MW. The
following conditions utilize acronyms which are listed on page 23 as Appendix A.

The Parties recommend that the Board issuc the Certificate of Environmental
Compatibility and Public Need requested by Black Fork subject to the following conditions:

(1) That the facility be installed at the Applicant's proposed site as presented in the application

filed on March 10, 2011, and as modified and/or clarified by the Applicant’s supplemental
filings and further clarified by recommendations in this Staff Report of Investigation.
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®

(10)

(i1)

Acceptable turbine types shall be limited to the Vestas V100, the General Blectric 1.6-100, or
the Siemens SWT 2.3-101 models,

That the Applicant shall utilize the equipment and construction practices as described in the
application and as modified and/or clarified in supplemental filings, and replies to data
Tequests and recommendations in the Staff Report of Investigation as modified by this
Stipulation.

That the Applicant shall implement the mitigation measures as described in the application
and as modified and/or clarified in supplemental filings, and replies to data requests and
recommendations in the Staff Report of Investigation as modified by this Stipulation.

That any new transmission line proposed for construction in order to deliver electricity from
the wind farm shall be presented to the Board in a filing submitted by the transmission line
owner, and must be approved by the Board prior to construction of the wind farm.,

That any wind turbine site proposed by the Applicant but not built as part of this project shall
be available for OPSB Staff review in a future case.

That if construction has commenced at a turbine location and it is determined thai the
location is not a viable turbine site, that site shall be restored to its original condition within
thirty (30) days.

That prior to the commencement of construction, the Applicant shall obtain and comply with
all applicable permits and authorizations as required by federal and state laws and regulations
for any activitics where such permit or authorization is required. Copies of permits and
authorizations, including all supporting documentation, shall be provided to OPSB Staff
within seven (7) days of issuance or receipt by the Applicant, whichever is sooner.

That the Applicant shall conduct a pre-construction conference prior to the start of any
construction activities. The pre-construction conference shall be attended by OPSB Staff, the
Applicant, and representatives from the prime contractor and ail sub-contractors for the
project. The conference shall include a presentation of the measures to be taken by the
Applicant and contractors to ensure compliance with all conditions of the certificate, and
discussion of the procedures for on-site invéstigations by OPSB Stafl during construction.
Prior to the conference, the Applicant shall provide a proposed conference agenda for OPSB
Staff review.

‘That at least sixty (60) days before the pre-construction conference, the Applicant shall file a
letter with the Board that identifies which of the three turbine models listed in Condition 1

have been selected.

That at least thirty (30) days before the pre-construction conference, the Applicant shall
submit to OPSB Staff, for review and approval, the final turbine engineering drawings for
each turbine location. ‘

That the Applicant shall not commence construction of the facility until it has a signed
Interconnection Service Agreement with PYM, the regional transmission organization, which
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includes construction, operation, and maintenance of system upgrades necessary to reliably
and safely integrate the proposed generating facility into the regional transmission system.
Thbe Applicant shall provide a letter stating that the Agreement has been signed or a copy of
the signed Interconnection Service Agreement to OPSB Staff,

That the Applicant redesign the collection line system connecting turbines 30 and 44 to
turbine 57, considering among other factors better utilization of disturbed areas of this
project. Any redesign will be subject to OPSB Staff approval, prior to commencement of
construction. :

That at least thirty (30) days prior to the pre-construction conference and subject to OPSB
Staffreview and approval, the Applicant shall have in place a complaint resolution procedure
in order to address potential operational concems experienced by the public. The Applicant
shall investigate and resolve any issues to the satisfaction of OPSB Staff with those who file
a complaint. Any complaint submitted must be immediately forwarded to OPSB Staff,

That the Applicant develop a screening plan for the site containing the substation, laydown
yard, O&M building, and temporary concrete batch plant to reduce visual and noise effects to
surrounding residences, for review and approval by OPSB Staff prior to construction,

That prior to construction, the Applicant shall prepare a Phase I cultural resources survey
program for archacological work at turbine locations, access roads, construction staging
areas, and collection lines acceptable to OPSB Staff. If the resulting survey work discloses a
find of cultural or archasological significance, or a site that could be eligible for inclusion on
the National Register of Historic Places, then the Applicant shall submit an amendment,
medification, or mitigation plan for OPSB Staffs acceptance. Any such mitigation effort
shall be developed in coordination with the Ohio Historic Preservation Office and submitted
to OPSB Staff for review and acceptance,

That prior to the commencement of construction, the Applicant shall conduct an architectural
survey of the project area. The Applicant shall submit to Staff a work program that outlines
areas to be studied. If the architectural survey discloses a find of cultural or architectural
significance, or a structure that could be eligible for inclusion on the National Register of
Historic Places, then the Applicant shall subtnit an amendment, modification, or mitigation
plan for OPSB Staff's acceptance. Any such mitigation effort shall be developed in
coordination with the Ohio Historic Preservation Office and submitted to OPSB Staff for
review and acceptance.

That no commercial sighage or advertisements shall be located on any turbine, tower, or
related infrastructure. If vandalism should occur, the Applicant shall remove or abate the
damage within thirty (30) days of discovery or as extended by OPSB Staff for good cause
shown, to preserve the aesthetics of the project. Any abatement other than the restoration to
pre-vandalism condition is subject to approval by OPSB Staff.

That the Applicant shall avoid, where possible, or minimize to the maximum extent
practicable, any damage to field tile drainage systems and soils resuliing from construction,
operation, and/or maintenance of the facility in agricultural areas. Damaged field tile systems
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shall be promptly repaired to at least original conditions at the Applicant’s expense.
Excavated topsoil, with the exception of soil excavated during the laying of cables for the
collection system, shall be segregated and restored in accordance with the Applicant’s lease
agreement with the landowner. Severely compacted soils shall be plowed or otherwise de-
compacted, if necessary, to restore them fo original conditions unless otherwise agreed to by
the landowner.

That the Applicant shall provide a copy of the Floodplain Development Permit to QOPSB Staff
within seven (7) days of issuance or receipt by the Applicant, whichever is sooner, for
turbines 25, 30, 42, 43, and 83.

That at least seven (7) days before the pre-construction conference, the Applicant shall
submit to OPSB Staff a copy of all NPDES permits including its approved SWPPP, approved
SPCC procedures, and its erosion and sediment conirol plan for review and acceptance. Any
soil issues must be addressed through proper design and adherence to the Ohio EPA Best
Management Practices (“BMPs”) related to erosion and sedimentation control.

That the Applicant shall employ the following erosion and sedimentation control measures,
construction methods, and BMPs when working near environmentally-sensitive areas and/or
when in close proximity fo any watercourses, in accordance with the Ohio NPDES permit(s)
and SWPPP obtained for the project:

(a} During construction of the facility, seed all disturbed soil, except within actively
cultivated agricultural fields, within seven (7) days of final grading with a seed
mixture acceptable to the appropriate County Cooperative Extension Service.
Denuded areas, including spoils piles, shall be seeded and stabilized within seven (7)
days, if they will be undisturbed for more than twenty-one (21) days. Re-seeding
shall be done within seven (7) days of emergence of seedlings as necessary until
sufficient vegetation in all areas has been established:

{(b) Inspect and repair all erosion control measures after each rainfall event of one-half
of an inch or greater over a twenty-four (24) hour period, and maintain controls until
permanent vegetative cover has been established on disturbed areas:

{c) Delineate all watercourses, including wetlands, by fencing, flagging, or other
promment means: '

(d) Aveid entry of construction equipment into watercourses, including wetlands,
except at specific locations where construction has becn approved:

() Prohibit storage, stockpiling, and/or disposal of equipment and materials in these
sensitive areas:

(f) Locate structures outside of identified watercourses, including wetlands, except at
specific locations where construction has been approved: and

(g) Divert all storm water runoff away from fill slopes and other exposed surfaces to the
greatest extent possihle, and direct instcad to appropriate catchment structures,
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sediment ponds, etc., using diversion berms, temporary ditches, check dams, or
similar measures,

That the Applicant shall remove all temporary gravel and other construction staging area and
access road materials after completion of construction activities, as weather permits, unless
otherwise directed by the landowner. Impacted areas shall be restored to pre-construction
conditions in compliance with the Ohio NPDES permit(s) obtained for the project and the
approved SWPPP created for this project.

That the Applicant shall not dispose of gravel or any other construction material during or
following construction of the facility by spreading such material on agricultural [and. All
construction debris and all contaminated soil shall be promptly removed and properly
disposed of in accordance with Ohio EPA regulations.

That the Applicant shall assure compliance with fugitive dust rules by the use of water spray
or other appropriate dust suppressant measures whenever necessary.

That the Applicant shall have an OPSB Staff-approved environmental specialist on site
during construction activities that may affect sensitive areas as mutually-agreed upon
between the Applicant and OPSB Staff, and as shown on the Applicant’s final approved
construction plan, including vegetation clearing, arcas such as a designated wetland or
stream, and threatened or endangered species or their identified habitat. The environmental
specialist shall be familiar with water quality protection issucs and potential threatened or
endangered species of plants and amimals that may be encountered during project

construction.

That the Applicant shall not work in the types of streams listed below during fish spawning
restricted periods (April 15 to June 30), unless a waiver is sought from and issued by the
ODNR and approved by OPSB Staff releasing the Applicant from a portion of, or the entire
resiriction period.

(a) Class 3 primary headwater streams (watershed < one mi');
(b) Exceptional Warmwater Habitat;

(c) Coldwater Habitat;

{d) Warmwater Habitat; and

(e} Streams supporting threatened or endangered species.

That sixty (60) days prior to the first turbine becoming commercially operational, the
Applicant shall submit a post-construction avian and bat monitoring plan for ODNR’s
Division of Wildlife (“DOW™) and OPSB Staff review and approval. This plan will be based
on the turbine layout in conjunction with Condition 1 of this report. The Applicant's plan
shall be consistent with the ODNR-approved protocol, as outlined in ODNR's On-Shore Bird
and Bat Pre- and Post-Construction Monitoring Protocol for Commercial Wind Energy
Facilities in Ohio, as amended. Unless otherwise set forth in the ODNR-approved protocol,
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the post-construction monitoring shall begin within two weeks of operation and be conducted
for a minimum of two seasons (April 1 to November 15), which may be split between
calendar years. If monitoring is initiated after April 1 and before Novernber 15, then portions
of the first season of monitoring shall extend into the second calendar year (e.g., start
monitoting on July 1, 2011 and continue to November 15, 2001; resume monitoring April 1,
2012 and continue to June 30, 2012). The second monitoring season may be waived at the
discretion of ODNR and OPSB Staff. The monitoring start date and reporting deadlines will
be provided in the DOW approval letter and the OPSB concurrence letter. If it is determined
that significant mortality, as defined in ODNR's On-Shore Bird and Bat Pre- and Post-
Construction Monitoring Protocol for Commercial Wind Energy Facilities in Ohio, as
amended, has occurred to birds and/or bats, then the DOW and OPSB Staff will require the
Applicant to develop a mitigation plan. If required, the Applicant shall submit a mitigation
plan to the DOW and OPSB Staff for review and approval within thirty (30) days from the
date reflected on ODNR letterhead, in coordination with OPSB Staff, in which the DOW is
requiring the Applicant to mitigate for significant mortality to birds and/or bats. Mitigation
initiation timeframes shall be outlined in the DOW approval letter and the OPSB concurtence
letter, .

That the Applicant shall contact an ODNR approved herpetologist prior fo any construction
in Auburn Township (Crawford Co.) and Plymouth Township (Richland Co.) to assess
potential habitat for the Eastern massasauga rattlesnake. If it is determined that potential
habitat exists, OPSB Staff, the DOW, and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (“USFWS™)

shall be contacted to discuss avoidance and minimization measures. :

That the Applicant shall adhers to seasonal cutting dates of September 30 through April 1 for
removal of suitable Indiana bat habitat trees, if avoidance measures cannot be achieved.

That the Applicant shall reroute the underground electric collection lines proposed between
turbine sites 16 and 90, 1o avoid impacts to the woodlot located between these turbine sites or

utilize horizontal directional drilling (“HDD™) or another avoidance measure acceptable to
OPSB Staff.

That OPSB Staff, ihe DOW, and the USFWS shall be immediately cortacted if state or
federal threatened or endangered species are encountered during construction activities.
Construction activities that could adversely impact the identified plants or animals shall be
halted until an appropriate course of action has been agreed upon by the Applicant, OPSB
Staff, and the DOW in coordination with the USFWS. If threatened or endangered species
are encountered during operation activities, then the above referenced notification is required
within twenty-four (24) hours. Nothing in this provision shall preclude agencics having
Jurisdiction over the facility with respect to threatened or endangered species from exercising
their legal authority over the facility consistent with law.

That the Applicant shall conform to any drinking water source protection plan, if it exists, for
any part of the facility that is located within drinking water source protection areas of the

local villages and cities,
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That the Applicant shall complete a full detailed geotechnical exploration and evaluation at
each turbine site to confirm that there are no issues to preclude development of the wind
farm. The geotechnical exploration and evaluation shall include borings at each turbine
location to provide subsurface soil properties, static water level, rock quality description
(RQD), percent recovery, and depth and description of the bedrock contact and
recommendations needed for the final design and construction of each wind turbine
foundation, as well as the final location of the transformer substation and interconnection
substation. The Applicant must fill all boreholes, and borehole abandonment must comply
with state and local regulations. The Applicant shall provide copies of all geotechnical
boring logs to OPSB Staff and to the ODNR Division of Geological Survey prior to

construction.

That, should site-specific conditions warrant blasting, the Apphcant shall submit a blasting
plan, at least sixty (60) days prior to blasting, to OPSB Staff for review and acceptance. The
Applicant shall submit the following information as part of its blasting plan:

(a) The name, address, and telephone number of the drilling and blasting company;

{(b) A detailed blasting plan for dry and/or wet holes for a typical shot. The blasting plan
shall address blasting times, blasting signs, warnings, access control, control of
adverse cffects, and blast records; and

(c) A plan for liability proteciion and complaint resolution.

That prior to the use of explosives, the Applicant or explosive contractor shall obtain any
required license or temporary permit from the local county authority or county sheriff. The
Applicant shall submil a copy of the license or permit to OPSB Staff within seven days of
obtaining it from the local authority.

That the blasting contractor shall utilize two blasting seismographs that measure ground
vibration and air blast for each blast. One seismograph should be placed at the nearest
dwelling and the other placed at the discretion of the blasting contractor.

That at Jeast thirty (30) days prior to the initiation of blasting operations, the Applicant must
notify, in writing, all residents or owners of dwellings or other structures within 1,000 feet of
the blasting site. The Applicant or explosive contractor shall offer and conduct a pre- blast
survey of each dwelling or structure within 1,000 feet of each blasting site, unless waived by
the resident or property owner. The survey must be completed and submitted to OPSB Staff

at least ten (10} days before blasting begins.

That the Applicant shall comply with the turbine manufacturer's most current safety manual
and shall maintain a copy of that safety manual in the O&M building of the facitity.

That the Applicant shall become a member of the Ohio Utilities Protection Service prior to
commencement of operation of the facility. Notification of membership shall be provided to
OPSB Staff and the applicable Board of County Commissioners.
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That the Applicant shall adhere to a setback distance of at least one and one-tenth (1.1) times
the total height of the turbine structure, as measured from the tower's base (excluding the
subsurface foundation) to the tip of its highest blade, from any natural gas pipeline in the
ground at the time of commencement of facility construction Specifically to conform fo this
setback distance, the Applicant shall resize and/or relocate turbines 8, 15, 18, 33, and 37
clsewhere on the same or contiguous parcels under control of the Applicant as proposed in
the Application or Application Supplement, as necessary. At least thirty (30) days before the
pre-consiruction conference, the Applicant shall submit to OPSB Staff, for review and
acceptance, any required studies that changed due to resized and/or relocated turbines.

That at least thirty (30) days before the pre-construction conference, the Applicant shall
submit to OPSB Staff, for review, a proposed emergency and safety plan to be used during
construction, to be developed in consultation with the fire department(s) having jurisdiction
over the area. Before the first turbine is operational, the Applicant shall submit to OPSB
Staff, for review, a fire protection and medical emergency plan to be used during operation of
the facility and that addresses training of emergency responders, which shall be developed in
consultation with the first responders having jurisdiction over the area.

That the Applicant shall restrict public access to the site at all times with appropriately placed
warning signs or other necessary measures,

That the Applicant shall instruct workers on the potential hazards of ice conditions on wind
turbines.

The Applicant shall install and utilize an ice waming system that may include an ice detector
installed on the roof of the nacelle, ice detection software for the wind turbine controller,
automatic vibration monitoring softwarc (Manufacturer warrants it will detect ice) or an ice
sensor alarm that triggers an automatic shutdown.

That the Applicant shall relocate and/or resize turbines 44 and 51 to conform to a setback
distance that equals 150 percent of the sum of the hub height and rotor diameter from
occupied structures, including businesses. At least thirty (30) days before the pre-
construction conference, the Applicant shall submit to OPSB Staff, for review and
acceptance, any required studies that changed due to resized turbines and/or relocated
turbines.

That the Applicant shall provide the final delivery route plan and the results of any traffic
studics to OPSB Staff, the Crawford County Engineer, and the Richland County Engineer
thirty (30) days prior to the pre-construction conference. The Applicant shall complete a
study on the final equipment delivery route to determine what improvements will be needed
in order to transport equipment to the wind turbine construction sites, The Applicant shall
make all improvements outlined in the final delivery route plan prior to equipment and wind
turbine delivery. The Applicant may deviate from the final delivery route as necessary,
provided the deviation from the final delivery route is submitted to OPSB Staff, ODOT,
the applicable Board of County Commissioners and to the applicable County Engineer
prior to the use of the alternative delivery route and is approved by the OPSB Staff,
ODOT, the applicable Board of County Commissioners and the applicable County
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Engineer. The Applicant's delivery route plan and subsequent road modifications shall
include, but not be limited to, the following:

(a) Perform a survey of the final delivery routes to determine the exact locations of
vertical constraints where the roadway profile will exceed the allowable bump and
dip specifications and outline steps to remedy vertical constraints;

{b) Identify locations along the final delivery routes where overhead utility lines may
not be high enough for over-height permit loads and coordinate with the appropriate
utility company if lines must be raised;

(c) Identify roads and bridges that are not able to support the projected loads from
delivery of the wind turbines and other facility components and make all necessary

upgrades; and

(d) Identify locations where wide turns would require modifications to the roadway
and/or swrounding areas and make all necessary alterations. Any alterations for
wide turns shall be removed and the area restored to its pre-construction condition
unless otherwise specified by the County Engineer(s).

(47) That the Applicant repair damage to government-maintained (public) roads and bridges
caused by consiruction activity. Any damaged public roads and bridges shall be repaired
promptly to their pre-construction state by the Applicant under the guidance of the
appropriate regulatory agency. Any temporary improvements shall be removed unless the
applicable Board of County Commissioners request that they remain. The Applicant shall
provide financial assurance to the counties that it will restore the public roads it uses to their
pre-construction condition. The Applicant shall also enter into a Road Use Agreement with
the applicable Boards of County Commissioners prior to construction and subject to OPSB
Staff review. The Road Use Agreement shall contain provisions for the following;

(a) A pre-construction survey of the conditions of the roads;
(b) A post-construction survey of the condition of the roads;

(c) An objective standard of repair that obligates the Applicant to restore the roads to
the same or better condition as they were prior to construction; and

(d} A timetable for posting of the construction road and bridge bond prior to the use or
transport of heavy equipment on public roads or bridges.

(48) That the facility owner and/or operator repair damage to government-maintained (public)
roads and bridges caused by decommissioning activity. Any damaged public roads and
bridges shall be repaired promptly to their pre-decommissioning state by the facility owner
and/or operator under the guidance of the appropriate regulatory agency having jurisdictional
authority. The Applicant shafl provide financial assurance to the counties that it will restore
the public roads and bridges it uses to their pre-decommissioning condition. These terms
shall be defined in a Road Use Agreement between the Applicant and the applicable Board of
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County Commissioners prior to construction. The Road Use Agreement shall be subject to
OPSB Staff review and shall contain provisions for the following;

(a) A pre-decommissioning survey of the condiion of public roads and bridges
conducted within a reasonable time prior to decommissioning activities;

{(b) A post-decommissioning survey of the condition of public roads and bridges
conducted within a reasonable time after decommissioning activities;

(¢) An objective standard of repair that obligates the facility owner and/or operator to
restore the public roads and bridges to the same or betier condition as they were
prior to decommissioning; and

(d) A timetable for posting of the decommissioning road and bridge bond prior to the
use or transport of heavy equipment on public roads or bridges.

(49)  That the Applicant shall obtain all required county and township transportation permits and
all necessary permits from ODOT. Any temporary or permanent road closures necessary for
construction and operation of the proposed facifity shall be coordinated with the appropriate
entities including, but not limited to, the Crawford County Engineer, the Richiand County
Engineer, ODOT, local law enforcement, and health and safety officials.

(50)  That at least thirty (30} days prior to the pre-construction conference and upon selection of
the turbine model to be developed, the Applicant shall provide the following to OPSB for
Staff review and approval to the extent such information exists and is released to the
Applicant by the turbine manufacturer:

(a) The low frequency sound values (SPL, dB, Hz) expected to be produced;

(b) The A-weighted and C-weighted sound power levels, as well as one-third octave
band measurements for the 20 and 25 Hz bands, and a separate evaluation of the
data for low frequency and impulsivity in accordance with the methodologies set
forth within TEC 61400-11, Annex A, A3, Low Frequency Noise, and A.4,
Impulsivity; and

(c) The tonal audibility.

(51)  That if pre-construction acoustic modeling indicates a facility contribution that exceeds the
project ambient nighttime LEQ (43 dBA) plus 5 dBA at the exterior of any non-participating
residences within one mile of the facility boundary, the facility shall be subject to further
study of the potential impact and possible mitigation prior to construction. Mitigation, if
required, shall consist of either reducing the impact so that the facility contribution at the
exterior of the non-participating residence does not exceed the project ambient nighttime
LEQ (43 dBA) plus 5 dBA, or other means of mitigation approved by OPSB Staff in
conjunction with the affected receptor(s).

(52) That after commencement of commercial operation, the Applicant shall conduct further
review of the impact and possible mitigation of all project noise complaints. Mitigation shall
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be required if the project contribution at the exterior of any non-participating residence within
one mile of the project boundary exceeds the greater of (a) the project ambient nighttime
LEQ (43 dBA) plus 5 dBA, or (b) the validly measured ambient LEQ plus five dBA at the
focation of the complaint and during the same time of day or night as that identified in the
complaint. Mitigation, if required, shall consist of either reducing the impact so that the
project contribution does not exceed the greater of (a) the project ambient nighttime LEQ (43
dBA) plus 5 dBA, or (b) the validly measured ambient LEQ plus 5 dBA at the location of the
complaint and at the same time of day or night as identified in the complaint, or other means
of mitigation approved by OPSB Staff in coordination with the affected receptor(s).

That general construction activities shall be limited to the hours of 7:00 am. to 7:00 p.m., or
until dusk when sunset occurs after 7:00 pm. This limitation shall not apply to nacelle, tower,
and rotfor erection activities which may need to be carried out during low wind, nighttime
hours for safety reasons. Impact pile driving and blasting operations, if required, shall be
limited to the hours between 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m., Monday through Friday. Construction
activities that do not involve noise increases above ambient levels at sensifive receptors are
permitted outside of daylight hours when necessary. The Applicant shall notify property
owners or affected tenants within the meaning of Ohie Adm. Code 4906-5-08(C)(3), of
upcoming construction activities including potential for nighttime construction activities.

That at Jeast thirty (30) days prior to the pre-construction confercnce, the Applicant shall
complete a "realistic" shadow flicker analysis for all inhabited non-participating receptors
already modeled to be in excess of 30 hours per year of shadow flicker and provide the
results to OPSB Staff for review and acceptance. This analysis shall incorporate reductions
for trees, vegetation, buildings, obstructions, turbine line of sight, operational hours, wind
direction, and sunshine probabilities.

That any turbine forecasted prior to construction to create in excess of 30 hours per year of
shadow flicker at a non-participating habitable receptor within 1,000 meters shall be subject
to further review and possible mitigation. Mitigation shall be completed before conmmercial
operation commences and consist of either reducing the turbine's forecasted impact to 30
hours per year, or other measures approved by OPSB Staff in consuliation with the affected

receptor(s).

That prior to construction, the Applicant shall submit the final layout and turbine locations to
the National Telecommunications and Information Administration for review and approval.
Any concerns identified regarding obstruction to microwave or other communication systems
shall be forwarded to OPSB Staff for review and acceptance prior to construction.

That the Applicant must meet all Federal Communications Commission and other federal
agency requirements to construct an object that may affect communications and, subject to
OPSB Staff approval, mitigate any effects or degradation caused by wind turbine operation.
For any residence that is shown to experience a degradation of TV and cell phone reception
due to the facility operation, the Applicant shall provide, at its own expense, cable or direct
broadcast satellite TV service and/or cell phone service,
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That at least thirty (30) days prior to the pre-construction conference, the Applicant shall
complete a baseline television reception and signal strength study and provide the results to
OPSB Staff for review and acceptance.

That all licensed microwave paths and communication systems, as identified within the
application and all other communications studies performed for this project, shall be subject
to avoidance or mitigation. The Applicant shall complete avoidance or mitigation measures
prior to construction for impacts that can be predicted in sufficient detail to implement
appropriate and reasonable avoidance and mitigation measures. After construction, the
Applicant shall mitigate all observed impacts of the project to microwave paths and systems
existing or planned prior to construction within seven (7) days or within a longer time period
approved by OPSB Staff. Avoidance and mitigation measures for any known peint-to-point
microwave paths shall consist of either shifting the location of the turbine(s} so as to not
affect any known microwave paths, or other measures approved by OPSB Staff, the
Applicant, and the affected path owner, operator, or licensee(s). If interference with an ommni-
directional or multi-point system is observed after construction, mitigation would be required
only for the affected receptor(s).

That the Applicant must meet all FAA and federal agency requirements to construct an object
that may affect existing local and/or long-range radar, and mitigate any effects or degradation
caused by wind turbine operation as required by the FAA or any federal agency.

That if any turbine is determined to cause NEXRAD interference, the Applicant shall
propose a technical or administraiive work plan, protecting proprietary interests in wind
speed data, which provides for the release of real-time meteorological data fo the National
Weather Service office in Wilmington, Ohio. If an mncontrollable event should render this
data temporarily unavailable, the Applicant shall exert reasonable effort to restore
connectivity in a timely manner

That the Applicant must meet all recommended and prescribed FAA and ODOT Office of
Aviation requirements to construct an object that may affect navigable airspace. This
mcludes submitting all final furhine locations for ODOT Office of Aviation and FAA review
prior to construction, and the non-penetration of any FAA Part 77 surfaces.

That thirty (30) days prior to any construction, the Applicant notify, in wtiting, any owner of
an anport located within two miles of the project boundary, whether public or private, whose
operations, operating thresholds/mininmums, landing/approach procedures and/or vectors are
expected to be altered by the siting, operation, maintenance, or decommissioning of the
facility.

That during construction and afier operation, all applicable structures be lit in accordance
with FAA circular 70/7460-1 K Change 2, Obstruction Marking and Lighting; Chapters 4,
12, and 13 (Turbines); or as otherwise prescribed by the FAA.

That the Applicant shall file all 7460-2 forms with the FAA at least forty-two (42) days prior
to construction and to OPSB Staff for review and acceptance.
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(66) That the Applicant, facility owner, and/or facility operator shall comply with the following
conditions regarding decommissioning:

{2) That the Applicant, facility owner, and/or facility operator shall provide the fina)
decommissioning plan to OPSB Staff and the County Engineer(s) for review, and
for OPSB Staff approval, at least thirty days prior to the pre-construction conference.

The plan shall:
i.  Indicate the intended future use of the land following reclamation;

ii.  Describe the following: engineering techniques and major equipment
to be used in decommissioning and reclamation; a surface water
drainage plan and any proposed impacts that would occur to surface
and ground water resources and wetlands; and a plan for backfilling,

soil stabilization, compacting, and grading; and

iii. Provide a detailed timetable for the accomplishment of each major
step in the decommissioning plan, including the steps to be taken to
comply with applicable air, water, and solid waste laws and
regulafions and any applicable health and safety standards in effect as
of the date of submuttal,

(b} That the facility owner and/or facility operator shall file a revised decommissioning
plan to the OPSB Staff and the County Engineer(s) every five (5} vears from the
commencement of construction. The revised plan shall reflect advancements in
engineering techniques and reclamation equipment and standards. The revised plan
shall be applied to each five-year decommissioning cost estimate. The
decommissioning plan and any revisions shall be reviewed and approved by the
OPSB Staff prior to implementation.

(c) That the facility owner and/or facility operator shall, at its expense, complete
decommuissioning of the facility, or individual wind turbines, within twelve months
after the end of the useful life of the facility or individual wind turbines. If no
electricity is generated for a continuous period of twelve (12) months, or if the Board
deems the facility or turbine to be in a state of disrcpair warranting
decommissioning, the wind energy facility or individual wind turbines will be
presumed to have reached the end of its useful life. The Board may extend the
useful life period for the wind energy facility or individual turbines for good canse
as shown by the facility owner and/or facility operator. The Board may also follow
the procedures provided for under Ohio Adm. Code Chapter 4906-9, including
helding an evidentiary hearing on an alleged violation, to require decommissioning
of individual wind turbmes due to safety, wildlife impact, or other issues that prevent
the turbine from operating within the terms of the Certificate,

(d) That decommissioning shall include the removal and transportation of the wind
turbines off site. Decommissioning shall also include the removal of buildings,
cabling, electrical components, access roads, and any other associated facilities,
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unless otherwise mutually agreed upon by the facility owner and/or facility operator
and the landowner. All physical material pertaining to the facility and associated
equipment shall be removed to a depth of at least thirty-six inches bencath the soil
surface and transporied off site. The disturbed area shall be restored to the same
physical condition that existed before erection of the facility. Damaged field tile
systems shall be repaired to the satisfaction of the property owner.

(¢) That during decommissioning, all recyclable materials, salvaged and non-salvaged,
shall be recycled to the furthest extent practicable. All other non-recyclable waste
materials shall be disposed of in accordance with state and federal law.

(f) That the facility owner and/or facility operator shall not remove any improvements
made to the electrical infrastructure if doing so would disrupt the electric grid, vnless
otherwise approved by the applicable regional transmission organization and
interconnection utility.

(g) That subject to approval by OPSB Staff, and seven days prior to the pre-construction
conference, an independent, registered Professional Engineer, licensed to practice
engineering in the state of Ohio, shall be retained by the Applicant, facility owner,
and/or facility operator to estimate the total cost of decommissioning in current
dollars, without regard to salvage value of the equipment. Said estimate shall
include: (1) an identification and analysis of the activities necessary to implement
the most recent approved decommissioning plan including, but not limited to,
physical construction and demolition costs assuming good industry practice and
based on ODOT's Procedure for Budget Estimating and RS Means material and
labor cost indices or any other publication or guidelines approved by OPSB Staff;
(2) the cost to perform each of the activities; (3) an amount to cover contingency
costs, not to exceed 10 percent of the above calculated reclamation cost. Said
estimate will be converted to a per-turbine basis (the "Decommissioning Costs"),
calculated as the total cost of decommissioning of all facilities as estimated by the
Professional Engineer divided by the number of turbines in the most recent facility
engineering drawings. This estimate shall be conducted every five years by the
facitity owner and/or facility operator.

(h) That the Applicant, facility owner and/or facility operator shall post and maintain for
decommissioning, at its election, funds, a surety bond, or similar financial assurance
in an amount equal to the per-turbine Decommissioning Costs multiplied by the sum
of the number of furbines constructed and under construction. The funds, surety
bond, or financial assurance need not be posied separately for each turbine so long
as the total amount reflects the aggregate of the Decommissioning Costs for all
turbines constructed or under construction. For purposes of this condition, a turbine
is considered to be under construction at the commencement of excavation for the
turbine foundation. The form of financial assurance or surety bond shall be a
financial instrument mutually agreed upon by OPSB Staff and the Applicant, the
facility owner, and/or the facility operator, The financial assurance shall ensure the
faithful performance of all requirements and reclamation conditions of the most
recently filed and approved decommissioning and reclamation plan. At least thirty
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(30) days prior to the pre-construction conference, the Applicant, the facility owner,
and/or the facility operator shall provide an estimated timeline for the posting of
decommissioning funds based on the construction schedule for each turbine. Prior
fo commencement of construction, the Applicant, the facility owner, and/or the
facility operator shall provide a statement from the holder of the financial assurance
demonstrating that adequate funds have been posted for the scheduled construction.
Once the financial assurance is provided, the Applicant, facility owner and/or facility
operator shall maintain such funds or assurance throughout the remainder of the
applicable term: and shall adjust the amount of the assurance, if necessary, to offset
any increase or decrease in the Decommissioning Costs.

(1) That the decommissioning funds, surety bond, or financial assurance shall be
released by the holder of the funds, bond, er financiai assurance when the facility
owner and/or facility operator has demonstrated, and the OPSB Staff concurs, that
decommissioning has been satisfactorily completed, or upon written approval of the
Board, in order to implement the decommissioning plan.

{67) That at least thirty (30) days before the pre-construction conference, the Applicant shall
submit to OPSB Staff, for review and acceptance, the following documents:

(a) One set of detailed engineering drawings of the final project design, including all
turbine locations, collection lines, access roads, the crane route, permanent
meteorological towers, substations, construction staging areas, and any other
associated facilities and access points, so that OPSB Staff can determine that the
final project design is in compliance with the terms of the certificate. The final
project layout shall be provided in hard copy and as geographically-referenced
electronic data. The final plan shall include both temporary and permanent access
routes, as well as the measures to be used for restoring the area around all temporary
sections, and a description of any long-term stabilization required along permanent
access routes. The plan shall consider the location of streams, wetlands, wooded
argas, and sensitive plant species as identified by the ODNR Division of Natural
Areas and Preserves, and explain how impacts to all sensitive resources will be
avoided or minimized during construction, operaticn, and maintenance

{b) A stream and/or wetland crossing plan including details on specific streams and/or
ditches to be crossed, either by construction vehicles and/or facility coruponents
{e.g., access roads, eleciric collection lines), as well as specific discussion of
proposed crossing methodology for each stream crossing and post-construction site
restoration. The stream crossing plan shall be based on final plans for the access
roads and electric collection system.

(c) A detailed frac-out contingency plan for stream and wetland crossings that are
expected to be completed via HDD. Such contingency plan may be incorporated
within the required stream and/or wetland crossing plan.

{d) A tree clearing plan describing how trees and shrubs around turbines, along access
routes, in electric collection line comidors, at construction staging areas, and in
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(68)

(69)

(70)

7

proximity to any other project facilities will be protected from damage during
construction, and, where clearing cannot be avoided, how such clearing work will be
done so as to minimize removal of woody vegetation. Priority should be given to
protecting mature trees throughout the project area, and all woody vegetation in
wetlands and riparian areas, both during construction and during subsequent
operation and maintenance of all facilities.

That if any changes are made to the project layout after the submission of final engineering
drawings, all changes shall be provided to OPSB Staff in hard copy and as geographically-
referenced electronic data. All changes outside the environmental survey areas and any
changes within environmentally-sensitive areas will be subject to OPSB Staff review and
approval prior to construction.

That within sixty (60) days afier the commencement of commercial operation, the Applicant
shall submit to OPSB Staff a copy of the as-built specifications for the entire facility. If the
Applicant demonstrates that good cause prevents it from submitting a copy of the as-built
specifications for the entire facility within 60 days afier commencement of commercial
operation, it may request an extension of time for the filing of such as-built specifications.
The Applicant shall use reasonable efforts to provide as-built drawings in both hard copy and
as geographically-referenced electronic data.

That the certificate shall become invalid if the Applicant has not commenced a continuous
course of construction of the proposed facility within five (5) years of the date of
journalization of the certificate.

That the Applicant shall provide to OPSB Staff the following information as it becomes
known:

(a) The date on which construction will begin;
(b) The date on which construction was completed; and

(¢) The date on which the facility began commercial operation.

Other Terms and Conditions

{1) This Stipulation is expressly conditioned upon its acceptance by the Board
without material modification. In the event the Board rejects or materially modifies all
or part of this Stipulation or imposes additional conditions or requirements upon the
parties, each party shall have the right, within thirty (30) days of the Board’s order, to
file an application for rehearing with the Board. Upon rehearing by the Board, each
party shall have the right, within ten (10} days of the Board’s order on rehearing, to file
a notice of termination of, and withdrawal from, the Stipulation. Upon notice of
termination and withdrawal of the Stipulation by any party, pursuant o the above
provisions, the Stipulation shall immediately become null and void. In such an event, a
hearing shall go forward, and the parties shall be afforded the opportunity to present
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evidence through witnesses, to cross-examine all witnesses, to present rebuttal
testimony, and to file briefs on all issues.

(2) The Parties agree and recognize that this Stipulation has been entered into only
for the purpose of this proceeding. Each party agrees not to assert against another party
in any proceeding before the Board or any court, other than in a proceeding to enforce
the terms of this Stipulation, that party’s participation in this Stipulation as support for
any particular position on any issue. Each party further agrees that it will not use this
Stipulation as factual or legal precedent on any issue. The Parties request that the Board
recognize that its use of this Stipulation in any proceeding other than this proceeding is
contrary to the intentions of the parties in entering into this Stipulation.

III. FINDINGS

The Parties agree that the record in this case, provided the Board approves the conditions
in this Stipulation, contains sufficient probative evidence for the Board to find and determine, as

Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law, that:

A, Findings of Fact

(1)  Black Fork Wind Energy, LLC is a wholly-owned subsidiary of Element Power
US, LLC and licensed to do business in the State of Ohio.

{2)  The Facility qualifics as a major utility facility as defined in 4906.01(B)(1) of the
Ohio Revised Code and a wind-powered electric generation facility defined in
OAC Rule 4906-17-01.

(3)  On December 1, 2010, the Applicant filed a pre-application notice of a public
informationa! meeting.

(4 On Junuary 11, 2011, the Applicant filed Proofs of Publication made on
December 7, 2010 in the Mansfieid News Jowrnal and the Bucyrus Telegraph
Forum of the public informational meeting held on December 16, 2010 in
accordance with QAC Rule 4906-05-08.

(5)  The Applicant held the public informational meeting at the Shelby High School,
David A. Jones Theatre, 109 W. Smiley Avenue, Shelby, Chic 44875 on
December 16, 2010 from 6:00 PM to 8:00 PM,

(6)  On March 9, 2010, the Applicant filed a moiion for waivers of certain filing
requirements in OAC Chapter 4906-17, as well as for a waiver of the requirement
to file an application one year prior to commencement of construction under
Section 4906.06(A)6) of the Ohio Revised Code.
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(9

(10

(11)

(12)

(13)

(14)
(15)

(16)
a7

(18)

The Applicant formally submitted its application for a cettificate to construct the
proposed wind-powered electric generating facility in Crawford and Richland
Counties, Chio on March 10, 2011.

The Administrative Law Judge, by Entry dated May 3, 20611, granted in part the
Applicant’s waiver requests subject to some clarifications.

On June 10, 2011, the Chairman of the Board issued a letter to the Applicant
stating that the application, as filed on March 19, 2011 and as supplemented, was
found to comply with OAC Chapter 4906.

On June 17, 2011, the Applicant filed a Certificate of Service indicating that
copies of the application were served upon local public officials and libraries.

On June 22, 2011, the Administrative Law Judge issued an Entry scheduling a
local public hearing for this case on September 15, 2011, at the Shelby Senior
High School, 109 W. Smiley Avenune, Shelby, Ohio 44875 and an adjudicatory
hearing for September 19, 2011, at the offices of the PUCO; and accepted the
Apptication for filing for purposes of publication.

On July 19, 2011, the Applicant filed the first Proofs of Publication indicating that
notice was published in the Mansfield News Journal and in the Bucyrus Telegraph
Forum on June 30, 2011, describing the application and listing the hearing dates
in accordance with OAC Rule 4906-5-08(C)(1).

On August 30, 2011, the Applicant filed a sample letter sent to over 1,086 Ohio
property owners and affected tenants which was mailed August 13, 2011 by first
class mail. The complete list of property owners was included as Attachment B
attached to the filings. The August 13, 2011 mailing complies with OAC Rule
4906-5-08(C)(3).

The Staff Report was filed on August 31, 2011.

On September 12 and 19, 2011, the Apphcant filed the second Proofs of
Publication indicating that notice was published in the Mansfield News Journal,
the Bucyrus Telegraph Forum and the Crestline Advocate on September 7, 2011
describing the application and listing the hearing dates in accordance with OAC

Rule 4906-5-08(C)2).
A local public hearing was held on September 15, 2011 in Shelby, Ohio.
An adjudicatory hearing commenced on September 19, 2011 in Columbus, Ohio.

The basis of need requirement in Section 4906.10(A)(1) of the Ohio Revised
Code ts inapplicable to this project.
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(19)

(20)

21)

(22)

(23}

(24)

(23)

(26)

Adequate data on the project has been provided to determine the nature of the
probable environmental impact as required by Section 4906.10(A)X2) of the QOhio
Revised Code.

Adequate data on the project has been provided to determine that the Facility
described in the Application and subject to the conditions in this Stipulation
represents the minimum adverse environmental impact, considering the available
technology and nature and economics of the various alternatives, and other
pertinent considerations as required by Section 4906.10(A}3) of the Ohio
Revised Code.

Adequate data on the project has been provided to determine that the proposed
electric generating facility is consistent with regional plans for expansion of the
electric power grid of the electric systems serving the State of Chio and
interconnected utility systems, that the Facility will serve the interests of electric
system economy and reliability, and the requirements of Section 4906.10{A){4) of

the Ohio Revised Code are met.

Adequate data on the project has been provided {0 determine that the wind farm
project will either comply with, or is not subject to, the requirements in the Ohio
Revised Code regarding air and water pollution control, withdrawal of waters of
the state, solid and hazardous wastes, air navigation, and all regulations there
under, as required by Section 4906. 10{A)(5) of the Ohio Revised Code.

Adequate data on the project has been provided to determine that the Facility will
serve the public interest, convenience, and necessity, as required by Section
4906.10(A)(6) of the Ohio Revised Code.

Adequate data on the project has been provided to determine what the Facility's
impact will be on the viability as agricultural land of any land in an existing
agricultural district established under Chapter 929 of the Ohio Revised Code that
is located within the site of the proposed Facility, as required by Section
4906.10(AX7) of the Ohio Revised Code.

Adequate data on the project has been provided to determine that the Facility as
proposed incorporates maximum feasible water conservation practices
considering available technology and the nature and economics of the various
alternatives as required by Section 4906.10{A)(8) of the Ohio Revised Code.

The record evidence in this matter provides sufficient factual data to enable the
Board to make an informed decision.

Conclusions of Law

(1)

Black Fork Wind Energy, LLC is a “person” under Section 4906.01(A) of the
Ohio Revised Code.
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(2)

&)

@

&)

(6)

(D

(8)

9

(10)

(11)

(12)

The proposed Facility is a major utility facility as defined in Section
4906.01(B)(1) of the Ohio Revised Code.

Black Fork’s Application complies with the requirements of QAC Chapter 4906-
17.

The requirement for the need for the Facility under Section 4906.10(A)(1) of the
Ohio Revised Code is inapplicable.

The record establishes the nature of the probable environmental impact from
construction, operation and maintenance of the Facility under Section
4906.10{A)(2) of the Ohio Revised Code,

The record establishes that the Facility described in the Application and subject to
the conditions in this Stipulation represents the minimum adverse environmental
impact, considering the state of available technology and the naiure and
economics of the various alternatives, and other pertinent considerations under
Section 4906.10(A)(3) of the Chio Revised Code.

The record establishes that the Facility is consistent with regional plans for
expansion of the electric power grid of the electric systems serving the State of
Ohio and interconnected wtility systems, and will serve the interests of electric
system economy and reliability as required by Section 4906.10(A)(4) of the Ohio
Revised Code.

The record establishes, as required by Section 4906.10(A)5) of the Ohio Revised
Code, that to the extent that any of them are applicable, construction of the
proposed Facility will comply with the requirsments in the Ohio Revised Code
regarding air and water pollution control, withdrawal of waters of the state, solid
and hazardous wastes, air navigation, and all rules and standards adopted under
the relevant Chapters of the Ohio Revised Code.

The record establishcs that the Facility described in the Application and subject to
the conditions in this Stipulation will serve the public interest, convenience and
necessity under Section 4906.10(A)(6) of the Ohio Revised Code.

The Facility’s irapact on the viability as agricultural land of any land in an
existing agricultural district has been determined under Section 4906.10(A)(7) of
the Ohio Revised Code.

The record establishes that the Facility would incorporate maximum feasible
water conservation practices under Section 4906.10(A)(8) of the Ohio Revised
Code.

Based on the record, the Parties recommend that the Board issue a Certificate of
Environmental Compatibility and Public Need for construction, operation, and
maintenance of the Facility.
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The undersigned hereby stipnlate, agree and represent that they are authorized to enter

into this Joint Stipulation and Recommendation on this 28th day of September, 2011.

Furthermore, the parties expressly agree that this Joint Stipulation and Recommendation may be

amended and/or supplemented in a writing executed by the Parties.

Vg2,

Ui 4D

M. Howard Petricoff

Stephen M. Howard

Michael J. Settineri

Vorys, Sater, Seymour and Pease LLP

52 East Gay Street, P.O. Box 1008
Columbus, Chio 43216-1008

Attorneys for Black Fork Wind Energy, LLC

(Jed £ iy M:ﬁ/}%@f

Chad A. Endsley ~

Chio Farm Bureau Federation

280 North High Street

PO Box 182383

Columbus, Ohio 43218

Attorney for the Ohio Farm Bureau Federation

John H/fones

Stephéﬁ A. Reilly

Assistant Attorney Generals

Public Utilities Section

Office of Ohio Attorney General Mike DeWine
180 E. Broad Street, 6" Floor

Columbus, Ohio 432135

Attorneys for the Ohio Power Siting Board
Staff

Crinloin © Carastss Aoy Z/y

Christina E. Grasseschi

Summer J. Keladin Plantz

Assistant Attorney Generals

Environmental Enforcement

Office of Ohio Attorney General Mike DeWine
30 East Broad Street, 25th Floor

Columbus, Ohio 43215_

Attorneys for the Ohio Power Siting Board
Staff
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APPENDIX A
ACRONYMS
AEP American Electric Power
BMP best management practices
dBA decibels (A-weighted)
DOW ODNR Division of Wildlife
FAA Federal Aviation Administration
HDD horizontal directional drill{ing)
Hz hertz
kV kilovolts
MW megawatts
NERC North American Electric Reliability Cotporation
NPDES National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
NRHP National Register of Historic Places
O&M operations and maintenance
OAC Ohio Administrative Code
ODA Ohio Department of Agriculture
ODD Ohio Department of Development
ODH Ohio Department of Health
ODNR Ohio Departrent of Natural Resources
ODOT Ohioc Department of Transportation
Ohio EPA Ohio Environmenta] Protection Agency
OHPO Ohio Historic Preservation Office
OPSB Ohio Power Siting Board
ORC Ohio Revised Code
PUCO Public Utilities Commission of Ohio
SPCC Spill Prevention, Containment, and Countermeasure
SWPPP Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan
USACE U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
USFWS U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I certify that a copy of the foregomg document was served by hand delivery upon John
Jones and Stephen Reilly, Assistant Attomeys General, Public Utilities Section, 180 E. Broad
Street, 6™ Floor, Columbus, OH 43215 and via overnight mail upon the following persons listed

below this 28th day of September 2011:

Debra Bauer and Bradley Bauer
7298 Remlinger Road a
Crestline, Ohio 44827-9775 ' 1

5331 State Route 6! South

Shelby, Ohio 44875

Karel A, Davis
6675 Champion Road

Carol and Loren Gledhill

7256 Remlinger Road
Crestline, Ohio 44827-9775

Brett A, Heffaey ™~ T

3429 Stein Road
Shelby, Ohio 44875 L
Ohio Farm Bureau Federation
Chad A. Endsley
280 North High Street
PO Box 182383 ;
Columbus, Ohio 43218 . |

Grover Regmlds
7179 Remlinger Road '
Crestline, Ohio 44827-9775

Margaret and Nick Rietschlin
4240 Baker Road
1 Crestline, Ohio 44827-9775

" Orla Collier ITI
- Benesch, Friedlander, Coplan & Amoff LLP
: 41 South High Street, 26" Floor
. Columbus, Ohio 43215

Mary Studer

..._.,_......,.._..,,..g,,,...,...‘...; wnne g

Ko and Caliarie By
: 7956 Remlinger Road
! Crestline, Ohio 44827-9775
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John Warrington

PP ITIT ) -

. 6716 Remlinger Road

Shelby, Ohio 44875 . | Crestlinc, Ohio44827.9775

7040 SR 96

Tiro, Ohio 44887

: 3026 Solinger Road
 Crestline, Ohio 44827-9775

Klichael J. Settineri

APPX000037



f?ECfJ' i‘/:‘!:’;‘i.?j, o
BEFORE 201 ooy TG
THE OHIO POWER SITING BOARD S Py 5:0p
£ I TPN
YO0

In The Matter Of The Application Of Black
Fork Wind Energy, LLC For A Certificate To
Site A Wind-Powered Electric Generating
Facility In Richland And Crawford Counties.

CASE NO. 10-2865-EL-BGN

AMENDMENT TO JOINT STIPULATION AND RECOMMENDATION

L. INTRODUCTION
On September 28, 2011, Black Fork Wind Energy, LLC (the “Applicant™), the Chio
Farm Bureau Federation and the Staff of the Ohio Power Siting Board (collectively the “Parties”)
filed a Joint Stipulation and Recommendation (the “Stipulation™) in this proceeding. In the
Stipulation, the Parties expressly reserved the right to amend the Stipulation. Accordingly, this
amendment to the Stipulation is submitted for filing on the case docket.
II. RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS
The parties to this amendment hereby agree to amend Section 1I of the Stipulation to add
the following recommended conditions to the Stipulation:
72.  Applicant shall comply with Crawford Couaty’s Rules Regarding the Issuance of
Permit for Movement of Overweight and Over Dimension Vehicles as existing or as may be
modified or amended in the future.
73.  Applicant shall enter into a written “Road Use Agreement™ with the appropriate
county officials and supported by adequate financial assurances. The “Road Use

Agreement” must be subject to approval by the Board of County Commissioners. Further,

vy that the images appearing are an

wotion of a case file
lete zeprol of business.
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unless otherwise approved by the Board of County Commissioners, this “Road Use
Agreement” must not supplant the County’s rules regarding issuance of permits for
movement of overweight and over dimension vehicles which are independently enforceable
by the County.

74.  Where improvements Of repairs are necessary, Applicant shall comply with ali
applicable statutory requirements for the engineering, design, construction, improvement or
repair of roads and bridges necessitated by the Project during the construction, maintenance
and dccomnﬁssioning phases. All work must be completed in accordance with the applicable
statutory requirements and, as required, under the jurisdiction of the local governmental
authorities. This would include compliance with all applicable statutes addressing
engineering and design, construction, competitive bid requirements and prevailing wage and
other statutory requirements, as well as a signed road use agreement between the Applicant
and the Board of County Commissioners . All work must be completed at Applicant’s cost,
including engineeﬁng review and design work, preparation of plans and specifications,
preparation of construction bid documents and contracts, preparation of bond and surety
obligations, supervision and inspection costs, attorneys fees and other professional costs.

75.  Applicant shall finalize, and provide to the County Engineer, the final delivery
route plan and the required traffic and roadway improvement structures at least sixty (60}
days prior to the preconstruction conference.

76.  Applicant shall repair at its cost, or reimburse the County or Township, for any
damage to public roadways, bridges and other transportation improvements to restore the

improvement to at least original condition and to reimburse the County or Township for any

APPX000039



IH.

other costs incurred. Again, any repair work must comply with all applicable statutory
requirements.

77.  Applicant shall coordinate with, and obtain all approvals from, local authorities
for all temporary or permanent road closures, road restoration or road improvements
necessary for construction and operation.

78.  Applicant shall post a bond, escrow or other financial assurance acceptable to the
County and sufficient to provide adequate assurance for any damage to the public roadways
and to cover all costs incurred during the construction, maintenance and decommissioning
phases.

79.  Applicant shall avoid where possible or minimize any damage to field tile
drainage systems and to make proper repair for any damage to field tile in coordination with
the County Soil and Water Conservation District or other local authority.

80.  The collection systems should not be permitted in the public right-of-way without
compliance with all safety requirements and subject to the County approval,

EFFECT OF SIGNATURE.

By executing this amendment, the Board of County Commissioners of Crawford County

hereby state that it does not oppose the Stipulation, and supports and adopts recommended

conditions 72 through 80 of this amendment. By executing this amendment, the Staff of the

Ohio Power Siting Board hereby states that it does not oppose this amendment.
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The undersigned hereby stipulate and agree and they represent that they are authonzed iy

enter into this amendment to the Joint Stipulation and Recommendation on this 5 day of

NS
/

October, 2011.

Wik //W/ %ﬂaﬂm

M. Howard Petricoff “TohpAones

Stephen M. Howard Stéphen Reilly

Michael J. Settineri Assistant Attorney Generals

Vorys, Sater, Seymour and Pease LLP Public Utiliites Section

52 Bast Gay Street, P.O. Box 1008 Office of Ohio Attorney General Mike DeWine
Columbus, Ohio 43216-1008 180 E. Broad Street, 6" Floor

Attomeys for Black Fork Wind Energy, LLC Columbus, Ohio 43215
Attorneys for the Ohio Power Siting Board

&//////Wﬁzfﬂ%'ﬁé# &WT GM%/M‘“%

Chad A, Endsley’ / Summer K PHATZ CAC St Orefreesed]

Ohio Farm Bureau Federation Assistant Attorney General

280 North High Street Environmental Enforcement

PO Box 182383 Office of Ohio Attorney General Mike DeWine
Columbus, Ohio 43218 30 East Broad Street, 25th Floor

Attorney for the Ohio Farm Bureau Federation Columbus, Ohio 43215_ '
Attorneys for the Ohio Power Siting Board

Staff

E. Collier
Stephen P, Grassbaugh
Benesch Friedlander Coplan & Aronoff LLP
41 8. High Street, 26" Floor
Columbus, Ohio 43215
Attorneys for the Board of County
Commissioners of Crawford County
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I certify that a copy of the foregoing document was served by hand delivery upon John
Jones and Stephen Reilly, Assistant Attorneys General, Public Utilities Section, 180 E. Broad
Street, 6" Floor, Columbus, OH 43215 and via Overnight Mail upon the following persons
listed below this 5th day of Qctober, 2011:

Debra Bauer and Bradley Bauer . | Margaret and Nick Rietschlin
7298 Remlinger Road | 4240 Baker Road
Crestline, Ohio 44827-9775 .. | Crestline, Ohio 448279775 .. .. ..

Gary Biglin i1 Orla Collier I11
5331 State Route 61 South ! ! Benesch, Friedlander, Coplan & Amoff LLP
Shelby, Ohio 44875 ' | 41 South High Street, 26" Floor
e | Columbus, Ohio 43215
Karel A, Davis . { Mary Studer
6675 Champion Road i | 6716 Remlinger Road
‘Shelby, Ohio 44875 | Crestline, Ohio 448279775 . .

Carol and Loren Gledhill T T Yoha Warrington
7256 Remlinger Road .| 7040 SR 96
Crestline, Ohio 44827-9775 - | Tiro, Ohio 44887

3429 Stein Road . 3026 Solinger Road
Shelby, Ohio 44875 | |Crestline, Ohio 44827-9773 . _

Ohio Farm Bureau Federation . Alan and Catherine Price

Chad A. Endsley | 7956 Remlinger Road

280 North High Street . ! Crestline, Ohio 44827-9775

PO Box 182383

Columbus, Ohio 43218 e

Grover Reynolds
7179 Remlinger Road
Crestline, Ohio 44827-9775

Michael J. Settineri
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MINUTES
REGULAR MEETING OF THE OHIO POWER SITING BOARD

January 23,2012

Members Present:

Todd A. Snitchler, C

Dr. Theodore Wymy; - :

Rocky Black for Dr. 1 : . griculture
Brian Cook for Scott! : : : - nAgency

Chad Smith for Christ o ” 5 : Development
Fred Shimp for fim Z¢ =~ : ‘Kg | Resources
Senator Seitz, Designe N\@

Representative Jay Goi

Members Absent:

Public Member (Vacané
Senator Tom Sawyer
Representative Louis W1

Resolution 426-12 — Minutes of the Regular Board Meeting, November 28, 2011.
Chairman Snitchler moved to accept the minutes of the prior Board meeting. B. Cook
seconded the motion. The resolution passed.

Resolution 427-12 — Case No. 10-2865-EL-BGN. In the Matter of the Application of
Black Fork Wind Energy, LLC for a Certificate to Site a Wind-Powered Electric

Generating Facility in Richland and Crawford Counties, Ohio. Chairman Snitchler
moved to approve the application. T. Wymyslo seconded the motion. The resolution

passed.

Resolution 428-12 — Case No. 11-902-E1,-BGN. In the Matter of the Application of
Glacier Ridge Wind Farm, LLC for a Certificate to Site a Wind-Powered Electric

Generation Facility in Hardin and Logan Counties, Ohjo, Chairman Snitchler moved
to approve the request to withdraw the application. F. Shimp seconded the motion. The

resolution passed.
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Resolution 429-12 — Case Nos. 10-2439-EL-BSB and _10-2440-EL-BTX. In the
Matter of the Applications of the City of Hamilton and American Municipal Power,
Inc. for a Certificate of Environmental Compatibility and Public Need for the
Construction of a Transmission Line and Substation in Franklin and Washington
Townships. Chairman Snitchler moved to deny the requests for rehearing and leave to
intervene. C. Smith seconded the motion. The resolution passed.

(March 26, 2012)

Todd A. Snitchler, Chairman
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BEFORE
THE OHIO POWER SITING BOARD

In the Matter of the Application of Black Fork )
Wind Energy, L.L.C. for a Certificate to Sitea )
Wind-Powered Electric Generating Facility In )
Crawford and Richland Counties, Ohio. )

OPINION, ORDER, AND CERTIFICATE

The Ohio Power Siting Board (Board), coming now to consider the above-entitled
matter, having appointed administrative law judges to conduct the hearings, having
reviewed the exhibits and testimony introduced into evidence in this matter, and being
otherwise fully advised, hereby issues its Opinion, Order, and Certificate in this case as
required by Chapter 4906, Revised Code.

Case No. 10-2865-EL-BGN

APPEARANCES:

Vorys, Sater, Seymour and Pease LLP, by M. Howard Petricoff, Stephen M.
Howard, and Michael J. Settineri, 52 East Gay Street, P.O. Box 1008, Columbus, Ohio
43216-1008, on behalf of the applicant, Black Fork Wind Energy, LLC. '

Mike DeWine, Ohio Attorney General, by John J. Jones, Assistant Section Chief, and
Stephen A. Reilly and Devin D. Parram, Assistant Attorneys General, Public Utilities
Section, 180 East Broad Street, Columbus, Ohio 43215, and Christina E. Grasseschi,
Summer J. Koladin Plantz, Assistant Attorneys General, Environmental Enforcement
Section, 30 East Broad Street, 25% Floor, Columbus, Ohio 43215, on behalf of the Board's
Staff.

Chad A. Endsley, 280 North High Street, P.O. Box 18238, on behalif of the Ohic Farm
Bureau Federation. :

Benesch, Friedlander, Coplan, & Aronoff, LLP, by Orla Collier III, 41 South High
Street, 26 Floor, Columbus, Ohio 43215, on behalf of the Board of Crawiord County
Commissioners, the Board of Richland County Commissioners, the Richland County
Engineer, the Plymouth Townsth Trustees, the Sharon Township Trustees, and the
Sandusky Township Trustees.

John Warrington, Loren Gledhill, Carol Gledhill, Mary Studer, Alan Price,

Catherine Price, Nick Rietschlin, Margaret Rietschlin, Bradley Bauer, Debra Bauer,
Grover Reynolds, Brett Heffner, Gary Biglin, and Karel Davis, pro se.
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OPINION:

L SUMMARY OF THE PROCEEDINGS

All proceedings before the Board are conducted in accordance with the provisions
of Chapter 4906, Revised Code, and Chapter 4906, Ohio Administrative Code (O.A.C.).

On December 1, 2010, Black Fork Wind Energy, LLC (applicant, company, or Black
Fork) filed a preapplication notification letter, pursuant to Rule 4906-5-08(A), O.A.C,,
regarding a public informational meeting to be held in Shelby, Ohio regarding an
application for a certificate of envirorumental compatibility and public need {certificate)
that it planned to file with the Board (Applicant Ex. 1) for a proposed wind farm located in
Crawford and Richland counties. On January 11, 2011, Black Fork filed proof of
publication of the notice of the public information meeting which appeared in the
Mansfield News Journal and the Bucyrus Telegraph Forum. On December 16, 2010, the
applicant held the public informational meeting at the Shelby High School in Shelby, Ohio.
Black Fork is a corporatlon and a person within the definition of Section 4906.01(A),
Revised Code. The project is a major utxhty facility as defined in Section 4906.01(B)(1),
. Revised Code,

On March 9, 2011, Black Fork filed a motion for waivers of cerfain filing require-
ments under Rule 4906-17, O.A.C., including a waiver of the requirement to file an
application one year prior to commencement of construction under Section 4906.06(A)(6),
Revised Code. On March 10, 2011, Black Fork filed its application for a certificate to
construct the proposed wind-powered electric generating facility. Also on March 10, 2011,
Black Fork filed a motion for a protective order for certain documents as part of its
application. On March 22, 2011, the Ohio Farm Bureau Federation (OFBF) filed a motion
to intervene. On April 28, 2011, Black Fork and the Board's Staff (Staff) filed a joint motion
to extend the time of the completeness review period pursuant to Rule 4906-7-12, O.A.C.
By entry of May 3, 2011, the OFBF's motion to intervene was granted; the applicant’s
requests for waiver of Section 4906.06(A)(6), Revised Code, and for waiver of Rules 4906-
17-05(AX4), 4906-17-05(B)(2)(h), and 4906-17-08(C}2)(c), O.A.C., were granted; the
applicant’s request for a waiver of Rule 4906-17-04, O.A.C., was denied; the motion for
protective order was granted; and the parties’ joint motion for an extension of time was
granted.

On June 10, 2011, the Board notified Black Fork that, pursuant to Rule 4906-1-14,
QO.AC., the application had been found to be complete, whereupon copies of the
application were served upon local government officials. By entry of June 22, 2011, a local
public hearing was scheduled on September 15, 2011, at the Shelby Senior High School, in
Shelby, Ohio and an adjudicatory hearing was scheduled for September 19, 2011, in
Columbus, Ohio. In accordance with Rule 4906-5-08, O.A.C,, public notice of the hearings
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was published in the Mansfield News-Journal and in the Bucyrus Telegraph Forum on June 30,
2011. Proof of publication was filed with the Board on July 19, 2011, and September 12,
2011. In accordance with Rule 4906-5-08(C)(3), O.A.C., the applicant filed a sample letter
sent to adjoining and affected property owners. By entry of August 30, 2011, the following
jurisdictions and individuals were granted intervention in this case: the Board of Crawford
County Commissioners (Crawford County), the Board of Richland County
Comimissioners, the Richland County Engineer, the Plymouth Township Trustees, the
Sharon Township Trustees, the Sandusky Township Trustees, John Warrington, Loren
Gledhill, Carol Gledhill, Mary Studer, Alan Price, Catherine Price, Thomas Karbula, Nick
Rietschlin, Margaret Rietschlin, Bradley Bauer, Debra Bauer, Grover Reynolds, Brett
Heffner, Gary Biglin, and Karel Davis. The motion to intervene filed by William Alt was
denied. Staff conducted an investigation concerning the environmental and social impacts
of the project and filed its report of investigation (Staff Report) on August 31, 2011.

The local public hearing was held on September 15, 2011 in Shelby, Ohio. At the
hearing, 25 witnesses gave public testimony. The adjudicatory hearing commenced on
September 19, 2011, and was recessed in order to allow the parties an opportunity to
conduct settlement negotiations. On September 20, 2011, the parties requested that the
evidentiary hearing be continued ta October 11, 2011. By entry of September 21, 2011, the
- evidentiary hearing was continued to October 11, 2011. On September 28, 2011, as
amended on October 5, 2011, Staff, the applicant, the OFBF, and Crawford County filed a
- Joint Stipulation and Recommendation (Stipulation) (Jt. Ex. 1). The evidenfiary hearing
reconvened and was held on October 11, 12, and 13, 2011. On October 21, 2011, Thomas
Karbula filed a notice of withdrawal of his intervention.

- ML PROPOSED FACILITY

The applicant proposes to construct and operate the Black Fork Wind Farm project
with up to 91 wind turbines and 200 megawatt (MW} of capacity near Shelby, Ohio. The
project area covers 24,200 acres in Auburn, Jackson, Jefferson, and Vernen townships in
Crawford County and Plymouth, Sandusky, and Sharon townships in Richland County.
The facilities in the project area would be located on approximately 14,800 acres of leased
private land, with 150 participating landowners. The applicant has designed the project to
accommodate three possible turbine models depending on availability and cost at the time
of ordering. The structures would consist of a three-bladed horizontal axis turbine and
nacelle on top of an off-white monopole tubular steel tower. The turbine layout will not
change as a result of the turbine model selected by the applicant; however, the number of
turbines constructed will depend on the turbine model chosen for the project, as each
model has a different generation capacity. The total height would vary by turbine model,
ranging from 426 feet to 494 feet. The hub height for the turbines would be between
262 feet and 328 feet. The maximum rotor diameter would be 331 feet. A 34.5 kilovolt
(kV) underground electric collection system would be installed to transfer the power from
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each wind turbine location to a collection substation where it would be connected to
American Electric Power's (AEP) 138 kV electric transmission line at the AEP Howard
substation. The applicant intends on utilizing an open arm of AEP’s existing Howard-
Fostoria Central 138 KV towers to place a new 138 kV conductor that would transport
energy generated from the project from the applicant’s new substation to AEP’s existing
Howard Substation, then distribute it to the eleciric power grid. The applicant has
proposed three permanent meteorological (met) towers, up to 80 meters in height, in the
project area in order to monitor wind resources during the operation of the wind farm. Up
to approximately 29.6 miles of new or improved access roads would be needed fo support
the facility. (Staff Ex. 1 at 6-7; Applicant Ex. 7at3.)

M. CERTIFICATION CRITERIA

Pursuant to Section 4906.10(A), Revised Code, the Board shall not grant a certificate
for the construction, operation, and maintenance of a major utility facility, either as
proposed or as modified by the Board, unless it finds and determines all of the following:

(1)  The basis of the need for the facility if the facility is an electric
- transmission line or gas or natural gas transmission line.

(2}  The nature of the probable environmental impact.

(3) The facility represents the minimum adverse environmental
impact, considering the state of available technology and the
nature and economics of the various alternatives, and other
pertinent considerations.

(4)  In the case of an electric transmission line or generating facility,
that the facility is consistent with regional plans for' expansion
of the electric power grid of the eleciric systems serving this
state and interconnected utility system and that the facility will
serve the interests of electric system economy and reliability.

(5)  The facility will comply with Chapters 3704, 3734, and 6111,
Revised Code, and all rules and standards adopted under those
chapters and under Sections 150133, 1501.3¢, and 4561.32,
Revised Code.

(6) The facility will serve the public interest, convenience, and
necessity.

{7)  The impact of the facility on the viability as agricultural land of
_any land in an existing agricultural district established under
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Chapter 929, Revised Code, that is located within the site and
alternate site of the proposed major facility.

(8)  The facility incorporates maximum feasible water conservation
practices as determined by the Board, considering available
technology and the nature and economics of various
alternatives.

" The record in this case addresses all of the above-required criteria. In accordance
with Chapter 4906, Revised Code, the Board promulgated rules which are set forth in
Chapter 4906-17, O.A.C., prescribing regulations regarding wind-powered electric
generation facilities and associated facilities.

Iv. SUMMARYQF THE LOCAL PUBLIC HEARING

At the Jocal public hearing held on September 15, 2011, 13 witnesses testified in
support of Black Fork’s application and 12 witnesses testified against the application.
Those testifying in favor of the application highlighted, among other things, the economic
benefit that would be gained by the affected counties and schools, the fact that wind
power is renewable and a clean source of power, that concerns about how this project will
impact local roads and drainage have largely been resolved, and that this wind project will
create jobs and not be expected to have a significant adverse impact on agricultural
production in the area (September 15, 2011, Local Hearing Transcript at 21-23, 58, 68, 70-
71, 75, 77, 80-82, 89, 98). Those testifying in opposition to the proposed projected
emphasized, among other things, issues pertaining to noise, shadow flicker, ice throw, the
loss of an unobstructed landscape, as well as concerns regarding whether the project will
negatively impact property values, public health, existing wildlife, existing telephone,
television (TV), and internet reception, existing water wells and aquifers, and the
. environment in general. Opponent testimony also raised questions regarding whether the
project would make use of turbines produced in foreign countries, whether wind turbines
require back-up power, and whether government subsidies would function to obscure the
project’s true costs. Other opponent testimony raised claims that the applicant has
engaged in harassing behavior towards local property owners, and questioned whether
the applicant can be trusted and be properly bonded (Id. at 14-18, 20-21, 26, 28, 32-33, 56,
91). '

V. SUMMARY OF THE STAFF REPORT

A, Basis of Need - Section 4906.10(A)(1), Revised Code
Staff states that the basis of need criterion specified under Section 4906.10(A)(1),

Revised Code, applies only if the major utility facility under review is an electric
transmission line or gas or natural gas transmission line. Because the major utility facility
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13)

(14)

(15)

(16)

(17)

(18)

components, concrete, gravel, and heavy equipment to each
turbine site; however, the applicant does not expect
construction and operation of the wind farm to noticeably
increase local traffic or impact other local services in the project
area.

Wind farm construction activity would impact local roads and
bridges. The pavement condition of the state, county, and
township roads along the regional delivery route could be
impacted by construction and material delivery equipment.
Truck loads heavier than the state legal limit may impact the
existing state, county, and township bridges.

The large turning radius required for the transport of wind
turbine generator components may cause the truck and/or
trailer to travel outside the existing pavement at intersections.
In areas where wide turns are required, temporary alterations
to the intersections would be required, including installation of
gravel fill outside of the pavement limits as a temporary
surface for truck/trailer turns, installation of drainage pipes
and temporary culverts as an alternate means of drainage, and
relocation of utility poles, signs, and other installations.

The applicant expects that post-construction and operational
impacts to roads and bridges would be limited, as the roads
would be sufficient in handling any traffic from operational
and maintenance requirements that the applicant may need to
perform on the wind turbine generator components.

No wetlands, ponds, or lakes would be impacted by this project
during construction or operation.

The applicant has indicated that 20 bodies of water (streams
and ditches) would be crossed by electrical collection lines.
The applicant has committed to utilizing horizontal directional
drilling (HDD) under these bodies of water to instail the
electrical collection lines, resulting in no disturbance to the bed
and banks.

The applicant requested information from the Ohio
Department of Natural Resources (ODNR) and-the United
States (U..5.) Fish and Wildlife Service (USPFWS) regarding state
and federally listed threatened and endangered plant and
animal species on June 23, 2009. Additionally, during field
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(19)

(20)

(21)

(22)

23)

24)

(25)

assessments of the survey corridor and areas, Ecology and
Environment, Inc. (E&E), a consulting firm retained by the
applicant identified state and federal listed species, in addition
to commeon wildlife species. '

The applicant has performed a preliminary review of the
geology of both Crawford and Richland counties. At this time,
there" does not appear to be any geological conditions present
that would restrict or constrain the construction of the facility
in the designated project area.

The project would not alter any groundwater patterns or cause
any significant or lasting impacts to the groundwater resources.
Groundwater wells used for domestic water supplies should
not be affected in any way during and after the construction of
the wind turbines in the project area.

No significant adverse impacts to public or private water
supplies are anticipated due to construction or operation of the

project.

The applicant has stated that turbines 25, 30, 42, 43, and 83
would be located within Zone A of the Federal Emergency
Management Authority’s 100-year floodplain, and would not
increase the base flood elevation.

All of the turbines under consideration cut-out! at wind speeds
of at least 25 meters per second (m/s), or 56 miles per hour
(mph). All proposed turbines are certified by the International
Electrotechnical Comunission that they are designed to
withstand high wind speeds of at least 37.5 m/s or 84 mph.

The applicant plans to install Vestas V100, GE 1.6-100, or
Siemens SWT 2.3-101 wind turbines. The project would
include a substation with a locked security fence, transformer
fire suppression system, a lightning protection system, and
would comply with NFPA 70E standards and OSHA
requirements.

Noise impacts from construction actjvities would include the
operation of various trucks and heavy equipment. Impacts

1 Cut-out wind speed refers to the wind speed at which a wind turbine ceases to produce energy-
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(26)

(27)

(28)

(29)

(30)

G1)

32)

from construction noise would be temporary and would be
primarily restricted fo daylight hours.

The applicant conducted baseline sound measurements at eight
points within the project area in order to estimate the actual
ambient noise levels. Recorded ambient noise levels (Lzg)
across these eight points ranged from 49 to 58 decibels (dBA)
during the day and from 38 to 52 dBA af night.

In order to limit potentially high levels of sound to residents
and other individuals, a 1,250-foot minimum separation
distance was utilized by the applicant when siting wind
turbines.

The applicant states that the Vestas V100 turbine would not

generate operational noise in excess of the ambient Lag plus
five dBA at any nonparticipating receptor. The Siemens SWT
23-101 and the GE 1.6-100 turbines result in 20 and 52 dBA,
respectively, nonparticipating receptors that would experience
sound levels in excess of the ambient Lgqg plus five dBA.

The applicant’s realistic shadow flicker simulations identified
17 nonparticipating receptors modeled to receive 30 hours or
greater per year of shadow flicker. The receptors exposed to
greater than 30 hours per year are not identical across turbine
technologies/layouts.

TV stations most likely to produce off-air coverage to Crawford
and Richland counties are those at a distance of 40 miles or less.
Specific impacts to TV reception could include noise generation
at low channels in the very-high frequency (VHF) range within
one-half mile of turbines and reduced picture quality. Signal
Joss could occur after construction.

The applicant states that the facility will not impact radio, TV,
and other communication services in the project area, and that
the facility has been sited to avoid known tower structures in
the project area.

The applicant identified 10 microwave paths intersecting the
project area. Based upon the calculated worst-case scenario
and subsequent internal analysis, no proposed turbine

10-

Z  Lpgreferstothe equivaleﬁt continuous sound Ievel, or average sound level, over a specific period of time.
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locations are expected to obstruct the identified microwave
paths.

(33) Wireless telephone network communications should be
unaffected by wind turbine presence and operation.

(34) On February 28, 2011, the applicant submitted the turbine
coordinates to the National Telecommunications and
Information Administration (NTIA) for review. No potential
for radar interference was identified through this government
agency review.

(35) The proposed facility would be decommissioned once it is no
Jonger operational. Decommissioning includes the dismantling
and removal of all towers, turbine generators, transformers,
and. overhead cables; removal of underground electric cables;
removal of foundations, buildings, and ancillary equipment;
removal of surface road material; and restoration of the roads
and turbine sites to the same physical condition that existed
immediately prior to erection of the commercial wind-powered
electric generating facility. '

(36) The applicant has not proposed the posting of a bond or
equivalent financial security in an amount to ensure that funds
are available to complete decommissioning. They have
proposed posting a financial instrument within 180 days after
the twentieth anniversary of the operations date, per
Jandowner lease agreements. Staff believes this schedule is
inadequate.

(Staff Ex. 1 at 18-26.)

Based on the preceding considerations, Staff recommends that the Board find that
the nature of the probable environmental impact has been determined for the proposed
facility and that the application complies with the requirements specified in Section
4906.10(A)(2), Revised Code, provided that any certificate issued by the Board for the
proposed facility include the conditions specified in Staff's recommended conditions of
certificate. (Staff Ex.1 at26.) :

C. Minimum __ Adverse _Environmental Tmpact - Section
4906.10(AX(3), Revised Code

 Section 4906.10(A)3), Revised Code, states that the Board may not grant a
certificate for the construction, operation, and maintenance of a major utility facility unless
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it finds and determines that the facility represents the minimum adverse environmental
impact, considering the state of available technology and the nature and economics of the
various alternatives, and other pertinent considerations. The Staff Report includes the
following information concerning the topic of whether the facility represents the minimum
adverse environmental impact, considered in light of the criteria set out in Section
4906.10({A)(3), Revised Code: :

(1)  Site Selection

The applicant received a waiver from providing a comprehensive site selection
study due to specific requirements of a wind-powered electric generation facility. The
applicant provided a general discussion that addressed the factors deemed necessary for a
viable wind project and illustrated the process by which the project was micro-sited within
the project area. Abundant wind resources, agricultural land, and available transmission
interconnections were discovered in Richland anhd Crawford counties. Additionally,
Colorado-based energy developer, Gary Energetics, had already initiated preliminary
technical and environmental studies and secured lease agreements from land owners for
the construction of a wind farm in the area. Having identified this project site as
. promising for wind generation, the applicant acquired the Black Fork Wind Farm from
Gary Energetics. The project area had, thus, already been established prior to acquisition
of the project and no other regional sites were considered. Additional factors were
considered in the siting of individual wind furbines, collection lines, and access roads
within the project area. The applicant installed three additional meteorological towers in
March, April, and May 2009 to measure wind resources in the project area. The wind data
from these towers was used to predict electric production from potential turbine locations,
using various turbine models. The applicant identified and implemented setback
requirements for residences, property lines, public rights-of-way, and other features.
Additionally, the applicant evaluated visual effects, ice throw, blade shear, shadow flicker,
impacts to local fauna, flora, and wetlands, as well as effects on local roads, cultural
resources, and agricultural lands. Access roads were sited to avoid or minimize crossing
wetlands, streams, and forested areas, as well as to minimize loss of agricultural land.
(Staff Ex. 2 at 27.) : '

(2)  Collection Line System

The applicant is proposing to place all collection lines underground, minimizing
impacts to waterways and aesthetic impacts. However, Staff does not find the collection
system between turbines 30 and 44 running to turbine 57 to represent minimal adverse
impacts. This portion of line runs nearly four miles between the nearest turbines, across
' agricultural fields. Staff recommends that the applicant design a system to incorporate
these lines into the western portion of the project, bundled with other proposed collection
corridors. (Staff Ex. 2 at 27.)
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(b)  Recreational Areas

Two recreational use areas are within one mile of the project area: Woody Ridge
Golf Course and Lowe-Volk Park. Woody Ridge Golf course is a public, 18-hole golf
course that is located approximately 0.5 miles south of the northern project boundary. The
nearest turbine to the course is 0.5 miles, At this distance, visual and noise impacts and
shadow flicker are expected to be minimal. Lowe-Volk Park, located 0.7 miles south of the
southwestern project boundary, is a 38-acre park with hiking trails, a picnic area, fishing,
and a nature center, The closest wind turbines would be 1.5 miles from the park. While
visible from some areas of the park, forested zones would act as natural screening,
reducing the visual impact of the wind project. Noise impacts and shadow flicker are not
expected to impact park visitors. (Staff Ex.2 at 28.)

()  Cultural and Archaeclogical Resources

The applicant has identified 27 historic structures, six archaeological sites, and six
Ohio Genealogical Society-listed cemeteries within the project area for the facility. The
applicant determined that the indirect visual impact from the project would not alter or
affect the qualities or attributes that contribute to the historical or architectural significance
of each identified landmark or NRHP-listed and NRHP-eligible structure. The applicant
has noted that although mitigation options are limited due to the nature of the project, it
has considered and incorporated mitigation options to reduce the visual impacts,
including screening, uniform turbine design, and turbine color to blend with the sky at the
horizon. (Staff Ex. 2 at 29.)

{d) Aesthetics

The applicant conducted a view-shed analysis, considering topography and project
structure heights, to determine the visibility of the turbines within a five-mile radius of the
project area. No vegetative or structural screening was accounted for in the study. Based
on this analysis, the applicant estimates that one or more wind turbines would be visible
from most vantage points within the study area. Wind turbines would also be visible from
recreational use areas, cultural landmarks, and area residences. The project area is
predominantly open land used for agriculture, making vegetative screening impractical.
Furthermore, due to the height of the wind turbines, the applicant is required to
implement a Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) lighting plan, in which red flashing
lights are placed atop the nacelle of several turbines to assure safe flight navigation
through the area. When complying with FAA lighting requirements, the applicant will
install the minimum number of lights at the minimum intensity required by the FAA to
diminish potential visual impacts. The project is expected to have a long-term aesthetic
impact on residences near the facility. The facility would be visible from many of the
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residences in the project area. Screening the turbines from view is not a practical
mitigation measure as the project area is predominantly open land used for agriculture,
and visual impacts would be unavoidable. (Staff Ex. 2 at29.)

(e) Economics

Construction of the project would result in $290 to $400 million in spending.
Between $51 and $69 million of total construction costs would be spent within the region
on equipment, materials, labor, site preparation, and associated development costs. The
facility would have a direct and indirect economic benefit to the region during
construction and operation of the project. Total construction employment is estimated to
be between 70 and 95 on-site workers, with an estimated construction payroll of $5.7 to
$7.2 million during the one-year construction phase. Operations and maintenance (O&M)
activities would require eight to 10 full-time employees with a total annual payroll
between $443,000 and $575,000. Once fully constructed, this project could indirectly create
between 37 and 51 jobs locally for operational and maintenance support. The local
economy would benefit from direct and indirect purchases for locally-supplied goods and
services. (Staff Ex. 2 at 29-30.)

(5)  Ecological Impacts
{a) Surface Waters

The project area is located on the Lake Erie-Ohio River Basin Divide with 64 percent
of the project area falling into the Lake Erie Watershed and 36 percent in the Ohio River
Watershed. No major rivers are present in the project area; however, there are several
perennial and intermediate streams draining to three watersheds. The project is not
expected to impact any high-quality surface waters because the area is predominately
being used to produce cultivated crops. However, the project could pose some impacts to
surface waters, primarily associated with erosion and sedimentation that can impact
downstream surface waters. The use of best management practices (BMPs) will minimize
impacts associated with turbidity and downstream sedimentation. (Staff Ex. 2 at 30.)

Impacts to water bodies (streams and ditches) would be minimized by utilizing
HDD for installing the underground electric collection system.. Potential waterbody
impacts associated with HDD would indude disturbances around the bore pits and
impacts from potential frac-outs.? In order to minimize impacts during HDD, the drilling
equipment would be set up away from riparian corridors and the drilling activity would
be closely monitored for signs of frac-outs. Staff recommends that the applicant submit a
detailed frac-out contingency plan for Staff review and approval. (Staff Ex. 2 at 30.)

3 Frac-outs occur when drilling mud or other lubricants used during the drilling process escape through
fractures in the underlying material.
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() Vegetation

The applicant determined that approximately four acres of forested areas would be
removed as a result of construction of the project, with the majority of the tree clearing
occurring as a result of electric collection line installation. To avoid the cutting of trees
within a high-quality woodlot, Staff would require the applicant to reroute the
underground electric collection lines proposed between turbine sites 16 and 90, so as to
avoid the woodlot between these two turbine sites, or utilize HDD or another avoidance
measure acceptable to Staff. (Staff Ex. 2 at 30.)

Installing culverts or other crossing methods can damage stream banks, which can
lead to more erosion. The applicant would utilize BMPs to minimize erosion during the
placement of a permanent culvert to access turbine 37. After construction, the applicant
would immediately reseed the bank to minimize erosion. Additionally, Staff, ODNR-
Division of Wildlife (ODNR-DOW), and the USFWS recommend that the applicant adhere
to seasonal cutting dates (September 30t to April 1s) for the clearing of trees that exhibit
suitable Indiana bat summer habitat, such as roosting and maternity roost trees. (Staff Ex.
2 at 30-31.) _

(c) Wildlife

Segments of this project contain habitats likely to support common reptilian,
amphibian, avian, mammalian, and aguatic species. These species would likely be
impacted, both directly and indirectly, during the construction, operation, and
maintenance of the proposed facility. Faunal impacts would include the loss of habitat;
increased habitat fragmentation; increased disturbance such as noise, lighting, and human
activity; and temporary and permanent displacement. In addition, operational impacts are
expected to include bird and bat mortalities through direct strikes. Furthermore, mortality
to bats is likely to.occur from barotraumas. (Staff Ex, 2 at 31.) .

The findings from the mist-netting survey report conducted by E&E suggested that
there are breeding populations of five bat species within the project boundaries. The
applicant used a minimum turbine setback of at least 100 meters (328 feet) from turbine
centers, and approximately 50 meters (164 feet) from the blade tip, to forest edges to
eliminate the potential for turbine blades to spin over forested areas where bat activity is
most concenirated. The applicant further states that it does not anticipate that operation of
the project would have a significant impact on bat populations in the project area. Staff
states that, if it is determined that significant mortality, as defined in ODNR's approved,
standardized protocol, has occurred, then a mitigation plan will be required to reduce the
risk of mortality to birds and bats. (Staff Ex. 2 at 31.)

4 Barotraumas are any of several injuries arising from changes in pressure upon the body.
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(d) Public and Private Water Supplies

The applicant has stated that no significant adverse impacts to public or private
water supplies are anticipated due to construction of the project. Staff states that the
applicant should conduct spill response training to construction and O&M Staff as needed
to limit potential for impact. According to Staff, the applicant should also use prudent
design incuding, but not limited to, the use of containment structures for oil and
chemicals used during construction, operation, and/or maintenance, Staff also
recommends compliance with any drinking water source protection plans developed by
cities-and villages within the project boundaries. Staff explains that compliance with these
control mechanisms minimizes the potential impact to public and private water supplies.
(Staff Ex. 2 at 31.)

(6) Geology and Seismology

(a) Geology

The applicant identified, in general, the geologic units within the project area for
Richland and Crawford counties. Glacial drift covers the entire project area, although this
material thins to the south, and overlies bedrock material consisting of shale and
sandstone. According to Staff, the geotechnical exploration report shall include an
evaluation of site specific conditions at each wind turbine location. This evaluation will
include soil characteristics, static water level, rock quality description (RQD) percent
recovery, depth and description of the bedrock contact, and recommendations needed for
the final design and construction of each wind turbine foundation, as well as the final
location of the transformer substation and interconnection substation. The applicant will
be required to fill all boreholes, and borehole abandonment must be in accordance to state
and local regulations. Staff also notes that the applicant shall also complete a full and
detailed geotechnical report for each wind turbine location to confirm that there are no
issues that would restrict or constrain the construction of the facility. The applicant has
requested and received a waiver to allow for an extension in submitting site-specific
information regarding wind turbine locations. Staff states that, although the applicant
does not anticipate the need to blast at this project, should site-specific conditions warrant
blasting, the applicant must submit a blasting plan to the Staff for review and acceptance
at least 60 days in advance of any blasting. (Staff Ex. 2 at 32.)

(b)  Soil Suitability

The applicant has identified 81 different soil types within the facility area. The site-
specific engineering qualities and characteristics of the soils have yet to be determined.
CTL Thompson, Inc., has provided a preliminary summary of the soil suitability within
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the project area. The applicant does not anticipate any restrictions or hazards that would
prevent construction of this project. (Staff Ex. 2 at 32)

(7}  Public Safety
(a)  Public Services and Facilities -

The project is not expected to cause any significant impacts on local services or
faciliies. During facility construction, local, state, and county roads might experience
increased traffic, however, sufficient road capacity exists to absorb these increases.
Demand for certain public services, like permit issuance and/or traffic guidance, might
also increase temporarily. Project-related increases in local school enrollment are expected
to be negligible, as the wind farm would employ only 8 to 10 permanent operators.
Finally, required adherence to strict hazard and safety standards will mitigate the
potential for fire or medical accidents during facility construction. (Staff Ex. 2 at 32.)

The applicant states that existing roads are adequate to handle increases in traffic
during construction. Some traffic management may be necessary during construction and
some modifications to existing roads may be needed to facilitate the delivery of turbine
components. The applicant claims that road modifications will be authorized by the
Richland County Engineer and Crawford County Engineer prior to construction and the
applicant would obtain all necessary traffic permits from the Ohio. Department of
Transportation (ODOT), the Richland County Engineer, and the Crawford County
Engineer. Because local emergency responders would likely be unfamiliar with
addressing emergencies related to wind turbines, the applicant would meet with local
emergency personnel to provide training and review site-specific risks prior to
construction. {Staff Ex. 2 at 32.)

Staff explains that the electric collection system for the wind farm would be buried
four feet underground. By law, anyone with underground facilities must be a member of
a one-call system such as the Ohio Utilities Protection Service (OUPS). The OUPS
establishes a communication link between the wind farm owner and individuals planning
any digging activity. Staff notes that the owner of the buried facilities is required to mark
underground lines before any digging or excavation work begins. (Staff Ex. 2 at 33.)

(b) Roads and Bridges

Wind farm constriction equipment is expected to impact local roads. The pavement
condition of state, local, and county thoroughfares along regional delivery routes could be
damaged by construction and material delivery equipment, particularly dump truck and
concrete truck traffic. The Staff Report notes that some modifications to local roads would
be needed, including the expansion of intersection turns to accommodate sp ecialized
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turbine component delivery vehicles and conventional construction trucks. (Staff Ex. 2 at
33)

All intersections in the area would need improvements to accommodate the
oversized /overweight vehides for turbine delivery from the manufacturer. These trucks
require minimum clearances due to their size and turning radii. According to Staff, there
does not appear to be any significant construction challenges such as steep grades, existing
structures, or significant clearing with the proposed improvements. Clearing of vegetation,
relocating traffic signs, grading of the terrain, extension and /or reinforcement of existing
drainage pipes and/or culverts, reestablishment of a ditch line, if necessary, and
construction of a suitable roadway surface to carry construction traffic must be addressed
for each public roadway. Staff states that it is waiting to review the final route study to
determine the roads used for delivery, road conditions, and obstructions. (Staff Ex. 2 at

33)

(¢) Construction Noise

Noise impacts from construction activities would include the operation of various
trucks and heavy equipment. The applicant provided estimates of sound levels associated
with operation of this construction equipment. Although the applicant intends to use
BMPs for noise abatement during construction, many of the construction activities would
generate significant noise levels. However, Staff believes that the adverse impact of
construction noise would be minimal because it is temporary and intermittent, it would
occur away from most residential structures, and most construction activities would be
limited to normal daytime working hours. (Staff Ex. 2 at 33.)

(d) Operational Noise

The applicant retained Resource Systems Group, Inc. (RSG) to conduct noise studies
of potential impacts from operation of the facility. Staff notes that some atmospheric
conditions can further propagate or amplify sound, e.g. wind shear and temperature
inversions. Wind shear can result in aerodynamic modulation, a thythmic noise pattern,
or pulsing, which occurs as each blade passes through areas of different wind
speed/direction. (Staff Ex.2 at 33.)

The noise impact of the wind farm also depends on the existing ambient noise level
of the project area. An acoustic survey of the project area was conducted between June 3
and 11, 2009. Eight survey locations were acoustically sampled. Recorded ambient noise
levels across the three points within the project area ranged from 49 to 58 dBA during the
day and from 38 to 52 dBA at night. In order to limit sound levels to residents and other
individuals, 1,250-foot buffer areas were utilized by the applicant when siting wind
turbine generators, The applicant utilized an operational sound output of 48 dBA at all
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nonparticipating receptors as a design goal. The Vestas V100 turbine meets this goal. The
Vestas turbine would not result in operational increases to the ambient Leaby greater than
five dBA at any nonparticipating receptor. However, the Siemens SWT 2.3-101 and the GE
1.6-100 turbines do not meet this goal; they result in 20 and 52 nonparticipating receptors
that, respectively, would exceed the applicable standard. (Staff Ex. 2 at 34)

A 2001 New York State Department of Fnvironmental Conservation (NYSDEC)
document® states that “in non-industrial settings the noise level should probably not
exceed ambient noise by more than 6 dBA at the receptor. An increase of 6 dBA may cause
complaints. There may be occasions where an increase in noise levels of greater than 6
dBA might be acceptable.” The NYSDEC recommends that, while it may be acceptable in
some nonindustrial settings, an increase in ambient noise levels of greater than 6 dBA
warrants further study of potential impacts. The Vestas V100 layout presents the
minimum adverse acoustical impact to nonparticipating residents within one-mile of the
project area. (Staff Ex. 2 at 34.)

{e)  Shadow Flicker

The applicant used WindPRO to calculate how often and in which intervals a
specific receptor could be affected by shadows generated by one or more wind turbines.
The calculation of the potential shadow impact at a given shadow receptor, defined as a
one-meter square area located one meter above ground level, is carried out by stimulating
the environment near the wind turbines and shadow receptors. The position of the sun
relative to the turbine rotor disk and the resulting shadow is calculated in time steps of
one minute throughout a complete year. I the shadow of the rotor disk, which in the
calculation is assumed solid, at any time casts a shadow on a receptor, then this step is
registered as one minute of potential shadow impact. These calculations took into account
the wind turbine location, elevation, and dimensions, and the receptor location and
elevation. (Staff Ex. 2 at 35.)

A wind turbine’s total height and rotor diameter were included in the WindPRC
shadow flicker models. The taller the turbine, the more likely shadow flicker could have
an effect on the local receptors, as the longer shadow has greater potential to reach beyond
obstacles such as trees or hills. The larger the rotor diameter, the more area on the ground
could be affected by shadow flicker. The Vestas V100 turbine creates the most shadow
flicker impact to receptors. The Vestas turbine would expose 17 nonparticipating
receptors to greater than 30 hours per year. The GE 1.6-100 turbine creates the least
shadow flicker impact to receptors. The GE turbine would expose 13 nonparticipating
receptors to greater than 30 hours per year. (Staff Bx. 2 at 35.)

5 NYSDHEC, (February 2, 2001). Assessing and Mitigating Noise Impacts (p. 14). Albany, New York. Retrieved
fram the NYSDEC Web site: hitp:/ gwww.dec.nz.govzdocsgpgg_a_g'ts ef gperations gdfg_’noiseZﬂOO.g:_lf
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Realistic conditions based on the turbine’s operational time, operational direction,
and sunshine probabilities wete used to calculate a realistic amount of shadow flicker to
be expected at each shadow receptor. The applicant simulated shadow flicker from the
proposed turbines out to one kilometer (3,280 feet). Shadow flicker beyond one kilometer
from a turbine in northern latitudes such as Ohio can occur seasonally at sunrise and
sunset when lower sun elevation angles occur. Staff notes that no state or national
standards exist for frequency or duration of shadow flicker from wind turbine projects.
However, according to Staff, international studies and guidelines from Germany and
Australia have suggested 30 hours of shadow flicker per year as the threshold of
significant impact, or the point at which shadow flicker is commonly perceived as an
. annoyance. This 30-hour standard is used in at least four other states, including Michigan,
New York, Minnesota, and New Hampshire. Accordingly, the applicant and Staff utilized
a threshold of 30 hours of shadow flicker per year for their analyses. (Staff Ex. 2 at 35.)

Additional screening factors such as trees and adjacent buildings were not
considered within the realistic analysis. The same is true for receptors expected to receive
greater than 30 hours of shadow flicker exposure. Staff points out that, if additional
screening were modeled, this could result in lower shadow flicker exposure amounts and
possibly reduce receptors above 30 hours per year to below that threshold. (Staff Ex. 2 at
- 35)

Staff explains that shadow flicker frequency is related to the wind turbine’s rotor
blade speed and the number of blades on the rotor. Shadow flicker at certain frequencies
may potentially affect persons with epilepsy. For about three percent of epileptics,
exposure to flashing lights at certain intensities or to certain visual patterns may trigger
seizures. This condition is known as photosensitive epilepsy. The frequency or speed of
flashing light that is most likely to cause seizures varies from person to person. Flashing
lights most likely to trigger seizures are between the frequency of five to 30 flashes per
second or hertz (Hz).6 Staff states that this project’s maximum wind turbine rotor speed
translates to a blade pass frequency of approximately 0.8 Hz and, therefore, would not be
likely to trigger seizures. As modeled, the GE 1.6-100 turbine presents the minimum
adverse shadow flicker impact to nonparticipating residents within one-mile of the project
area. (Staff Ex. 2 at 35-36.)

()  Communication Interference

Staff explains that off-air TV stations transmit broadcast signafs from terrestrial
facilities. The signals can be received directly by a TV receiver or house-mounted antenmna.
TV stations most likely to produce off-air coverage to Crawford and Richland counties are

6 Epilepsy Foundation of America: Retrieved Dec. 21, 2009, from Fpilepsy Foundation Web site:
‘hitp:/ /www.epilepsyfoundation.org/about/ photosensitivity
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those at a distance of 40 miles or less. Specific impacts to TV reception could include noise
generation at low channels in the VHF range within one-half mile of turbines, and reduced
picture quality. Signal loss could occur after facility constructior; therefore, the applicant
proposes to mitigate accordingly. According to Staff, the transition to digital signal has
reduced the likelihood of these effects occurring. (Staff Ex. 2 at 36.) :

The applicant states that the facility will not impact radio, TV, and other
communication services in the project area, and that the facility has been sited to avoid
known tower structures in the project area. The applicant does not offer mitigation for
these towers should an impact occur but proposes coordination and mitigation if any
unanticipated impacts to TV or AM/FM radio reception were to occur. Mitigation could
include offering TV hookups, where a cable system is available, or direct broadcast
satellite TV reception systems to those affected. Staff believes a third party should
complete a baseline TV reception study prior to facility construction and that any
subsequent losses to reception during facility operation should be-mitigated. (Staff Ex. 2 at
36-37.)

Staff states that microwave telecommunication systems are wireless point-to-point
links that communicate between two antennas and require clear line-of-sight conditions
between each antenna. The applicant identified 10 microwave paths intersecting the
project area. Based upon the calculated worst-case scenario, no proposed turbine locations
are expected to obstruct the identified microwave paths. The applicant concluded that no
potential for microwave interference exists for the turbine locations considered within the
application. Signal blockage caused by the wind turbines would not degrade the wireless
telephone network because of the way these systems are designed to operate. If the signal
cannot reach one cell, the network design allows it to be able to reach one or more other
cells in the system. As such, Staff asserts that local obstacles are not normally an issue for
wireless telephone systems. (Staff Ex. 2 at 36.)

(g) Localand Long Range Radar Interference

Wind turbines can interfere with civilian and military radar in some scenarios. The
potential interference occurs when wind turbines reflect radar waves and cause ghosting
(false returns) or shadowing (dead zones) on receiving monitors. Radar interference thus
raises national security and safety concerns. In the majority of cases, the U.S. Department
of Defense finds that the interference is either not present, is not deemed significant, or can
be readily mitigated. Potential interference is highly site-specific and depends on local
features, the type of radar, and wind farm characteristics. Tn some cases, radar
interference can be corrected with software that deletes radar signals from stationary
targets. On February 28, 2011, the applicant submitted the turbine coordinates to the
National Telecommunications and Information Administration (NTIA) for review. No
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potential for radar interference was identified through this government agency review.
(Staff Ex. 2 at 36-37.)

(h)  Blade Shear and Ice Throw

Staff explains that blade shear is the phenomenon where a rotating wind turbine
blade, or segment, separates from the nacelle and is thrown a distance from the tower. The
applicant asserts that past incidences of blade shear have generally been the results of
human error. Staff has also found that past incidences can be attributed to design defects
during manufacturing, poor maintenance, control system malfunction, or lighining strikes.
Staff points out that the GE Energy (GE) 1.6-100, Siemens SWT 2.3-101, and Vestas V100
are certified to international engineering standards. The turbines have the following
safety features to address blade shear: two independent braking systems, a pitch control
system, a lightning protection system, and turbine shut down at excessive wind speeds
and at excess blade vibration or stress, and the use of setbacks. The applicant has
incorporated a wind turbine layout with a minimum residential setback distance of 1,250
feet, and a property setback of 563 feet. Staff believes that installing and utilizing these
safety control mechanisms minimizes the potential for blade shear and associated impacts.
(Staff Ex, 2 at 37.)

Similarly, Staff explains that ice throw is the phenomenon where accumulated ice
on the wind turbine blades separates from the blade and falls or is thrown from the tower.
The applicant indicates that all turbines would have the following safety features to
address ice throw: two independent braking systems, ice detection software, automatic
_ turbine shut down at excessive vibration, and automatic turbine shut down at excessive
wind speeds. The applicant has incorporated a wind turbine layout with a minimum
residential setback distance of 1,250 feet. (Staff Ex. 2 at 37.)

GE, the manufacturer of one of the turbine models under consideration by the
applicant, has developed specific safety standards for ice throw and blade shear for all of
their turbine models and has recommended the use of an ice detector and other measures
if people or objects (e.g-, occupied structures, roads) are within a distance of 150 percent of
the sum of the hub height and rotor diameter. Staff offers that it has been determined that
turbines of the similar dimensions as the GE models would need to be located a distance of
approximately 301.5 meters (989 feet) from any structure or roads. (Staff Ex. 2 at 37.)

Staff's evaluation of the turbine locations, utilizing this study, determined that
turbines 44 and 51 would need to be relocated or resized to meet this minimum setback
distance. Staff recommends that public access be restricted with hazards of ice conditions,
and that the applicant would install ice detection software for the site and an ice
detector/sensor alarm that triggers an automatic shutdown. Staff also recommends that
the applicant relocate and/or resize proposed turbines 44 and 51 to conform to a sethack
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distance of 150 percent of the sum of the hub height and rotor diameter from roads and
structures. Staff believes that adhering to these safety measures would sufficiently
address the issue of ice throw. (Staff Ex. 2 at 37-38.)

(i) HighWinds

Staff explains that the turbines are designed to withstand high wind speeds and
have the following safety features in case of high winds: two independent braking systems
and automatic turbine shut down at excessive wind speeds. The GE 1.6-100 and Siemens
SWT 2.3-101 turbines are certified by the International Electrotechnical Comunission (IEC)
as Class II wind turbines, and have been designed to withstand wind speeds of 425 m/s
or 95 mph. The Vestas V100 wind turbine has been certified by the IEC as a Class S wind
turbine, and has been designed to withstand 42.5 m/s or 95 mph wind speeds. The
applicant has incorporated a wind turbine layout with a minimum residential setback
distance of 1,250 feet, and a property setback of 563 feet. Staff submits that installing and
utilizing these safety control mechanisms minimizes the potential impacts from high
winds. (Staff Ex. 2 at 38.)

] Pipeline Protection

Staff has found that there are at least five natural gas pipelines within the project
area. In order to avoid a serious safety risk and significant environmental impact, Staff
recommends that all turbines be located a minimum setback distance from natural gas
pipelines of at least 1.1 times the total height of the turbine structure as measured from its
tower's base, excluding the subsurface foundation, to the tip of its highest blade. This
setback would ensure that, if a turbine were to fall with a blade fully extended, the tower
and/or blade would not land on the pipeline right-of-way and affect the operation of the
pipeline. Based on the tallest turbine model proposed for this project, with a tip height of
150.6 meters, the recommended pipeline setback would equate to 166 meters (544 feet).
The applicant has indicated that proposed turbines 8, 15, 18, 33, and 37 are located
approximately 166 meters or less from the pipelines. Staff recommends that these turbines
be resized and/or relocated in order to meet the recommended setback from the pipelines.
(Staff Ex. 2 at 38.)

(k) Decommissioning

According to Staff, MW-scale wind turbine generators typically have a life
expectancy of 20 to 25 years. The cutrent trend has been to upgrade older turbines with
more efficient ones, while retaining existing tower structures. If not upgraded, turbines
may go into a period of nonoperation, where no expectation of reoperation exists, and they
are generally decommissioned at such time. Staff states that, upon decommissioning, the
site must be restored and reclaimed to the same general topography that existed prior to
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the beginning of the construction of the commercial facility, with topsoil re-spread over
the disturbed areas at a depth similar to that in existence prior to the disturbance. (Staff
Ex. 2 at 38.) '

Staff notes that the applicant has not proposed the posting of a bond or equivalent
financial security in an amount to ensure that funds are available to complete
decommissioning. According to Staff, the applicant has proposed posting a financial
instrument within 180 days after the twentieth anniversary of the operations date, per
landowner lease agreements. Staff believes this schedule is inadequate due to the time
that would elapse before assurance funds would be posted. Staff also believes that the
application lacks specificity in a schedule and method by which requisite
decommissioning funds are to be posted. Staff states that a project-specific
decommissioning plan, which provides a proposed timetable and methodology for
posting adequate decommissioning funds, should be required at least 30 days prior to a
preconstruction conference for Staff review and acceptance. (Staff Ex. 2 at 39.)

{)) Staff Recommendation Regarding Whether the Record
" Supports a Board Determination That the Proposed

Facility Complies with the Requirements of Section
4906.10(AY3), Revised Code

Overall, the Staff concludes that the project, as proposed, would result in both
temporary and permanent impacts to the project area and surrounding areas. Staff has
recommended several conditions in order to address and minimize these impacts. With
the recommended conditions, Staff concludes that minimum adverse environmental
impacts would be realized. (Staff Ex. 2 at 39.)

The Staff recommends that the Board find that the proposed facility represents the
minimum adverse environmental impact, and, therefore, complies with the requirements
specified in Section 4906.10(A)(3), Revised Code, provided that any certificate issued by
the Board for the proposed facility include the conditions specified in the section of the
Staff Report. (Staff Ex. 2 at 39.) '

D. Electric Grid - Section 4906.10({A)(4), Revised Code

Pursuant to Section 4906.10(A)}{4), Revised Code, the Board must determine that the
proposed electric generation facility is consistent with regional plans for expansion of the
electric power grid of the electric systems serving this state and interconnected utility
systems, and that the facility will serve the interests of electric system economy and
reliability. In its report, Staff evaluates the impact of inferconmecting the project into the
existing regional electric transmission system and would be located in the AEP zone of the
PIM Interconnection (PTM) control area. According to Staff, the applicant plans to use a
345 kV collection system to gather the energy into a single project substation owned by
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the applicant. Staff explains that the energy from the applicant’s substation and AEP’s
operated switchyard would step up the voltage to 138 kV. The power would be delivered
to the AEP Howard Substation via a 138 kV AEP transmission line for distribution to the
local and regional electric grid. (Staff Ex.2at 40))

Staff notes that PJM is a regional transmission organization (RTO) that coordinates
the movement of wholesale electric in all or parts of 13 states including Ohio and the
District of Columbia. In addition, PJM administers the interconnection process of new
generation to the system. Generators wanting to interconnect to the bulk electric
transmission system located in the PJM control area are required to submit an
interconnection application for review of potential impacts to the system and system
upgrades necessary to maintain systemm reliability. (Staff Ex.2 at 40.)

Staff points out that PJM has completed the Feasibility Study and System Impact
Study for the project. The studies summarized the impacts of adding 200 MW from the
proposed facility to the regional bulk power system and identified any transmission
system upgrades caused by the project that would be required to maintain the reliability of
the regional transmission system. The applicant has not yet signed a construction service
agreement for the upgrades identified in the studies or an interconnection service
agreement with PJM for the proposed facility. According to Staff, these agreements will
need to be completed before the applicant will be allowed to interconnect the proposed
facility to the bulk electric transmission system. (Staff Ex, 2 at 40.)

The Staff Report indicates that the applicant provided PJM’s generation
interconnection analysis to Staff for review of the impacts of connecting the Black Fork
Wind Farm to the regional transmission grid. These studies were performed by PJM and
comply with North American Electric Reliability Corporation standards for adding new
facilities. The studies indicated the project would cause no new problems on the local AEP
system or the PJM regional system, the project is consistent with plans for expansion of the
regional power system, and serves the interests of electric system economy and reliability.
(Staff Ex. 2at 43.)

Staff recommends that the Board find that the proposed facility is consistent with
regional plans for expansion of the electric power grid of the electric systems serving this
state and interconnected utility systems, and that the facility would serve the interests of
electric system economy and reliability. Therefore, the facility complies with the
requirements specified in Section 4906.10(A)4), Revised Code, provided that any
certificate issued by the Board for the proposed facility include the conditions specified in
the Staff Report. (Staff Ex.2 at 43y
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E. Air, Water, Solid Waste, and Aviation - Section 4906.10(A)(5),
Revised Code

Pursuant to Section 2906.10(A)(5), Revised Code, the facility must comply with
specific sections of the Ohio Revised Code regarding air and water pollution control,
withdrawal of waters of the state, solid and hazardous wastes, and air navigation.

(1) Air

Staff explains that the applicant provided ambient air quality data for the proposed
project area. . There are no air monitoring stations in Richland and Crawford counties;
however, air monitoring stations in Knox, Franklin, -Lorain, and Cuyahoga counties
monitor for the pollutants. The Ohio Environmental Protection Agency (OEPA) lists
Richland and Crawford counties as in attainment with the National Ambient Air Quality
Standards (NAAQS). According to the Staff Report, the operation of the wind farm would
not produce air pollution, therefore, there are no applicable air quality limitations,
NAAQS, prevention of significant deterioration increments, or the need for permits to
install and operate an air pollution source. Staff notes that a permit-to-install or permit-to-
install and operate may be required for access roads. The applicant plans on using an
existing concrete batch plant, which already ‘has an approved permit and would not
require a new permit for a concrete batch plant. The applicant may also need to obtain the
OEPA General Permit for Unpaved Rondways and Parking Areas, with a maximum of 120,000
Vehicle Miles Traveled per Year (General Permit 5.1). In addition, Staff states that the
applicant plans to minimize emissions during site clearing and construction by using
BMPs such as using water to wet down open soil surfaces to prevent dust emission. (Staff
Ex.2 at44.) '

Staff believes that construction and operation of the facility, as described by the
applicant and in accordance with the conditions included in the Staff Report, would be in
compliance with air emission regulations in Chapter 3704, Revised Code, and the rules
and laws adopted under that chapter. (Staff Ex. 2 at 44.) '

(2) Water

The Staff Report notes that neither construction nor operation of the proposed
facility would require the use of significant amounts of water, so requirements under
Sections 1501.33 and 1501.34, Revised Code, are not applicable to this project.
Approximately 13 acres of impervious surface would be generated as a result of the
facility, including turbine foundations and the substation. The facility would not
significantly alter flow patterns or erosion and, given the small increase in impervious
surface within the facility, no modifications in the direction, quality, or flow patterns of
storm water run-off are anticipated. Therefore, Staff believes that construction and
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operation of this facility would comply with requirements of Chapter 6111, Revised Code,
and the rules and laws adopted under that chapter. (Staff Ex. 2 at 44-45 D

(3) Solid Waste

The applicant has indicated that it is not aware of preconstruction solid waste
except for limited amounts of woody vegetation debris in the project area. Waste
generated during construction would be approximately 3,500 pounds per turbine and
would consist of packing materials (i.e., plastic, wood, cardboard, and metal packing)
construction scrap, and general refuse. Solid waste generated during operation would not
be a significant amount. The solid waste would be disposed of through the local solid
waste disposal services. Staff believes that the applicant’s solid waste disposal plans
would comply with solid waste disposal requirements in Chapter 3734, Revised Code, and
the rules and laws adopted under that chapter. (Staff Ex. 2 at 45.) ‘

(4) Aviation

Three general aviation public use airports exist within 10 miles of the proposed
facility: Shelby Community Airport (FAA Identifier 12G), which is located two miles east
of the proposed facility and is a privately-owned airport that maintains two active
runways; Galion Municipal Airport (FAA Identifier KGQK)), which is located 3.6 miles
south-southeast of the proposed facility and is a publicly-owned, airport that maintains
one active runway; and Port Bucyrus-Crawford County Airport (FAA Identifier 17G),
which is located 8.6 miles south of the project boundary and is a publicly-owned airport
that maintains two active runways. (Staff Ex. 2 at 45-46.)

Any structure that the FAA deems to be an impact to air travel and/or would have
an adverse physical or electromagnetic interference effect upon navigable airspace or air
navigation facilities will receive a presumed hazard designation. According to Staff, as of
the date the Staff Report was prepared, all turbine locations had been submitted for FAA
review, and had received determinations of no hazard to aviation. The applicant also filed
with the ODOT-Office of Aviation (ODOT-OA) for review, and received notices of
clearance for this case. (Staff Ex. 2 at 46.)

In accordance with Section 4561.32, Revised Code, Staff contacted ODOT-OA
during review of this application in order to coordinate review of potential impacts the
facility might have on local airports. When creating the recommended conditions for the
certificate, Staff implemented FAA and/or ODOT-OA recommendations where deemed
justified through conversation and exchange with subject matter experts. (Staff Ex. 2 at
46.)
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{5}  Staff Recommendation Regarding Whether the Record -
Supports a Board Determination That the Proposed
Facility Complies with the Requirements of Section
4906.10{AX(5), Revised Code

Staff states that the proposed facility complies with the requirements specified in
Section 4906.10(A)5), Revised Code, provided that any certificate issued by the Board for
the certification of the proposed facility include the conditions specified in the Staff
Report. (Staff Ex. 2 at 46.)

blic Interest, Convenience, and Necessity - Section 4906.10(A)6),

E. Pul . .

Revised Code

Pursuant to Section 4906,10(A)(6), Revised Code, the Board must determine that the
facility will serve the public interest, convenience, and necessity.

(1)  Public Notice

In the Staff Report it is noted that, pursuant to Rule 4906-5-06, 0.A.C., a copy of the
accepted, complete application in this proceeding was duly served upon the Richland and
Crawford county commissioners, the Crawford County FEconomic Development
Partnership, the Richland County Regional Planning Commission, and the Auburn,
Jackson, Jefferson, Sandusky, Vernon, Richland, Plymouth, Sandusky, and Sharon
township trustees on June 17, 2011, On the same date a copy of the application was sent as
well to the Bucyrus, Galion, Mansfield-Richland County (Main and Ontario branches), and
Marvin Memorial (Shelby, Ohio) libraries. (Staff Ex. 2 at 47.) '

Furthermore, Staff notes that, in accordance with Rule 4906-7-07(C), O.A.C., the AL]
scheduled a local public hearing for September 15, 2011, in Shelby, Ohio, and an
adjudicatory hearing for September 19, 2011. The applicant was also directed to issue
public notice of these hearings in newspapers of general circulation in the project area.
The public notice for these hearings appeared in the Mansfield News Journal and the
Bucyrus Telegraph Forum on June 30, 2011. Staff verifies that the applicant submitted proof
of publication on July 19, 2011. (Staff Ex. 2 at 47.)

(2)  Public Interaction

Staff states that, pursuant to Rule 4906-17-08(E)(1), 0.A.C., an application for a
certificate of environmental compatibility and public need must include a description of
the applicant’s public interaction programs. According to the applicant, company
representatives have been meeting with local government officials, as well as participating
landowners, since 2010, and the applicant has maintained an official community presence
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since that time and plans to open a local office near the project area to help further
communications with project stakeholders during facility construction. (Staff Ex.2at47.)

Staff also summarizes that the applicant hosted a public informational meeting on
December 16, 2010, to provide project information to the general public and to answer any
questions about the project, and notice of the meeting appeared in the Mansfield News
Journal and the Bucyrus Telegraph Forum on December 7, 2010. According to the applicant,
almost 200 people attended the public meeting and many of the questions at the public
meeting covered topics discussed in the- certificate application, including construction
impact on traffic, groundwater, birds and bats, as well as public services, tax subsidies,
and renewable energy resources. (Staff Ex, 2 at 47-48.)

(3) Public Comment

According to the Staff Report, to date, 20 entities have requested leave for
intervention in this proceeding and many of them have expressed opposition to the project
as proposed by the applicant. The most common complaint is the proximity of turbines
and associated facilities to residential structures. Other complaints include risks to health
and safety, noise, damage to the environment, and the use of public funds. Blade shear,
ice throw, shadow flicker, and interference with communication equipment are also
mentioned. At the time of the Staff Report, Staff notes that there was one letter of support
filed in this proceeding. (Staff Ex. 2 at 48.) '

(4)  Liability Insurance

Staff notes that, pursuant to Rule 4906-17-08(E}(2), O.A.C,, a certificate application
must also include a description of any insurance programs for providing liability
compensation for damages to the public during construction or operation of the proposed
facility. According to the applicant, liability insurance will be maintained at all times
during the development, construction, and operation of the proposed project. The
company will maintain in force a general liability policy with $1 million per occurrence
and $2 million in the aggregate during the construction phase. Excess liability coverage
will insure against claims of $4 million per occurrence and in the aggregate. Following
construction, the applicant will maintain in force general and excess liability coverage with
a combined limit of no less than $10 million per occurrence and in the aggregate.
Participating landowners are listed as additional insured on the policies and can obtain a
copy of the certificate by submitting a written request to the applicant. As indicated
above, the applicant began meeting with participating landowners in 2010, Since then, the
applicant has entered into voluntary lease agreements with about 150 landowners for the
use of more than 14,800 acres of land in Richland and Crawford counties. -According to
the applicant, approximately 99 percent of the land leased for this project would be
returned to its current use once construction is complete. In addition, all participating

APPX000074



10-2865-EL-BGN -31-

Jandowners, at the election of the applicant, would receive annual payments during
facility operations. According to the applicant, total lease payments are expected to fall
between about $120,000 to $250,000 annually. The lease agreements are valid for 30 years
from the date of commercial operation with an option to extend for two additional 10-year
terms. According to the applicant, a memorandum of each executed lease agreement has
been filed with the County Recorder’s Offices of Richland and Crawford counties. (Staff
Ex.2at48)

(5)  Alternative Energy Portfolio Standard

Staff notes that Amended Substitute Senate Bill Number 221 (SB 221) of the 127th
General Assembly requires that, beginning in 2009, a portion of the electricity sold to retail
customers in Ohio come from renewable energy resources. Renewable energy resources
indude wind generation technologies. At least 50 percent of the renewable energy
requirement must be satisfied with resources located within the state of Ohio. Electric
distribution utilities or electric services companies may, at their discretion, comply with all
or part of the renewable energy requirements through an electricity supply contract or
through the use of renewable energy credits (RECs). (Staff Ex. 2 at 48-42.)

According to the applicant, the proposed facility would provide up to 200 MW of
renewable energy to the bulk transmission system operated by PIM. Staff notes that the
applicant intends to fill the need for a more diverse national energy portfolio and to enable
Ohio electric utilities and services companies to meet the renewable energy requirements
of SB 221. Staff believes the proposed facility would likely qualify as an in-state renewable
energy resource under 5B 221 and could play an important role in helping Ohio electric
utilities meet their requirements under the law. However, to date, the applicant has not
signed a power purchase agreement for the electricity or any RECs that may be generated
by the proposed facility. (Staff Ex.2 at48-49.) '

(6) Economics

Staff provides that, in accordance with Rule 4906-17-08(C)(2), O.A.C., an application
for an environmental certificate must also describe the economic impact of the proposed
facility. Staff explains that economic impacts from this type of project are usually divided
into three categories: direct, indirect, and induced. Direct impacts are the result of
spending that otherwise would not have occurred in the area and typically include
spending on construction materials, supplies, and labor. Indirect impacts refer to the
economic output of businesses that provide goods and ‘services essential to the project.
These are sometimes called supplier impacts. Induced impacts are those that result from
increased household spending on such items as food and housing. (Staff Ex. 2 at 49.)
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Gtaff estimates that the total economic impact of construction activities ranges from
$85.39 million to $116.68 million, depending on the type and size of the turbine selected by
the applicant. Construction activities could add anywhere between 660 and 896 new
direct, indirect, and induced jobs with estimated earnings between $31.64 million and
$42.95 million. Estimates for total economic activity during facility operations range from
$10.23 million to $13.98 million. Operation-type activities could add anywhere between 56
and 77 additional direct, indirect, and induced jobs with estimated earnings between $2.60
million and $3.53 million each year. (Staff Ex. 2 at 49.) '

(7)  State and Local Taxes

Staff notes that, on June 4, 2010, the Ohio General Assembly passed Senate Bill 232,
which adjusted the tax structure for advanced energy projects in Ohio. Subject to certain
requirements, qualifying wind energy projects under construction before January 1, 2012,
and placed into service before January 1, 2013, are exempt from real and personal property
taxation. Owners and lessees of such projects are instead required to make annual
payments in lieu of taxes (PILOT) of up to $9,000 per MW of installed capacity. This
provision was later extended to qualifying wind energy projects under construction before
Janwary 1, 2015, and placed into service before January 1, 2016.7 The applicant anticipates
paying the maximum annual PILOT of $9,000 per installed MW, about $1.8 million per
year for the proposed project. (Staff Ex. 2 at 50.)

(8) Federal Tax

Staff further offers that the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009
(ARRA) directed about $16.8 billion towards the U.S. energy industry with the intent of
increasing investment in energy efficiency, renewable energy technology, and grid
modernization. Among other things, the ARRA provided until January 1, 2013, for wind
facilities, and until January 1, 2014, for other qualified renewable facilities, a renewable
energy production credit, i.e., Section 45 credit. It also provided until January 1, 2012, a
renewable energy investment credit, i.e., Section 48 credit, and established a cash grant,
i.e., Section 1603 grant, for any person who placed a qualified energy facility into service
before the end of 2010. In December of 2010, the Tax Relief, Unemployment Insurance
Reauthorization, and Job Creation Act of 2010 extended the availability of Section 1603
cash grants by extending the in-service requirement to December 31, 20118 According to
Staff, now any qualifying wind facility placed into service during 2011 or after 2011, if
construction of the facility began during 2009, 2010, or 2011, and the facility is placed into
service before January 1, 2013, is eligible for the Section 1603 cash grant. The project

7  House Bill 153, 129th General Asseribly (Enacted June 23, 2011).

8  Tax Relief, Unemployment Insurance Reauthorization, and Job Creation Act of 2010. Title VII, Subtitle A, Section
707 of P.L. 11-312 (Enacted December 17, 2010).
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schedule submitted by the applicant reveals that construction is intended to begin in 2012.
Thus, Staff notes that the applicant is not eligible for the 1603 cash grant, but is eligible for
renewable energy production credits. However, according to the applicant, this project
could be constructed with or without ARRA grants. (Staff Ex. 2 at 50.) '

(9)  Staff Recommendation Regarding Whether the Record
Supports a Board Determination That the Proposed
Facility Complies with the Requirements of Section

4906.10({AX(6), Revised Code

 Staff recommends that the Board find that the proposed facility would serve the
public interest, convenience, and necessity, and, therefore, complies with the requirements
specified in Section 4906.10(A)(6), Revised Code, provided that any certificate issued by
the Board for the proposed facility include the conditions specified in the Staff Report.
(Staff Ex. 2 at 50.)

G.  Agricultural Districts - Section 4906.10(A)(7), Revised Code

Staff notes that, pursuant to Section 4906.10({A)7), Revised Code, the Board must
determine the facility's impact on the viability as agricultural land of any land in an
existing agricultural district within the site of the proposed facility. Within the project
area, a total of 196 acres of temporary impacts and 60.9 dcres of permanent impacts would
occur to agricultural land. The impacts to the agricultural district land would not affect
the agricultural district designation of any of the properties within the project area. (Staff
Fx.2 at51)

Staff explains that construction-related activities, such as vehicle traffic and
materials storage, could lead to temporary reductions in farm productivity caused by
direct crop damage, scil compaction, broken drainage tiles, and reduction of space
available for planting. However, the applicant has discussed and approved the siting of
facility components with landowners in order to minimize impacts, and also intends to
take steps in order to address such potential impacts to farmland, including; repairing all
drainage tiles damaged during construction, removing construction debris, compensating
farmers for lost crops, and restoring temporarily impacted land to its original use. After
construction, only the agricultural land associated with turbines and access roads would
be removed from farm production. (Staff Ex. 2 at 51.)

Staff recommends that the Board find that the impact of the proposed facility on the
viability of existing agricultural land in an a jcultural district has been determined, and,
therefore, the application complies with the requirements specified in Section
4906.10{A)(7), Revised Code, provided that any certificate issued by the Board for the
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proposed facility include the conditions specified in the section of the Staff Report. {Staff
Ex.2 at51)

I  Water Conservation Practice - Section 4906.10(A)(8), Revised Code

As Staff notes, pursuant to Section 4906.10(A)8), Revised Code, the proposed
facility must incorporate maximum feasible water conservation practices, considering
available technology and the nature and economics of the various alternatives. Staff states
that it has reviewed the information pertaining to the consumptive use of water for the
construction and operation of the proposed facility. According to Staff, wind-powered
electric generating facilities do not utilize water in the process of electricity production;
therefore, water consumption associated with the proposed electric generation equipment
does not warrant specific conservation efforts. A potable water supply would be provided
to the O&M building for project and personal needs of the several employees using the
facility, but Staff believes the amount of water consumed for these purposes would be
minimal. (Staff Ex. 2 at 52.)

Based on its review, the Staff recommends that the Board find that the proposed
facility would incorporate maximum feasible water conservation practices, and, therefore,
it complies with the requirements specified in Section 4906.10{(AX8), Revised Code. (Staff
Ex.2 at52.) : . .

Vi  STIPULATION'S RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS ON THE TIFICATE

As stated previously, the parties to the Stipulation recommend that the Board issue
the certificate requested by applicant, subject to certain conditions, as spelled out in the
Stipulation. The following is a summary of the conditions agreed to by the stipulating
parties and is not intended to replace or supersede the Stipulation. The stipulating parties
agree that:

(1) The facility shall be installed at applicant’s proposed site
presented in the March 10, 2011, application, as modified or
dlarified by applicant's supplemental filings and by
recommendations in the Staff Report. Acceptable turbine fypes
shall be limited to the Vestas V100, the General Electric 1.6-100,
or the Siemens SWT 2.3-101 models.

(2) The applicant shall utilize the equipment and construction
practices described in the application, as modified or clarified
in supplemental filings, replies to data requests, and
recommendations in the Staff Report, as modified by the
Stipulation.
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(5)

(6)
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The applicant shall implement the mitigation measures
described in the application, as modified and/or clarified in
supplemental filings, replies to data requests and
recommendations in the Staff Report, as modified by the
Stipulation.

Any new transmission line proposed for construction in order
to deliver electricity from the wind farm shall be presented to
the Board in a filing submitted by the transmission line owner,
and must be approved by the Board prior to construction of the
wind farm.

Any wind turbine site proposed by applicant, but not built as
part of this project, shall be available for Staff review in a future
case. _ _

I, once construction has commenced at a turbine location, it is
determined that the location is not a viable turbine site, that site
shall, within 30 days, be restored to its original condition.

Prior to the commencement of construction, the applicant shall
obtain and comply with all applicable permits and
authorizations required under federal and state law. Within
seven days of issuance, copies of permits and authorizations,
including all supporting documentation, shall be provided to
Staff.

The applicant shall conduct a preconstructiori conference prior
to the start of any construction activities. The preconstruction
conference shall be attended by Staff, applicant, and
representatives from the prime contractor and
subcontractors for the project. The conference shall include a
presentation of the measures to be taken by the applicant and
contractors to ensure compliance with all conditions of the
certificate, and discussion of the procedures for on-site
investigations by Staff during construction. Prior to the
conference, the applicant shall provide a proposed conference
agenda for Staff review.

At least 60 days before the preconstruction conference, the
applicant shall file a letter with the Board that identifies which
of the three acceptable turbine models has been selected.
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(10)

1)

(12)

(13)

(14)

(15)

At least 30 days before the preconstruction conference, the
applicant shall submit to Staff, for review and approval, the

 final turbine engineering drawings for each turbine location.

The applicant shall not commence construction of the facility
until it has a signed interconnection service agreement with
PIM. The agreement shall address construction, operation, and
maintenance of system upgrades necessary to reliably and
safely integrate the proposed generating facility into the
regional transmission gystem. The applicant shall provide to
Staff either a copy of the signed agreement or a letter stating
that the agreement has been signed.

The applicant shall redesign the collection line system
connecting turbines 30 and 44 to turbine 57. Better utilization
of disturbed areas of this project shall be among the factors
considered by the applicant in such redesign. Any redesign
will be subject to Staff approval prior to commencement of
construction.

At least 30 days prior to the preconstruction conference and
subject to Staff review and approval, the applicant ghall have in
place a complaint resolution procedure in order to address
potential operational concerns experienced by the public. Any
complaint submitted must be immediately forwarded to Staff.
The applicant shall, to the satisfaction of Staff, investigate and
resolve any issues complained of.

The applicant shall develop a screening plan for the site
containing the substation, laydown yard, O&M building, and
temporary concrete batch plant. Such screening plan shall
reduce visual and noise effects to surrounding residences and
shall be subject to Staff review and approval prior to
construction. '

The applicant shall prepare, subject to review and approval by
Staff prior to construction, a Phase I cultural resources survey
program for archaeological work at turbine locations, access
roads, construction staging areas, and collection lines. If the
resulting survey work discloses a finding of cultural or
archaeological significance, or a site that could be eligible for
inclusion on the NRHP, then the applicant shall submit for
Staff’s acceptance, an amendment, modification, or mitigation
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(16)

(17)

- (18)

(19)

plan. Any such mitigation effort shall be developed in
coordination with the Ohio Historic Preservation Office
(OHPO) and be submitted to Staff for review and acceptance.

Prior to the commencement of construction, the applicant shall
conduct an architectural survey of the project area. The
applicant shall submit to Staff a work program that outlines
areas to be studied. If the architectural survey discloses a find
of cultural or architectural significance, or a structure that
could be eligible for inclusion on the NPHP, then the applicant
shall submit for Staff’s review and acceptance, an amendment,
modification, or mitigation plan. Any such mitigation effort
shall be developed in coordination with the OHPO and be
submitted to Staff for review and acceptance.

No commercial signage or advertisements shall be located on
any turbine, tower, or related infrastructure, If vandalism
occurs, the applicant shall remove or abate the damage within
30 days of discovery or as extended by Staff for good cause
shown, to preserve the aesthetics of the project. Any abatement
other than the restoration to prevandalism condition is subject
to approval by Staff.

The applicant shall avoid, where possible, or minimize to the
maximum extent practicable, any damage to field tile drainage
systems and soils resulting from construction, operation,
and/or maintenance of the facility in agricultural areas.
Damaged field tile systems shall be promptly repaired to at
least original conditions at the applicant's expense. Excavated
topsoil, with the exception of soil excavated during the laying
of cables for the collection system, shall be segregated and
restored in accordance with the applicant’s lease agreement
with the landowner. Severely compacted soils shall be plowed
or otherwise decompacted, if necessary, to restore them to
original conditions, unless otherwise agreed to by the
landowner.

The applicant shall provide a copy of the Floodplain
Development Permit to Staff within seven days of issnance or
receipt by the applicant, whichever is sooner, for turbines 25,
30, 42, 43, and 83.

-37-
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(20)

21

(22)

(23)

(24)

(25)

At least seven days before the preconstruction conference, the
applicant shall submit to Staf for review and acceptance a copy
of all national poltutant discharge elimination system {(NPDES)
permits including its approved: stormwater pollution
prevention plans (SWPPP); spill prevention, containment, and
countermeasure (SPCC) procedures; and erosion and sediment
control plan. Any soil issues must be addressed through
proper design and adherence to the OEPA’s BMPs related to
erosion and sedimentation control.

The applicant shall employ erosion and sedimentation control
measures, construction methods, and BMPs when working
near environmentally-sensitive areas and/or when in close
proximity to any watercourses, in accordance with the NPDES
permits and SWPPF obtained for the project.

The applicant shall remove all temporary gravel and other
construction staging area and access road materials after
completion of construction activities, as weather permits,
unless otherwise directed by the landowner. Impacted areas
shall be restored to preconstruction conditions in compliance
with NPDES permits obtained for the project and the approved
SWPPP created for this project.

The applicant shall not dispose of gravel or any other
construction material during or following construction of the
facility by spreading such material on agricultural land. All
construction debris and all contaminated soil shall be promptly
removed and properly disposed of in accordance with OEPA
regulations.

The applicant shall assure compliance with fugitive dust rules
by the use of water spray or other appropriate dust
suppressant measures whenever necessary.

The applicant shall have a Staff-approved environmental
specialist on site during construction activities that may affect
sensitive areas as mutually-agreed upon between the applicant
and Staff, and as shown on the applicant’s final approved
construction plan, including vegetation clearing, areas such as a
designated wetland or stream, and threatened or endangered
species or their identified habitat.
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(26)

27)

(28)

(29)

(30)

The applicant shall not work Class 3 primary headwater
streams, exceptional warm water habitat, coldwater habitat,
warm water habitat, or streams supporting threatened or
endangered species during fish spawning restricted periods
(April 15 to June 30), unless a waiver is sought from and issued
by the ODNR and approved by Staff releasing the applicant
from a portion of or the entire restriction period.

Sixty days prior to the first turbine becoming commercially
operational, the applicant shall submit a post-construction
avian and bat monitoring plan for ODNR-DOW and Staff
review and approval. This plan will be based on the turbine
layout in conjunction with Condition 1 of the Staff Report. The
applicant's plan shall be consistent with the ODNR-approved
protocol, as outlined in ODNR's On-Shore Bird and Bat Pre- and
Post-Construction Monitoring Protocol for Commercial Wind
Energy Facilities in Ohio (ODNR's Protocol), as amended. Mitis
determined that significant mortality, as defined in ODNR's
Protocol has occurred to birds and/or bats, then ODNR-DOW
and Staff will require the applicant to develop a mitigation
plan. If required, the applicant shall submit a mitigation plan
to ODNR-DOW and Staff for review and approval within 30
days from the date reflected on ODNR’s letterhead, in
coordination with Staff, in which ODNR-DOW is requiring the
applicant to mitigate for significant mortality to birds and for
bats. Mitigation initiation time frames shall be outlined in the
ODNR-DOW approval letter and the Board concurrence letter.

The applicant shall contact an ODNR approved herpetologist
prior to any construction in Auburn Township (Crawford
County) and Plymouth Township (Richland County) to assess
potential habitat for the Eastern Mississauga rattlesnake. If it is
determined that potential habitat exists, Staff, ODNR-DOW,
and the USFWS shall be contacted to discuss avoidance and
minimization measures.

The applicant shall adhere to seasonal cutting dates of
September 30 through April 1 for removal of suitable Indiana
bat habitat trees, if avoidance measures cannot be achieved.

The applicant shall reroute the underground electric collection
lines proposed between turbine sites 16 and 90, to avoid

-39~
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(31)

(32)

(33)

(4

(35)

(36)

impacts to the woodlot located between these turbine sites or
utilize HDD or another avoidance measure acceptable to Staff.

Staff, ODNR-DOW, and the USFWS shall be immediately
contacted if state or federal threatened or endangered species
are encountered during construction activities. Construction
activities that could adversely impact the identified plants or
animals shall be halted until an appropriate course of action
has been agreed upon by the applicant, Staff, and ODNR-DOW
in coordination with the USFWS. If threatened or endangered
species are encountered during operation activities, then the
above referenced notification is required within 24 hours.

The applicant shall conform to any drinking water source
protection plan, if it exists, for any part of the facility that is
located within drinking water source protection areas of the
local villages and cities.

The applicant shall complete a full detailed geotechnical
exploration and evaluation at each turbine site to confirm that
there are no issues to preclude development of the wind farm.
The geotechnical exploration and evaluation shall include
borings at each turbine location. The applicant must fill all
boreholes, and borehole abandonment must comply with state
and local regulations. The applicant shall provide copies of all
geotechnical boring logs to Staff and to the ODNR Division of
Geological Survey prior to construction.

Should site-specific conditions warrant blasting, the applicant
shall submit a blasting plan, at least 60 days prior to blasting, to
Staff for review and acceptance.

Prior to the use of explosives, the applicant or explosive
contractor shall obtain any required license or temporary
permit from the local county authority or county sheriff. The
applicant shall submit a copy of the license or permit to Staff
within seven days of obtaining it from the local authority.

The blasting contractor shall utilize two blasting seismographs
that measure ground vibration and air blast for each blast. One
seismograph should be placed at the nearest dwelling and the
other placed at the discretion of the blasting contractor.

-4{)-
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G7)

(38)

(39)

(40)

{41)

At least 30 days prior to the initiation of blasting operations,
the applicant must notify, in writing, all residents or owners of
dwellings or other structures within 1,000 feet of the blasting
site. The applicant or explosive contractor shall offer and
conduct a preblast survey of each dwelling or structure within
1,000 feet of each blasting site, unless waived by the resident or
property owner. The survey must be completed and submitted
to Staff at least 10 days before blasting begins.

The applicant shall comply with the turbine manufacturer's
most current safety manual and shall maintain a copy of that
safety manual in the operation and maintenance O&M building
of the facility.

The applicant shall become a member of the QUPS prior to
commencement of operation of the facility. Notification of
membership shall be provided to Staff and the applicable board
of county commissioners.

The applicant shall adhere to a setback distance of at least one
and one-tenth times the total height of the turbine structure, as
measured from the tower's base, excluding the subsurface
foundation, to the tip of its highest blade, from any natural gas
pipeline in the ground at the time of commencement of fadility
construction specifically to conform to this setback distance. At
least 30 days before the preconstruction conference, the

_ applicant shall submit to Staff, for review and acceptance, any

required studies that changed due to resized and/or relocated
turbines. /

At least 30 days before the preconstruction conference, the
applicant shall submit to Staff, for review, a proposed
emergency and safety plan to be used during construction, {0
be developed in consultation with the fire department(s)
having jurisdiction over the area. Before the first turbine is
operational, the applicant shall submit to Staff, for review, a
fire protection and medical emergency plan to be used during
operation of the facility and that addresses training of
emergency responders, which shall be developed in
consultation with the first responders having jurisdiction over
the area.
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(42)

(43)

(44)

(45)

(46)

47)

The applicant shall restrict public access to the site at all times
with appropriately placed warning signs or other necessary
measures.

The applicant shall instruct workers on the potential hazards of
jce conditions on wind turbines.

The applicant shall install and utilize an ice warning system
that may include an ice detector installed on the roof of the
nacelle, ice detection software for the wind turbine controller,
automatic vibration menitoring software, or an ice sensor
alarm that triggers an automatic shutdown.

The applicant shall relocate and/or resize turbines 44 and 51 to
conform to a setback distance that equals 150 percent of the
sum of the hub height and rotor diameter from occupied
structures, including businesses. At least 30 days before the
preconstruction conference, applicant shall submit to Staff, for
review and acceptance, any required studies that changed due
to resized turbines and/or relocated turbines.

The applicant shail provide the final deiivery route plan and
the results of any traffic studies to Staff, the Crawford County

Engineer, and the Richland County Engineer 30 days prior to

the preconstruction conference. The applicant shall complete a
study on the final equipment delivery route to determine what
improvements will be needed in order to transport equipment
to the wind turbine construction sites. The applicant shall
make all improvements outlined in the final delivery route plan
prior to equipment and wind turbine delivery. The applicant
may deviate from the final delivery route as necessary,

provided the deviation from the final delivery route is-

submitted to and approved by Staff, ODOT, the applicable
board of county commissioners, and the applicable county
engineer prior to the use of the alternative delivery route.

The applicant shall repair damage to government-maintained,
public roads and bridges caused by construction activity. Any
damaged public roads and bridges shall be repaired promptly
to their preconstruction state by the applicant under the
guidance of the appropriate regulatory agency. Any temporary
improvements shall be removed unless the applicable board of
county commissioners request that they remain. The applicant
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(48)

(49)

(50

shall provide financial assurance to the counties that it will
restore the public roads it uses to their preconstruction
condition. The applicant shall also enter into a road use
agreement with the applicable boards of county commissioners
prior to construction and subject to Staff review.

The facility owner and/or operator repair damage to
government-maintained, public roads and bridges caused by
decommissioning activity. Any damaged public roads and
bridges shall be repaired promptly to  their
predecommissioning state by the facility owner and/or
operator under the guidance of the appropriate regulatory
agency having jurisdictional authority. The applicant shall
provide financial assurance fo the counties that it will restore
the public roads and bridges it wuses to their
predecommissioning condition. These ferms shall be defined
in a road use agreement between the applicant and the
applicable board of county commissioners prior to
construction.

The applicant shall obtain all required county and township
transportation permits and all necessary permits from ODOT.
Any temporary or permanent road closures necessary for
construction and - operation of the proposed facility shall be
coordinated with the appropriate entities including, but not
limited to, the Crawford County Engineer, the Richland
County Engineer, ODOT, local law enforcement, and health
and safety officials.

At least 30 days prior to the preconstruction conference and
upon selection of the turbine model to be developed, the
applicant shall provide the following to Staff for review and
approval to the extent such information exists and is released to
the applicant by the turbine manufacturer:

(a) The low frequency sound values [sound pressure
level (SPL), dB, Hz] expected to be produced.

(p) The A-weighted and C-weighted sound power
levels, as well as one-third octave band
measurements for the 20 and 25 Hz bands, and a
separate evaluation of the data for low frequency
and impulsivity in accordance with the
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(51)

(52)

(53)

(54)

methodologies set forth withinn TEC 61400-11,
Annex A, A3, Low Freguency Noise, and A4,
Impulsivity.

(@  The tonal audibility.

If preconstruction acoustic medeling indicates a facility
contribution that exceeds the project ambient nighttime Leq (43
dBA) plus 5 dBA at the exterior of any nonparticipating
residences within one mile of the facility boundary, the facility
shall be subject to further study of the potential impact and
possible mitigation prior to construction. '

After commencement of commercial operation, the applicant
shall conduct further review of the impact and possible
mitigation of all project noise complaints. Mitigation shall be
required if the project contribution at the exterior of any
nonparticipating residence within one mile of the project
boundary exceeds the greater of: (a) the project ambient
nighttime Lzg (43 dBA) plus 5 dBA; (b) the validly measured
ambient Lgg plus five dBA at the location of the complaint and
during the same time’ of day or night as that identified in the
complaint; or (c) other means of mitigation approved by Staff
in coordination with the affected receptors.

General construction activities shall be limited to the hours of
7:00 am. to 7:00 p.m., or until dusk when sunset occurs after
7:00 pm. This limitation shall not apply to nacelle, tower, and
rotor erection activities which may need to be carried out
during low wind, nighttime hours for safety reasons. Impact
pile driving and blasting operations, if required, shall be
limited to the hours between 7:00 am. to 7:00 p.m., Monday
through Friday. Construction activities that do not involve
noise increases above ambient levels at sensitive receptors are
permitted outside of daylight hours when necessary. The
applicant shall notify property owners or affected tenants
within the meaning of Rule 4906-5-08(C)3), 0.AC., of
upcoming construction  activities including potential for
nighttime construction activities.

At least 30 days prior to the preconstruction conference, the
applicant shafl complete a realistic shadow flicker analysis for
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(55)

(56)

(57)

(58)

(59

all inhabited nonparticipating receptors already modeled to be
in excess of 30 hours per year of shadow flicker and provide
the results to Staff for review and acceptance. This analysis
shall incorporate reductions for trees, vegetation, buildings,
obstructions, turbine line of sight, operational hours, wind
direction, and sunshine probabilities.

Any turbine forecasted prior to construction to create in excess
of 30 hours per year of shadow flicker at a nonparticipating
habitable receptor within 1,000 meters shall be subject to
further review and possible mitigation. Mitigation shall be
completed before commercial operation commences and
consist of either reducing the turbine’s forecasted impact to 30
hours per year, or other measures approved by Staff in
consultation with the affected receptor(s).

Prior to construction, the applicant shall submit the final layout
and turbine locations to the NTIA for review and approval.
Any concerns identified regarding obstruction to microwave or
other communication systems shall be forwarded to Staff for
review and acceptance prior to construction.

The applicant must meet all Federal Communications
Commission and other federal agency requirements to
construct an object that may affect communications and, subject
to Staff approval, mitigate any effects or degradation caused by
wind twbine operation. For any residence that is shown to

experience a degradation of TV and cell phone reception due to

the facility operation, the applicant shall provide, at its own
expense, cable or direct broadcast satellite TV service and/or
cell phone service.

At least 30 days prior to the preconstruction conference, the
applicant shall complete a baseline TV reception and signal
strength study and provide the results to Staff for review and

acceptance,

All licensed microwave paths and communication systems, as
identified within the application and all other communications
studies performed for this project, shall be subject to avoidance
or mitigation. The applicant shall complete avoidance or
mitigation measures prior to construction for impacts that can
be predicted in sufficient detail to implement appropriate and
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(60)

(61)

(62)

(63)

(69

(65)

reasonable avoidance and mitigation measures.  After
construction, the applicant shall mitigate all observed impacts
of the project to microwave paths and systems existing or
planned prior to construction within seven days or within a
longer time period approved by Staff.

The applicant must meet all FAA and federal agency
requirements to construct an object that may affect existing
Jocal and/or longrange radar, and mitigate any effects or
degradation caused by wind turbine operation as required by
the FAA or any federal agency.

If any turbine is determined to cause next-generation radar

(NEXRAD) interference, the applicant shall propose a technical
or administrative work plan, protecting proprietary interests in
wind speed data, which provides for the release of real-time
meteorological data to the National Weather Service office in
Wilmington, Ohio. If an uncontrollable event should render
this data temporarily unavailable, the applicant shall exert
reasonable effort to restore connectivity in a timely manner.

The applicant must meet all recommended and prescribed FAA
and ODOT-OA requirements to construct an object that may
affect navigable airspace. This includes submitting all final
turbine locations for ODOT-OA and FAA review prior to
construction, and the nonpenetration of any FAA Part 77

surfaces.

Thirty days prior to any construction, the applicant shall notify,
in writing, any owner of an airport located within two miles
of the project boundary, whether public or private,
whose operations, operating thresholds/minimums,
landing/approach procedures and/or vectors are expected to
be altered by the siting, operation, maintenance, or
decommissioning of the facility.

During construction and after operation, all applicable
structures be lit in accordance with FAA circular 7017460-1 K
Change 2, Obstruction Marking and Lighting; Chapters 4,12, and
13 (Turbines); or as otherwise prescribed by the FAA.

The applicant shall file all 7460-2 forms with the FAA at least
42 days prior to construction and provide such to Staff for
review and acceptance.

-46-
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(66) The applicant, facility owner, and/or facility operator shall
comply with the following conditions regarding

decommissioning:

(2

(b)

()

(d)

Provide the final decommissioning plan to Staff
and the county engineers for review, and for Staff
approval, at least 30 days prior to the
preconstruction conference.

Provide a revised decommissioning plan to Staff
and the county engineers every five years from
the commencement of construction. The revised
plan shall reflect advancements in engineering
techniques and reclamation equipment and
standards. The revised plan shall be applied to
each five-year decommissioning cost estimate.
The plan and any revisions shall be reviewed and
approved by Staff prior to implementation.

At its expense, complete decommissioning of the
facility, or individual wind turbines, within
12 months after the end of the useful life of the
facility or individual wind turbines. If no
electricity is generated for a continuous period of
12 months, or if the Board deems the facility or
turbine to be in a state of disrepair warranting
decommissioning, the wind energy facility or
individual wind turbines will be presumed to
have reached the end of its useful life. The Board
may extend the useful life period for the wind
energy facility or individual turbines for good
cause as shown by the facility owner and/or
facility operator.

Decommissioning shall include the removal and
transportation of the wind turbines off site.
Decommissioning shall also include the removal
of buildings, cabling, electrical components,
access roads, and any other associated facilities,
unless otherwise mutually agreed upon by the
facility owner and/or facility operator and the
landowner. All physical material pertaining to
the facility and associated equipment shall be

-47-
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{e)

6

(k)

removed to a depth of at least 36 inches beneath
the soil surface and transported off site. The
disturbed area shall be restored to the same
physical condition that existed before erection of
the facility. Damaged field tile systems shall be
repaired to the satisfaction of the property owner.

During decommissioning, all recyclable materials,
salvaged and nonsalvaged, shall be recycled to
the furthest extent practicable. All other
nonrecyclable waste materials shall be disposed
of in accordance with state and federal law.

Improvements made to the  electrical
infrastructure shall not be removed if doing so
would disrupt the electric grid, unless otherwise
approved by the applicable RTO and
interconnection utility.

Subject to approval by Staff, and seven days prior
to the preconstruction conference, an
independent, registered professional engineer,
licensed to practice engineering in the state of
Ohio, shall be retained by the applicant, facility
owner, and/or facility operator to estimate the
total cost of decommissioning in current dollars,
without regard to salvage value of the equipment.

Post and maintain for decommissioning, at its

election, funds, a surety bond, or gimilar financial
assurance in an amount equal to the per-furbine
decommissioning costs multiplied by the sum of
the number of turbines constructed and under
construction. The funds, surety bond, or financial
assurance need not be posted separately for each
turbine so long as the total amount reflects the
aggregate of the decommissioning costs for all
turbines constructed or under construction. Prior

" to commencement of construction, the applicant,

the facility owner, and/or the facility operator
shall provide a statement from the holder of the
financial assurance demonstrating that adequate
funds have been posted for the scheduled

48
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(67)

@

At least 30 days before the preconstruction conference; the
applicant shall submit to Staff, for review and acceptance, the

construction. Once the financial assurance is
provided, the applicant, facility owner and/or
facility operator shall maintain such funds or
assurance throughout the remainder of the
applicable term and shall adjust the amount of
the assurance, if necessary, to offset any increase
or decrease in the decommissioning costs.

The decommissioning funds, surety bond, or

financial assurance shall be released by the holder

of the funds, bond, or financial assurance when
the facility owner and/or facility operator has
demonstrated, and the Staff concurs, that
decommissioning has been  satisfactorily
completed, or upon written approval of the
Board, in order to implement the
decommissioning plan.

following documents:

@

(b)

(c)

One set of detailed engineering drawings of the
final project design, including all turbine
locations, collection lines, access roads, the crane
route, permanent meteorological towers,
substations, construction staging areas, and any
other associated facilities and access points, so
that Staff can determine that the final project
design is in compliance with the terms of the

certificate.

A stream and/or wetland crossing plan including
details on specific streams and/or ditches to be
crossed, either by construction vehicles and/or
facility components (e.g., access roads, electric
collection lines), as well ag specific discussion of
proposed crossing methodology for each stream
crossing and post-construction site restoration.

A detailed frac-out contingency plan for stream
and wetland crossings that are expected to be
completed via HDD. Such contingency plan may
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(68)

- {69)

70

(71)

(72)

be incorporated within the required stream
and/or wetland crossing plan.

@ A tree clearing plan describing how trees and
shrubs around turbines, along access routes, in
electric collection line corridors, at construction
staging areas, and in. proximity to any other
project facilities will be protected from damage
during construction, and, where clearing cannot
be avoided, how such clearing work will be done
g0 as to minimize removal of woody vegetation.

If any changes are made to the project layout after the
submission of final engineering drawings, all changes shall be
provided to Staff in hard copy and as geographically
referenced electronic data.  All changes outside the
environmental survey areas and any changes within
environmentally-sensitive areas will be subject to Staff review
and approval prior to construction.

Within 60 days after the commencement of commercial
operation, the applicant shall submit to Staff a copy of the as-
built specifications for the entire facility. If the applicant
demonstrates that good cause prevents it from submitting a

«copy of the as-built specifications for the entire facility within

60 days after commencement of commercial operation, it may
request an extension of time for the filing of such as-built
specifications. The applicant shall use reasonable efforts to
provide asbuilt drawings in both hard copy and as
geographically-referenced electronic data.

The certificate shall become invalid if the applicant has not
commenced a continuous course of construction of the
proposed facility within five years of the date of journalization

. of the certificate.

The applicant shall provide to Staff the following information
as it becomes known: the date on which construction will
begin; the date on which construction was completed; and the
date on which the facility began commercial operation.

The applicant shall comply with Crawford County's rules
regarding the issuance of permit for movement of overweight
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(73)

79

(75)

(76)

and over-dimension vehicles as existing or as may be modified
or amended in the future.

The applicant shall enter into with the -appropriate county
officials a written road use agreement supported by adequate
financial assurances. The agreement must be subject to
approval by the board of county commissioners. Further,
unless otherwise approved by the board of county
comimissioners, the agreement must not supplant the county's
rules regarding issuance of permits for movement of
overweight and over dimension vehicles which are
independently enforceable by the county.

Where improvements or repairs are necessary, the applicant
shall, during the construction, maintenance and
decommissioning phases, comply with all applicable statutory
requirements for the engineering, design, construction,
improvement or Tepair of roads and bridges necessitated by the
project. All work must be completed in accordance with the
applicable statutory requirements and, as required, under the
jurisdiction of the local governmental authorities. This would
include compliance with all applicable statutes addressing
engineering and design, construction, competitive bid
requirements and prevailing wage and other statutory
requirements, as well as a signed road use agreement between
the applicant and the board of county commissioners. All work
must be completed at the applicant's cost, including
engineering review and design work, preparation of plans and
specifications, preparation of construction bid documents and
contracts, preparation of bond and surety obligations,
supervision and inspection costs, attorneys fees, and other
professional costs.

The applicant shall finalize, and provide to the county
engineer, the final delivery route plan and the required traffic
and roadway improvement structures at least 60 days prior to
the preconstruction conference. |

The applicant shall repair, at its cost, or reimburse the county
or township, for any damage to public roadways, bridges and
other transportation improvements to restore the improvement
to at least original condition and to reimburse the county or

APPX000095



10-2865-EL-BGN o 52-

township for any other costs incurred. Any repair work must
comply with all applicable statutory requirements.

(77 The applicant shall coordinate with, and obtain all approvals
from, local authorities for all temporary of permanent road
closures, road restoration or road improvements necessary for
construction and operation.

(78) The applicant shail post a bond, escrow, or other financial
assurance acceptable to the county and sufficient to provide
adequate assurance for any damage to the public roadways
and to cover all costs incurred during the construction,
maintenance, and decommissioning phases.

(79) The applicant shall avoid, where possible, or minimize any
damage to field tile drainage systems and make proper repair
for any damage to field tile in coordination with the county soil
and water conservation district or other local authority.

(80) Without compliance with all safety requirements and subject to
the county approval, the collection systems should not be
permitted in the public right-of-way.

(t. Ex. 1 at 2-17; Jt. Ex. 2 at 1-3)

VvIL. EVIDENCE PRESENTED BY NONSIGNATORY PARTIES TO THE STIPULATION

At the evidentiary hearing held on October 11 through 13, 2011, the intervenors
who were not parties to the Stipulation engaged in cross examination of company
witnesses, Staff’s witness, and presented their own testimony which, purported to
challenge and/or provide clarification regarding the testimony presented by the
applicant’s witnesses, and the information contained in the applicant’s hearing exhibits,
" the Staff Report, and/or the Stipulation. These challenges and/or clarifications

addressed, primarily, 14 areas. The Board will consider each of the 14 areas individually
below. .

A, Impact on Property Values
(1)  Hearing Testimony

Several of the intervenors raised a concern about the potential for the project to
negatively impact the property values of the community (Rietschlin Ex. 1, at 2; Warrington
Ex. 1 at 1-2, 5). Further, Mr. Warrington requested that the Board require that the
applicant provide a propetty value guaranty that would protect homeowners from the
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possibility of a reduction in property values as a result of the project (Warrington Ex. 1lat
7). _

Two Black Fork witnesses, David Stoner and Scott Hawken, were questioned on
this topic. M. Stoner is a Senior Vice President for Element Power, LLC, and, as such, is
responsible for the development of the company’s renewable energy projects in the eastern
U.8, incdluding Ohio, and the project in this case. He has 25 years experience in the electric
utility and independent power business, primarily in project development, including
specifically overseeing the development of wind energy projects for the last eight years
(Applicant Ex. 7 at 1). Mr. Hawlken is the Senior Project Manager for the Black Fork wind
project. His duties, in this capacity, include initial site selection, land acquisition, land
negotiation, land owner relations, public relations, outreach to local officials, preliminary
design and layout, environmental impacts and assessment, environmental permitting,
local zoning, and land use permitting. (Applicant Ex. 9 at 1.)

Mr. Stoner testified that, based on his experience, the proposed Black Fork facility
would likely have no negative impact on property values in the area (Tr. at 36). He notes
that, while clearly the project would positively and directly impact both Black Fork and
those who have signed leases, the broader community could also expect to gain in terms of
tax revenue and economic development (Tr. at 44). Black Fork witness Hawken testified
that the project is projected to create, during construction, an estimated full-time
equivalent of 70 to 95 workers and an estimated eight to 10 full-time jobs during the
project’s operational stage. In some cases, these jobs will require specialized skills or
training. (Tr.at 192) :

While questioned on the issue of a property value guaranty, both company
witnesses Stoner and Hawken indicated that Biack Fork does not support a property vatue
guaranty. Mr. Stoner explained that no property value guaranty is necessary for two
reasons- first, there will likely be no negative impact from the project on property values
in the area; and second, providing a property value guaranty is both unworkable and not a
standard practice within the wind power industry specifically, or within other business
sectors more generally. (Tr. at 40, 133.)

(2) Board Analysisand Conclusion

 Upon review of the record, the Board finds that there is no substantive evidence
that supports a finding that the proposed Black Fork facility would have a negative impact
on property values in the area or that a property value guaranty would be appropriate.
The Board believes that the numerous conditions set forth in the Stipulation provide the
framework necessary to mitigate the effect of the project on the community. Therefore, the
Board finds that the request for a property guaranty should be denied.
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B. Use and Storage of Hazardous Materials, and Impact on Water Wells -
and Groundwater Resources

(1) Hearing Testimony

Black Fork witness Courtney Dohoney is a senior environmental scientist, whose
duties include overseeing preconstruction biological surveys, reviewing and preparing
comprehensive environmental reports, and obtaining applicable environmental permits.
For the project, she oversaw the design, management, and implementation of studies and
field activities (regarding wetlands, vegetation, wildlife, and fhreatened and endangered
species, land use, soils, and water impacts) conducted to determine the impact of the
proposed project on the environment. (Applicant Ex. 13 at 1-2.)

Ms. Dohoney stated that the project is not expected to impact potable water wells in
the project area (Applicant Ex. 13 at 5). On cross examination, Ms. Dohoney testified that,
during the construction phase of the project, certain types of hazardous materials, such as
diesel fuel in storage tanks and small quantities of hydraulic fluids would be on site,
because they are necessary during construction to maintain and operate the construction
equipment (Tr. at 269). She also indicated that small quantities of some hydraulic fluids
used for turbine maintenance are typically stored on site during the operational phase.
She noted that, frequently, it is the turbine manufacturer, rather than the operator of the
turbine, who is responsible for turbine maintenance. Thus, whether, after construction is
complete, there will be hydraulic fluids on site used for turbine maintenance largely
depends on which turbine manufacturer is selected. (Tr. at 269.) She submitted that,
overall, given the localized impact that is expected to result from excavation and
dewatering of turbine foundations along with the implementation of a SPCC plan
designed to minimize the potential release of hazardous substances, impacts to potable
water in the project area are not expected to occur (Applicant Ex. 13 at 5).

(2)  Board Analysis and Conclusion

The Board notes that, as provided for in the Stipulation, the applicant will
implement an SPCC plan designed to minimize the potential release of hazardous
substances. Moreover, under the Stipulation, the applicant is, among other things, also
mandated to: have, on site, an environmental specialist familiar with water quality
protection issues, during construction activities that may affect sensitive areas; conform to
any drinking water source protection plan, if it exists, for any part of the facility that is
located within drinking water source protection areas of the Iocal villages and cities;
promptly remove and properly dispose of all construction debris and all contaminated
soil, in accordance with OEPA regulations; obtain and comply with all permits and
authorizations required under federal and state law; recycle to the furthest extent
practicable, during decomumissioning, all recyclable materials, whether salvaged or
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nonsalvaged; and have in place a complaint resolution procedure for addressing any
potential operational concerns experienced by the public. The Board finds that all of these
conditions, considered together, support a finding that the applicant has taken sound and
sufficient measures to minimize the environmental impact posed by its use of hazardous
materials in constructing and operating its proposed wind farm.

C. Impact on Bird Breeding

(1)  Hearing Testimony

Brett Heffner, testifying on his own behalf, explained his concerns that the project
would negatively impact birds and bird habitat in the project area. He claimed that the
_ area is not considered suitable nesting habitat and that birds and that bats would be killed
as a result of the wind turbines. (Heffner Ex. 1 at 2, 5) Karel Davis also expressed
concerns that the project would affect bald eagles that lived in the project area (Davis Ex.1
at 2).

: The Staff Report indicated that breeding bird surveys were not conducted because
agricultural land is not considered to be suitable nesting habit for most species of birds
(Staff Ex. 2 at 22). On cross examination, Black Fork witness Mahoney was questioned
whether this premise for avoiding bird breeding surveys was faulty if, in fact, much of the
nonleased land within the project area is not primarily agricultural and, as such, might be
suitable nesting habitat for most species of birds. Ms. Mahoney indicated that the
conclusion that the project area is primarily agricultural is based on the location of the
turbines. The relevant concern, according to Ms. Mahoney, is whether, by clearing the
land for turbines, the applicant would be destroying habitat where birds breed. The
witness admitted that there is certainly breeding habitat within the project area, but the
project is not impacting those areas, and, in building the turbines, Black Fork will not
disturb breeding habitat land. (Ir. at 283-286.) Ms. Mahoney also noted that, subsequent
to doing surveys in the project area, Black Fork was notified by ODNR-DOW, as well as
USFWS, that two active bald eagle nests exist within three miles of the project boundary.
As a result, Black Fork has engaged in nest monitoring according to protocols established
in consultation with ODNR-DOW and USFWS. (Tr. at 272- 273.)

() Board Analysis and Conclusion

Upon review, the Board finds that the evidence of record supports the conclusion
that the project will not cause a destruction of the habitat where birds breed. Furthermore,
the recotd reflects that Black Fork took the appropriate actions to protect the bald eagles
that are known fo exist in proximity to its project. We also note that Conditions
25 through 28 reasonably address issues related to threatened and endangered species and
that Condition 29 will ensure that the applicant adheres to seasonal cutting dates for
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removal of suitable Indiana bat habitat trees. Accordingly, we find that the concern about
the impact of the project on bird breeding has been sufficiently addressed by the applicant
and the stipulating parties.

D. Shadow Flicker

(1) Hearing Testimony

Jay Haley, P.E.,, was the Black Fork witness who presented testimony describing
chadow flicker studies that he and his firm, EAPC Wind Energy (EAPC) performed on
behalf of the applicant, as well as testimony regarding shadow flicker issues generally
(Applicant Ex. 15 at 2-4). Mr. Haley indicated that his firm performed visual simulations
and calculations to determine the shadow flicker impacts on 604 residences near the wind
farm for three different wind turbine models. More detailed studies were conducted on
the 17 nonparticipating residences® that were predicted, based on the initial study results,
to experience more than 30 hours of flicker per year if the Vestas V100 turbine was used
for the project. On cross examination, Mr. Haley testified that this further analysis shows
that only 11 of the 17 nonparticipating residences are predicted to exceed the 30 hours per
year threshold. The reduction in anticipated impact is due to the use during the detailed
analysis of more accurate directional flicker sensors, rather than the omnidirectional
sensors used in the preliminary study. Steps that could be taken to reduce the impact of
shadow flicker at these 11 residences would include planting trees or adding window
" blinds, or, as a last resort, curtailing the wind turbine causing the flicker during the times
of flicker. (Applicant Ex. 15 at 2-3.) Mr. Haley conceded that, in order to be an effective
method of mitigation, a tree would have to be at least as high as the window or other
location where the shadow flicker was occurring (Tr. at 364).

(2)  Board Analysis and Conclusion

Upon review, the Board believes that, as reflected in the record, the preliminary and
follow-up shadow flicker studies conducted by the applicant appear to have been
appropriately conducted. Moreover, we find that the Stipulation appears fo adequately
address the shadow flicker issues identified in those studies. Therefore, we conclude that,
while the applicant should continue to work with Staff and any affected receptor to
mitigate any potential affects of shadow flicker, at this time, there are no further
conditions, other than those espoused in the Stipulation that should be imposed.

9  In this context, a nonparticipating residence refers to a residence owned by someone who does not have
a lease allowing Black Fork to make use of the resident’s property in developing the proposed facility.
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E. Ice Throw

(1) Hearing Testimony

Karel Davis, testifying on her own behalf, expressed her view that wind energy is
not appropriate for Ohio, based on her conclusion that Ohio is too heavily populated to
allow for setback distances that she considers to be necessary (Davis Ex. 1 at 5).

Black Fork witness Haley cited an ice throw risk assessment that was performed for
the Colebrook South Phase of a wind project in Litchfield County, Connecticut, which
estimated the probability of being struck by a one kilogram ice fragment at a distance of
980 meters from a GE 1.6 — 100 wind turbine to be less than once in 100,000 years.
Mr. Haley believed that the probability of an ice throw for the project would be even lower
than for the Colebrook South project based on the fact that Black Fork experiences
approximately four fewer icing days per year. (Tr. at 373-374, 387-388.) Mr. Haley
testified that, despite his extensive research and experience in the area, he is not personally
aware, nor does he know anyone else that is aware of even a single incidence of an ice
strike ever happening (Tr. at 380). Mr. Haley explained that most ice throw risk
assessment studies do not factor into consideration the manner in which ice detection
software functions to even further reduce the risk of an ice throw by shutting down a
turbine during an icing event (Tr. at 396-397). Mr. Haley testified that there are at least
30 different types of ice detection sensors; however, he acknowledges that no ice detection
sensor is 100 percent reliable. According to Mr. Haley, this is why wind farm owners
commonly deploy more than one type of sensor on their turbines (Tr. 366). He stated that,
because multiple types of ice detection sensors are installed on every turbine, the
likelihood is extremely remote that every sensor on every turbine will fail to detect icing
conditions (Tr. at 211, 400-402).

Condition 45 of the Stipulation provides that Black Fork should relocate or resize
two particular turbines to coriform to a setback distance that equals 150 percent of the sum
of the hub height and rotor diameter fromi occupied structures, including businesses.
Mr. Haley, along with Mr. Hawken, testified that Condition 45 of the Stipulation is
acceptable to applicant. However, Mr. Haley further explained that the setback formula
presented in Condition 45 of the Stipulation, should not be applied on a general basis,
considering the extremely low risk for this project of ice throw to individuals, buildings,
and automobiles. (Tr. at 377) In Mr. Haley’s opinion, it is the right decision to apply the
setback formula referenced in Condition 45 of the Stipulation to occupied residences, but,
given the fact that ice detection systems will be used on all turbines, he does not believe it
should apply globally across the entire project as regards roads (Tr. at 398). The
Stipulation establishes ice throw setback requirements that apply to occupied structures,
rather than to individuals who may be moving about upon a given property. The
probability that an individual would be hit by an ice throw is practically nil, according to
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Black Fork witness Hawken, who joined another Black Fork witness in testifying that they
are unaware of anyone ever being injured by an ice throw. (Tr. at 186, 380.)

(2)  Board Analysis and Conclusion

Upon consideration of the record, the Board finds that the risk of ice throw has been
adequately addressed by the Stipulation. Specifically, it appears that safeguards, both
automatic and manual will be sufficient to protect those residing in the surrounding area
from the risk of ice throw. Additionally, Conditions 43 and 44 that will provide
instruction to workers on the potential hazards of ice conditions on wind turbines and the
use of an ice warning system will provide additional safeguards. Therefore, the Board
finds that, with the conditions of the Stipulation, at this time, the risk of ice throw has been
adequately addressed.

F. Setback
(1) Hearing Testimony

There were questions raised by the nonstipulating parties regarding the minimum
setbacks that will be utilized for the project. Some of these parties believe that, while the
setback distances are based from inhabited residences, they should be based on the
distance to property lines and public roadways because property owners are able to use
any part of their property or develop their property. (Tr. at 750, 803.) Gary Biglin testified
regarding his concern that the sefbacks followed for this application were insufficient for
residences and roadways (Biglin Ex. 1 at 2).

As noted by Staff witness Pawley, the setbacks recommended in the Staff Report
follow the Ohio Revised Code; therefore, if the Stipulation is adopted, the project must
comply with those setback standards (Tr. at 670-672.) Dale Arnold, Director of Energy,
Utility, and Local Government Policy for the OFBF, stated that the setback requirements
for this project are the minimum setbacks created by state law and House Bill 562, as well
as the rules promulgated by the Board, given the current technology. He also explained
that the OFBF believes that those particular rules and regulations set very good minimum
standards and that the current setback requirements create no disincentive to property
owners because they do not preclude a property owner who signs a lease from
subdividing his property or selling it to new landowners. (Tr. at 300-302, 326.) Black Fork
witness Hawken also testified that, while there was some concern raised regarding how
close the collection lines will be to property lines, all collection lines will be underground
and this should alleviate those concerns (Tr. at 160).
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(2)  Board Analysis and Conclusion

Upon consideration of the record, the Board finds that the conditions addressing
the requisite setback in the Stipulation comply with the mandates established in the statute
and promulgated in the rules. Furthermore, we find that no evidence has been presented
on the record which would lead us fo believe that additional measures should be taken, at
this time. We believe that the stipulated conditions appropriately address the concerns
raised by the nonstipulating parties. Therefore, we find that no additional measures
should be imposed through this order regarding setback requirements.

G. Noise

(1) Hearing Testimony

Catherine Price, testifying on her own behalf, raised the concern that the noise
impacts noted by the applicant and Staff would adversely impact her and her husband.
. She noted that her family spends a lot of time working inside and outside of their property
and the opportunity to open the windows of their home would be diminished as a result
of the noise cause by the wind turbines. (Price Ex.2at 2)

Kenneth Kaliski, an employee of Resource System Group, Inc. (RSG), was the Black
Fork witness who presented testimony describing noise impact studies that he and his
firm performed on behalf of the applicant, as well as testimony regarding operational
noise issues generally. Mr. Kaliski noted that, to determine what is the preconstruction
background level for the Black Fork area, his firm set up sound level meters at eight
monitoring sites to record background sound levels over an eight-day period.
Subsequently, the firm modeled sound Jevels from construction and operation of the
project wind turbines and prepared a noise impact study. Daytime and nighttime sound
levels were calculated. While there was variation hour-to-hour and between the
monitoring locations, according to the witness, the overall average nighttime sound level
was 43 dBA and the average daytime sound level was 53 dBA. Based on the formula of
nighttime noise level plus 5 dBA, which was established in prior cases before the Board,
M. Kaliski stated that the design standard noise level for the project was established at 48
dBA. (Applicant Ex. 17 at 3-9.)

Mr. Kaliski admitted that, in 2009, when the sound monitoring that was conducted
to determine the baseline background sound level for the project, certain sound
monitoring locations were chosen that are no longer within the project’s current
boundaries. This is so due to the fact that the project’s footprint has evolved since 2009,
and certain turbine locations that, in 2009, were part of the proposed project have since
that time been removed. In Mr. Kaliski’s view, the chosen monitoring locations that are
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located beyond the project’s current boundaries consist of rural farmland that have
soundscapes which are representative of areas within the project area. (Tr. at 442- 447.)

When asked if the applicant could install permanent noise monitoring fixtures at,
for example, each of the noise monitoring locations from which its initial noise monitoring
studies were conducted, Mr. Kaliski stated that continuous sound monitoring, all day,
everyday, over the life of the project, is possible, but that to do so would be very costly.
He estimated that it would cost roughly $40,000 to $50.000 to set up each sound
monitoring site, with annual operating costs applying on top of that amount. However,
the costs of doing temporary monitoring at a particular location in response o individual
complaints concerning noise would be considerably less. (Tr. at 428-431.)

When asked whether, in conducting his noise studies, he factored into
consideration the possibility that the age of a turbine, due to wear and tear over time,
might cause it to be noisier than when it was new, Mx. Kaliski responded that his studies
were based on the manufacturer’s guarantee, with a margin of error provided by the
manufacturer. Mr. Kaliski stated that he has never been called upon to conduct any noise
level measurements in response to complaints that are related to the deterioration of wind
turbines due to age and/or wear and tear. He noted that issues that increase sound levels
from a wind turbine over time, such as blade wear and gearbox deterioration, are things
that that also affect the power output for a wind turbine and, as such, are the types of
things that are addressed in the normal maintenance of wind turbines. (Tr. at 424.)

Black Fork witness Kaliski testified that, if the Vesta V100 turbine model is used to
complete the project, the project should meet the established design standard of 48 dBA. If
the project is designed with either of the other two tutbine models under consideration,
then additional mitigation may be needed in order to achieve the established designed
standard. (Applicant Ex. 17 at 4) Mr. Kaliski indicated that a noise complaint resolution
protocol will be developed prior to operating the project (Tr. at 413). He explained that the
most common method of noise mitigation is putting select turbines into a noise-reduced
operating (NRO) mode. The side effect of NRO is that it reduces the electric output from
the turbine, which reduces the amount of renewable energy generated by the project.
(Applicant Ex. 17 at 5.)

(@) Board Analysis and Conclusion

Upon review, we find no evidence of record to support a finding that the applicant
should have acted differently than it did in identifying and taking sufficient and adequate
steps, including those called for in the Stipulation, to address noise issues. The Board
believes that, with continued monitoring and an appropriate complaint resolution process,
as called for by the Stipulation, any concerns raised during the operation of the facility
should be appropriately addressed on a case-by-case basis. Accordingly, the Board
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concludes that no additional conditions, beyond those set forth in the Stipulation, should
be imposed, at this time.

H. Impact on Farm Families inn Ohio.

(1)  Hearing Testimony

Margaret Rietschlin, testifying on her own behalf, raised concerns that the project
would negatively impact farm families and farm life. She also claimed that the OFBF had
not sent any information to her address with respect to the project. (Rietschlin Ex.1at3)

OFBF witness Dale Arnold, explained that the OFBF is a nonprofit educatonal and
service organization made up of over 200,000 members, including members in each of
Ohio's 88 counties. The OFBF is concerned with the quality of life for those engaged in
agriculture and the protection of natural resources necessary to preserve the long-term
capability of Ohio farmers to produce food, fiber, and energy. Mr. Arnold’s duties with
the OFBF are to oversee and implement the energy-related services the OFBF provides for
its members. The stated purpose of Mr. Arnold’s testimony was to explain how the
proposed Black Fork wind project will impact farm families in Ohio. According to
Mr. Arnold, assuming the Board adopts all of the conditions set forth in the Stipulation,
the OFBF supports the Black Fork wind project, because it enhances farm income, protects
natural resoutces, preserves open farm ground, permits Ohio agriculture to contribute to
achieving the renewable goals establish in Ohio law, and helps meet the national energy
goal of less dependence on foreign oil. (Applicant Ex. 14 at 1-3, 6.) :

Mr. Arnold testified that, in his opinion, the Black Fork wind project will promote
farmland preservation, in that it does allow the area to remain open and rural for farming
development (Tr. 293). According to Mz. Arnold, a farmer who signs a lease allowing a
turbine to be built on his land still has the ability to subdivide and sell his land to others;
however, he still has the ability to use his property and sell it for commerdial property (Tr.
at 300, 302). By attending meetings with OFBF meetings, Mr. Amold has heard that many
farmers appreciate the idea that this particular project provides the community with an
opportunity to generate taxes and provide community resources for the benefit of schools
and county townships. Also, the project will reduce the pressure on farmers to sell some
of their property for other types of development. (Tr. at 314.)

M. Arnold testified concerning his support for some of the specific conditions set
forth in the Stipulation. For example, he stated that Condition 18 imposes soil separation
and maintenance of field tile drainage systems, in a manner consistent with longstanding
policies of both OFBF and the Ohic Land Improvement Contractors Association (OLICA).
Mr. Arnold observed that it is the policy and recommendation of OFBF and OLICA that
the machine to be used for trenching in installing and repairing field tile should be a wheel
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or cable machine, and not a plow. The wheel or cable machine actually creates a trench
where, as you cut a tile, it is readily seen and can be easily identified and easily repaired.
Also, using a wheel or cable machine, there is less stress, less compaction, and less
problem with regard to the ground. (Tr. at 295.) The OFBF similarly supports Condition
20 of the Stipulation which will require adoption of a plan to address erosion, sediment
control, and disturbed soil issues. Finally, Condition 21 will adopt the watercourse
protection program steps advocated by the OFBF and OLICA. (Applicant Ex. 14 at 4.)
M. Arnold testified that the OFBE is comfortable with the standard setback requirements
being applied in this matter, noting that they are established by statute and the Board’s
administrative rules (T¥. at 4-5).

When asked what advice the OFBF gives to nonparticipating residents who are
concerned about whether the project will affect their wells, Mr. Amold stated that they
should establish a baseline now before construction of the project begins. In doing so, they
should work with their local water, soil, and conservation district, and have the
performance of their wells with regard to gallons per minute measured by a certified
hydrologist. Having a baseline will enable them to use processes already established in
law pertaining to repair, and through complaint, compensation and remediation. (Tr. at
329-330.) -

Barry Yurtis, Vice President of Domestic Operations with Williams Aviation
Consultants, Inc., testifying on behalf of Black Fork, was asked about whether the
existence of wind turbines would result in the cessation of crop dusting and he indicated
that aircraft used in crop dusting is no different than any other aircraft operating under
visual flight rules and that all of these aircraft are required to separate themselves from
any other aircraft or obstructions including terrain, weather, and other things. He also
indicated that pilots who engage in crop dusting have experience operating aircraft
around structures, including low hanging wires, when dropping their chemicals, and they
are required to operate under the see-and-avoid principal. (Tr. at 251-253.)

(2)  Board Analysis and Conclusion

The Board appreciates that questions were posed regarding the impact of the
facility on the community. Based upon the evidence of record, it is evident that there are
numerous benefits assodiated with the project that will advantage both the community
and the local farmers. Therefore, we find that the conditions set forth in the Stipulation,
and the supporting testimony by the stipulating parties, adequately address any concerns
raised with regard to the alleged negative impact on the farm families.
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L Effects on Human Health, i Any, Associated With Living Near Wind
Turbines.

(1)  Hearing Testimony

Several of the nonstipulating itrtervenors, in their direct testimony, sought to
explore whether living wind turbines can have a negative impact on human health. Karel
Davis claimed that living next to turbines is distracting, annoying, and causes nausca. She
also claimed that the sleep deprivation caused by wind turbines was used by
law-enforcement and the military to “push someone to the brink or crack.” (Davis Ex. 1 at
3-4) '

Dr. Diane ]. Mundt, an epidemiologist and Senior Manager at ENVIRON
. International Corporation, testified as a witness on behalf of the applicant. Dr. Mundt
indicated that she comprehensively searched, evaluated, and summarized the published,
peer-reviewed, epidemiological literature on the human health effects, if any, associated
with living in proximity to industrial wind turbines. In addition to searching relevant
databases, she searched the World Wide Web to identify any credible, well conducted
reports of harm to human health associated with industrial wind turbines. (Applicant Ex.
20 at 2) Dr. Mundt explained that, in her opinion, a credible report is a properly
conducted epidemiological study that generally meets certain key study conditions,
including having an appropriate study population of sufficient and appropriate size,
having a control population, and a methodology that reduces bias to the extent possible
(Tr. at 462-463). Dr. Mundt claimed that her testimony is based on a critical review and
synthesis of the available epidemiological literature, as well as her professional training
" and experience in applying epidemiological concepts and methods to diverse human
health issues (Applicant Ex. 20 at 2-3).

With regard to whether the operation of utility-scale wind turbines causes adverse
health effects, Dr. Mundt indicated that there have been six peer-reviewed cross-sectional
studies of populations residing near utility-scale turbines and that the outcome of interest
in these studies was primarily annoyance, The key point of Dr. Mundt’s testimony was
her statement that, based on her review of the relevant published peer-reviewed scientific
Titerature, she found no consistent or well-substantiated causal connection between
residential proximity to industrial wind turbines and health effects. She observed that
some degree of noise is consistently perceived by residents living near wind turbines
depending on the number of turbines, time of day, season, and level of background noise.
She noted that, to a lesser degree, some level of shadow flicker is also perceived by such
residents, again, depending on time of day, season, and position of the turbine blades.
However, exposure to turbine noise or shadows, while potentially annoying or distracting
to some people, are not known to harm human health. (Applicant Ex. 20 at 6-7; Tr. at 492.)
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(2)  Board Analysis and Conclusion

Upon review of the evidence submitted on the record, the Board finds that there is
no credible support for a determination that there are negative health consequences
associated with living near wind turbines. Accordingly, we concluded that no issue has
been raised in this regard that would lead us to conclude that approval of the Stipulation
and the conditions set forth therein, is not in the public interest.

IR Emergency Responder Training and Equipment
(1)  Hearing Testimony

Several intervenors who were not parties to the Stipulation questioned whether
local emergency responders would be called upon, and if so, would they be prepared, to
respond to any incidents that might occur at the proposed wind farm. In his prefiled
testimony, Mr. Heffner expressed concern that the Staff Report does not provide enough
detail regarding the subject of equipment and training of emergency responders (Hefiner
Ex.2 at 3).

Condition 41 in the Stipulation provides that, before the first turbine is operational,
the applicant must submit to Staff, for review, a fire protection and medical emergency
plan to be used during operation of the facility and that addresses training of emergency .
responders, which shall be develo in consultation with the first responders having
jurisdiction over the area (Tr. at 165, 198). Black Fork witness Scott Hawken testified that,
in developing the emergency plan, it was the applicant’s understanding that the applicant
would provide any special emergency equipment that is not otherwise locally available
(Tr. at 201). :

In addition, some of the nonstipulating intervenors expressed concern in their
direct testimony and during cross-examination of the company’s witnesses, that turbines
might impact the operation of helicopters that participate in Life Flight operations
(Heffner Ex. 2 at 2). Black Fork witness Yurtis testified that there would be no impact. He
indicated that helicopters operate every day of the year around obstructions and wires,
and a turbine of the size that will erected in this project will be obviously visible. He also
noted that helicopter pilots are well versed in operating around such objects. (Tr.256.)

(2) Board Analysisand Conclusion

Upon review, we find no evidence of record to support a finding that the applicant
should now be directed to act in anyway differently than it already has in identifying and
taking sufficient and adequate steps, including those called for in the Stipulation, to
address issues relating to the manner in which local emergency responders will be
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provided with training and equipment needed to respond to any incidents that may occur
at the proposed wind farm. In addition, based on the evidence, we are satisfied that the
operation of the project will not negatively impact helicopter, Life Flight operations if they
oceur in the vicinity of the project. Accordingly, we find that no additional conditions are
necessary to address the issue raised by the intervenors who were not parties to the
Stipulation.

K. Collection Line System

(1)  Hearing Testimony

Black Fork witness Hawken responded to concerns raised on cross-examination
about the applicant’s proposed collection line system, which is addressed in Condition 12
of the Stipulation. According to the witness, in routing the system, the applicant intends
to avoid crossing county or township roads and will use predominantly private
easements. However, there may be some cross-over and some short sections that involve
the public right-of-way. Where this occurs, Mr. Hawken stated the applicant is committed
to obtaining all necessary approvals from the county and complying with all applicable
safety standards. (Tr. at 122-126.) He further noted that there is no standard currently in
place that controls how close to the edge of a nonparticipating property the collection line
may run (Tr. at 160). According to Mr. Hawken, the applicant is proposing to place all
collection lines underground, which will necessitate burying conduit cable or lines, and
will require field tile repair crews (Tr. at 82). Mr. Hawlken indicated that the Stipulation
sets forth minimum depth standards for laying the cable and for repairing any resulting
damage to field tile. Mr. Hawken clarified that, if an affected landowner has a separate
agreement with the applicant, calling for an even greater depth, then the language of that
separate agreement controls. (Tr. at178, 194.)

(2)  Board Analysis and Condusion

The Board finds that the provisions set forth in the Stipulation call for the
cooperation and coordination with all necessary and applicable rules and regulations, both
state and local, regarding the applicant’s proposed collection line system. No evidence has
been presented that would lead us to conclude that the conditions set forth in the
Stipulation are not reasonable or sufficient in this regard.

L. Transportation Concerns and Road Use Agreement
(1)  Hearing Testimony

Several nonstipulating parties expressed concerns regarding the impact of the
project on county and township roads. Catherine Price noted that the very roads she
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traveled daily will be impacted and she wondered why the applicant is not required fo
build up the roads before the start of the project (Price Ex. 2 at 1-2). Brett Heffner claimed
that the applicant was seeking to bypass general road agreements despite Staff
recommendations (Heffner Ex. 2 at 3). Karel Davis questioned whether bridge problems,
curve deficiencies and profile deficiencies, would be worked out satisfactorily {Davis Ex. 1
at 2).

James Mawhorr, a registered professional engineer and registered professional
surveyor in Ohio, and Vice President of K.E. McCartney & Associated, Inc., testified as a
witness on behalf of the applicant. Mr. Mawhort described the transportation studies that
were performed on the applicant’s behalf and testified on what road improvements the
applicant may have to undertake prior to construction. Finally, he expressed support for
each the conditions of the Stipulation pertaining to transportation, routing, road usage and
all related issues. (Applicant Exs. 11 and 12.)

Thomas E. Beck, P.E, P.S., the Richland County Engineer, testified on behalf of the
Board of Richland County Commissioners; the Richland County Engineer; and the Board
of Township Trustees of the Plymouth, Sandusky, and Sharon Townships (hereinafter the
Richland County Intervenors) (Tr. at 520). Also testifying on behalf of the Richland

County Intervenors were Richland County Commissioners Edward W, Olson and
Timothy A. Wert (Tr. at 546, 574). The essential purpose of the testimony of the Richland
County Intervenors was to indicate the reasons why the Richland County Intervenors
chose not to become parties to the Stipulation. All three witnesses testified that the
Stipulation does not fully address their concerns relating to the potential impact of the
Black Fork Wind Project on transportation infrastructure within Richland County, traffic
control, and financial assurance issues. (Richland County Ex. 2 at 1; Richland County Ex.1
at 2; Richland County Ex. 4 at 1, Richland County Ex. 3 at 2; Richland County Ex. 6 at1,
Richland County Ex. 5 at 2). According to Mr. Beclk, the Stipulation does not fully address
mandatory statutory requirements which provide that any new roadway engineering,
construction, or repair work necessitated by the wind project must be subject to the -
authority and control of the board of county commissioners and the county engineer, and
is subject to competitive bidding and prevailing wage requirements. Mr. Beck emphasized
that the county needs to retain control and responsibility over public transportation
facilities to ensure that they are properly designed, engineered, constructed, and
maintained to protect the public safety. An additional concern is financial assurance 0
ensure that any work required by the project is paid for by the applicant and does not
become a liability for the county or its taxpayers. (Richland County Ex. 2 at 3-4.)

All three witnesses for the Richland County Intervenors observed that, to date, the
applicant has submitted neither a final route plan, nor a road use agreement that is
acceptable to the Richland County Intervenoss. The Richland County Intervenors
recommended that the Board attach nine specific conditions to Black Fork’s certificate.
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Described generally, these include that the applicant must: (1) comply with Richland
County’s rules regarding overweight or oversized vehicle permits; (2) enter a road use
agreement approved by the appropriate county officials and supported by adequate
financial assurances; (3) comply with all statutory requirements for engineering, design,
construction, repair, and improvement of roads and bridges necessary to the project prior
to and during the construction, mai tenance, and decommissioning phases; (4) complete
all work at applicant’s cost; (5) provide the county engineer with the final delivery route
plan and other information 30 days before bidding begins; (6) repair, at its cost, or
reimburse the county or township for any damage to public roadways, bridges, or other
transportation improvements, and restore them to, at least, original condition; (7) obtain
all necessary approvals from local authorities for road restorations or improvements; (8)
post a bond, escrow, irrevocable letter of credit, or other financial assurance acceptable to
the county sufficient to provide adequate assurance for any damage to the public
roadways and to cover all costs during construction, maintenance, and decommissioning
phases; (9) avoid and minimize damage to field tiles and repair such where damage
occurs; and (10) comply with all safety and statutory requirements, and obtain County
authorization o the extent the public right-of-way is used to design and maintain the
collection system. (Richland County Ex. 2 at 4-6; Richland County Ex. 4 at 4-6; Richland
County Ex. 6 at 4-6.) '

(2)  Board Analysis and Conclusion

Initially, the Board notes that Conditions 47, 48, and 49 of the Stipulation provide,
among other things, that the applicant shall: (1) repair damage to government-maintained
roads and bridges caused by construction activity or by decommissioning activity, to their
preconstruciion or predecommissioning state; (2) remove any temporary improvements
made during construction, unless the applicable board of county commissioners request
that they remain; (3) provide financial assurances to the counties that it will restore the
public roads it uses during construction to their preconstruction condition; (4) provide
financial assurances to the counties that, as part of decommissioning, it will restore the
public roads it uses during to their predecommissioning condition; (5) obtain all required
county and township transportation permits and all necessary permits from ODOT and
coordinate any temporary or permanent road closures necessary for construction and
operation of the proposed facility with the appropriate entities including the Richland
County Engineer; and, (6) prior to construction, enter into a road use agreement with the
applicable boards of county commissioners.

The Board understands that the nonstipulating parties have concerns pertaining
the process that will be followed in carrying out the provisions of the Stipulation
concerning transportation and road use in the county. However, we are confident that,
with the conditions established in the Stipulation, including the fact that the applicant
must work with the county in arriving at a road use agreement prior to construction, and
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the monitoring provided by our Staff, the required process will be followed and the
applicant will appropriately discharge its responsibilities as outlined in the Stipulation.
Therefore, we conclude that no additional conditions are required, at this time, regarding
transportation and road use.

M. Tests in the Event of Significant Changes (Noise, Shadow Flicker, Eic.}

(1)  Hearing Testimony

Karel Davis noted that the studies that were performed for the project were based
on a 3 MW turbine depending on the final turbine model selected. She questioned
whether the studies that were performed for the selected turbines would have to be
performed again if another turbine type was selected. (Davis Ex.1at1-2)

Some of the applicant’s witnesses agreed that, if a significant change were to be
made with regard to the location of a turbine or the type of turbine used, beyond the three
types under current consideration, then it might be necessary to redo testing with regard
to, for example, noise or shadow flicker impact (Tr. at 45, 49, 148, 361-362, 426). However,
Black Fork witness Stoner pointed out that Staff would need to be consulted with regard to
anything amounting to more than making small micro-siting adjustments (Tr. at 60).

(2)  Board Analysis and Conclusion

The Board notes that the statute and our rules provide for the eventuality of
material and significant changes which may occur during the course of the construction or
operation of the facility. Thus, any such changes would need to be presented to Staff and,
ultimately, approved by the board, before they could proceed. These provisions coupled
with the provisions set forth in the Stipulation, which provide for the involvernent of Staff
throughout the course of the project, gives that Board assurance that changes will be
process properly. Accordingly, the Board concludes that no additional conditions are
required, at this time.

N. Process for Complaints on the Project after Certification and Operation

1. Hearing Testimony

At hearing, several nonstipuiating intervenors questioned the applicant regarding
the potential for problems with the operation of the project after certification. Applicant
witness Stoner testified that the Stipulation provides that a resolution procedure must be
in place in order to address potential operational concerns experienced by the public. He
also indicated that the applicant would abide by all applicable statutory requirements.
(Tr. at 79-80) Staff witness Pawley also indicated that, if someone had a complaint, the
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Staff must be contacted and the Stipulation requires a complaint resolution process be
established (Tr. at 638-639).

2. Board Analysis and Conclusion

Upon review, we find that the Stipulation satisfies the concerns related to a
complaint resolution procedure. Stipulation Condition 13 provides that, at least 30 days
prior to the preconstruction conference and subject to Staff review and approval, the
applicant shall have in place a complaint resolution procedure in order to address
potential operational concerns experienced by the public and that any complaint
submitted must be immediately forwarded to Staff. PFurther the Stipulation provides that
the applicant shall, to the satisfaction of Staff, investigate and resolve any issues
complained of. Further, the Board notes that, if informal resolution of a complaint is not
attained, then, pursuant to Section 4906.97, Revised Code, a formal complaint may be filed
with the Board. Accordingly, we find that no additional conditions regarding complaint
resolution are necessary, at this time.

VII. CONCLUSION

According to the Stipulation and the testimony of Black Fork witness Hawken, all
of the parties to the Stipulation agree that the Stipulation is a product of serious bargaining
among capable, knowledgeable parties within an open process in which the parties were
represented by able counsel and technical consultants (Applicant Ex. 10 at 3). The
intervenors who were not parties to the Stipulation have not presented evidence sufficient
to persuade the Board to find otherwise.

In addition, as attested to in Black Fork witness Hawken's testimony, the partics to
the Stipulation agree that the settlement, as a package, promotes the public interest as it
will benefit the local economy through additional jobs and payroll and tax revenue
(Applicant Ex. 10 at 34). As detailed above, the Board has thoroughly reviewed and
considered all of the assertions raised by the intervenors who were not parties to the
. Stipulation and we find that the conditions set forth in the Stipulation sufficiently address
the issues of concern. Thus, the Board concludes that the evidence of record supports our
conclusion that the Stipulation promotes the public interest and necessity.

The stipulating parties further agree that the Stipulation does not violate any
important regulatory principle or practice and, therefore, recommend that, based upon the
record and the information and data contained therein, the Board should issue a certificate
for construction, operation, and maintenance of the facility, as described in the application
filed with the Board on August 25, 2010, as supplemented on August 26 and 27, 2010,
February 10, 2011, and March 24, 2011, subject to the provisions of the Stipulation
{Applicant Ex. 10 at 3-4). Upon review of the record, as a whole, we find that intervenors
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who were not parties to the Sﬁpuléﬂon have not presented evidence sufficient to persuade
the Board to reach a contrary finding. Any allegation presented in opposition to the
‘Stipulation is hereby considered denied.

Although not binding upon the Board, stipulations are given careful scrutiny and
consideration, The Board finds that the Stipulation is the product of serious bargaining
among knowledgeable parties, will promote the public interest, benefit the local economy,
and create new, in-state renewable energy supply, and also does not violate any important
regulatory principle or practice. In addition, we believe that the provisions in the
Stipulation related to the road use agreement between Black Fork and both Crawford and
Richland Counties will alleviate the concerns raised at the local hearing regarding the
facility’s impact on the roads and bridges impacted by the project area. Based upon the
record in this proceeding, the Board finds that all of the criteria established in accordance
with Chapter 4906, Revised Code, are satisfied for the construction, operation, and
maintenance of the facility as described in the application filed with the Board on August
25, 2010, as supplemented on August 26 and 27, 2010, February 10, 2011, and March 24,
2011, subject to the provisions of the Stipulation. Accordingly, based upen all of the
above, the Board approves and adopts the Stipulation, as amended, and hereby approves
. the issuance of a certificate to Black Fork pursnant to Chapter 4906, Revised Code.

 Lastly, we would note that, during the hearing, concerns were raised regarding
who the applicant is and what is the applicant’s relationship to other corporate entities.
We further note that, most often, the conditions of the Stipulation apply, on their face, to
“the applicant.” However, several conditions of the Stipulation, e.g., Conditions 48 and
66, make reference to and, on their face, appear to impose certain obligations on, in some
instances, “the facility owner and/or operator” and on, in other instances, “the applicant,
the facility owner and/or facility operator.” We clarify that all conditions of the
Stipulation that we are approving in this order apply to any entity that, at the time of each
of these phases in the life of the project, is the entity ultimately responsible for the
construction, operation, maintenance, or decommissioning of the project.

FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW:

(1) Black Fork is a corporation and a person under Section
4906.01(A), Revised Code.

(2) The proposed Black Fork wind-powered electric generation
facility is a major utility facility under Section 4906.01(B)(1),
Revised Code.

(3)  On December 1, 2010, Black Fork filed its preapplication notice
of its application. :
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On January 11, 2011, Black Fork filed proof that legal notice
was published for the informational public meeting held on
December 16, 2010, at Shelby High School, in Shelby, Ohio.

On March 9, 2011, Black Fork filed a motion for waivers under

Rule 4906-7-07, O.A.C.

On March 10, 2011, Black Fork filed an application with the
Board for a certificate to site a wind-powered -electric
generation facility in Crawford and Richland counties.

On March 10, 2011, Black Fork filed a motion for a protective
order for certain docurnents as part of its application.

On April 28, 2011, Black Fork and Staff filed a joint motion to
extend the time of the completeness review period pursuant to
Rule 4906-7-12, O.A.C.

By entry of May 3, 2011, the OFBF’s motion to intervene was
granted; the applicant’s requests for waiver of Section
4906.06(A)(6), Revised Code, and for waiver of Rules 4906-17-
05(A)(4), 4906-17-05(B)(2)(h), and 4906-17-08(C)(2)(c), O.A.C,,
were granted; the applicant’s request for a waiver of Rule 4906-
17-04, O.A.C., was denied; the motion for protective order was
granted; and the parties’ joint motion for an extension of time
was granted.

On June 10, 2011, the Board notified Black Fork that, pursuant
to Rule 4906-1-14, O.A.C,, the application had been found to be
complete.

By entry of June 22, 2011, a local public hearing was scheduled
on September 15, 2011, at the Shelby Senior High School, in
Shelby, Ohio and an adjudicatory hearing was scheduled for
September 19, 2011, in Columbus, Ohio.

In accordance with Rule 4906-5-08, O.A.C., public notice of the
hearings was published in the Mansfield News-Journal and in
the Bucyrus Telegraph Forum on June 30, 2011. Proof of
publication was filed with the Board on July 19, 2011, and
September 12, 2011.

By entry of August 30, 2011, the following jurisdictions and
individuals were granted intervention in this case: Crawford

F1-
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(14)
(15)

(16)

(i7)
(18)
19

(20)

(21}
(22)

(23)

County, Richland County, the Richland County Engineer, the
Plymouth Township Trustees, the Sharon Township Trustees,
the Sandusky Township Trustees, John =~ Warrington,
Toren Gledhill, Carol Gledhill, Mary Studer, Alan Price,
Catherine Price, Nick Rietschlin, Margaret Rietschlin,
Bradley Bauer, Debra Bauer, Grover Reynolds, Brett A.
Heffner, Gary Biglin, and Karel Davis. Thomas Karbula was
granted intervention as a party, but on October 21, 2011,
withdrew as a party to the case. The motion to intervene filed
by William Alt was denied.

The Staff Report was filed on August 31, 2011.

The local public hearing was held on September 15, 2011 in
Shelby, Ohio. At the hearing, 25 witnesses gave public
testimony. :

The adjudicatory hearing commenced in Columbus, Chio, on
September 19, 2011, and was recessed in order to allow the
parties to conduct settlement negotiations.

On September 28, 2011, the applicant, Staff, and the OFB¥ filed
a Stipulation. '

On October 5, 2011, an amendment of the Stipulation was filed

by the parties to the Stipulation and Crawford County.

The evidentiary hearing reconvened and was held on
October 11, 12, and 13, 2011.

Adequate data on the Black Fork wind-powered electric
generation facility has been provided to make the applicable
determinations required by Chapter 4906, Revised Code, and
the record evidence in this matter provides sufficient factual
data to enable the Board to make an informed decision.

Black Fork’s application, as supplemented, complies with the
requirements of Chapter 4906-17, C.AC.

The record establishes that the basis of need, under Section
4906.10(A)(1), Revised Code, is not applicable.

The record establishes that the nature of the probable
environmental impact of the facility has been determined and it
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24)

(25)

(26)

27)

(28)

)

(30)

complies with the requirements in Section 4906.10(A)2),

Revised Code, subject to the conditions set forth in the
Stipulation.

The record establishes that the facility represents the minimum
adverse environmental impact, considering the state of
available technology and the nature and economics of the
various alternatives, and other pertinent considerations under
Section 4906.10(A)(3), Revised Code, subject to the conditions

set forth in the Stipulation.

The record establishes that the facility is consistent with
regional plans for expansion of the electric power grid and will
serve the interests of electric system economy and reliability,
under Section 4906.10(A)(4), Revised Code, subject to the
conditions set forth in the Stipulation.

The record establishes, as required by Section 4906.10(A)(5),
Revised Code, that the facility will corply with Chapters 3704,
3734, and 6111, Revised Code, and Sections 1501.33 and
1501.34, Revised Code, and all rules and standards adopted

" ander these chapters and under Section 4561.32, Revised Code.

The record establishes that the facility will serve the public
interest, convenience, and necessity, as required under Section
4906.10(A)(6), Revised Code, subject to the conditions of the
Stipulation.

The record establishes that the facility will not impact the
viability of any land in an existing agricultural district, under
Section 4906.10(A)(7), Revised Code.

The record establishes that the facility will comply with water
conservation practice under Section 4906.10(A)}8), Revised
Code.

Based on the record, the Board shall issue a certificate pursuant
to Chapter 4906, Revised Code, for construction, operation, and
maintenance of the Black TFork wind-powered electric
generation facility, subject to the conditions set forth in the
Stipulation, as amended.

273
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ORDER:
1t is, therefore,

ORDERED, That the Stipulation, as amended, be approved and adopted. It is,
further,

ORDERED, That a certificate be issued to Black Fork pursuant to Chapter 4906,
Revised Code, for the construction, operation, and maintenance of the wind-powered
electric generation facility, subject to the conditions set forth in the Stipulation, as ‘
amended. Itis, further, )

ORDERED, That the certificate contain the conditions set forth in the Stipulation, as
amended. 1t is, further, ' .

ORDERED, That Black Fork take all necessary steps to carry out the terms of the
Stipulation, as amended and this Order, Itis, further,
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ORDERED, That a copy of this Opinion, Order,

party of record and any other interested person.

THE OHIO POWER SITING BOARD

oo L LF 2

Christiane Schmenk, Board
Member and Director of the Ohio
Department of Development

Nt Yigininns

Theodore Wymyslo,uﬂéard
Member and Director of the
Ohio Department of Health

X0 ¢

wy, DVM, Board
& 4nd Interim Director of the

Ohio Department of Agriculture

SEF/sc
Entered in the Journal
I 23 2012

TR, (AT Caday
Betty McCauley
Secretary

Department of Natural Resources

Scott Nally, Board Member

and Director of the Ohio
Environmental Protection Agency

Board Member
and Public Member
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THE OHIO POWER S5ITING BOARD

1.
¢

Lie

GARY J, BIGLINM

o

In the Matter of the Application of )
Black Fork Wind Energy, LLC }
For a Certificate to Site ) Case No. 10-2865-EL-BGN
Wind Turbines for an )
 Industrial Wind-Powered ) - =
Generating Facility In } ::":; ,E:;‘
Crawford and Richland Counties, Ohio } -t =
D o iﬁ.}
G
T =
APPLICATION FOR REHEARING OF INTERVENOR o 3:.5 S
N

r

pursuant to Ohio Revised Code (ORC) 4303.10 and Ohlo Administrative Code (QAC)
4806-7-17 (D), Intervenor Gary J. Biglin does respectfully apply for rehearing in this matter. The

grounds being that Board’s Opinion, Order, and Certificate issued January 23, 2012 is unlawful

and erroneous for the following reasons:

The Ohio Power Siting Board's failure to require Black Fork Wind Energy to maintain
ah adequate setback distance between the Project’s wind turbines from non-

participating property lines and public roadways, thus violating ORC. 4906.10 (A) (2)
{3} and (6).

The Ohio Power Siting Board’s minimum safety setbacks established for wind

surhines , in the Certificate for the Black Fork Wing Energy Project, are inadequate

This 18 to cextlfy that &t

: A lmagus
accurate and complers revro # Bbpeasild divw a4z
focument deliver aproduction of & case £ile

in the » lar .
‘e thiaian___&g:_‘___m ar course of bmii:nﬁa‘ﬁlz

: Date Procesged APPX000120
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to ensure the Rights of health, safety, and well-being of non-participating property
owners and persons using the public roadways, thus violating their Rights under
article# 1 in the Bill of Rights of the Ohio Constitution and ORC. 4939.02 {A} (1}.

The Ohio Power Siting Board improperly delegated too much authority to the
Administrative Law Judges to issue a Certificate under ORC. 4906.10 .

The Administrative Law Judges procedural process, in the Black Fork Wind Energy

case, toward the citizen intervenors was misleading and prejudicial.

The basis for this petition including additional information about the errors

in the Board’s opinion and procedural misgivings is set forth in more detail in the

_ attached Memorandum in Support,

Respectfully Submitted,

7 ¢ /
Gary J. Biglin
5331 State Route &1 South

Shelby, Ohio 44875
{419) 347 7573
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THE OHi© POWER SITING BOARD

In the Matter of the Application of )
Black Fork Wind Energy, LLC
For a Certificate to Site

] Case No. 10-2865-EL-BGN

Wind Turbines for an )
industrial Wind-Powered } =B
Generating Facility in } = G
Crawford and Richland Counties, Ohio } pua, p=
-U (== < j
SR 3
MEMORANDUM !N SUPPORT OF APPLICATION FOR REHEARING —— o

INTERVENGR GARY 1BIGLIN «
TABLE OF CONTENTS

The Ohio Power Siting Board's failure to require Black Fork Wind Energy to maintain
an adequate setback distance between the Project’s wind turbines fron non-

participating property lines and public roadways, thus violating ORC. 4906.10 (A) (2}
{3) and {6).

it The Chio Power Siting Board’s minimum safety setbacks established for wind

turbines, in the Certificate for the Black Fork Wind Energy Project, are inadequate to
ensure the Rights of heaith, safety, and well-being of non-participating property
owners and persons using the public roadways, thus violating their Rights under
article#1 in the 8ill of Rights of the Ohio Constitution and ORC. 4938.02 {AY (1}

. The Ohio Power Siting Board improperly delegated too much authority to the

Administrative Law Judges to issue a Certificate under ORC. 4906.10.
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. The Administrative Law Judges procedural process, in the Black Fork Wind Energy

case, toward the citizen intervenors was misleading and prejudicial.
-1
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The Ohio Power Siting Board’s failure to require Black Fork Wind Energy
to maintain an adequate setback distance between the Project’s wind
turbines from non-participating property lines and public roadways, thus
violating ORC. 4906.10 (A} (2} (3) and {6).

3)

The safe setback provisions set forth by the OPSE relative to non-participating
property owners of the Black Fork wind Energy project shows disregard for the citizens of
these rural areas. These safe setback distances are based from inhabited residences of
adjacent properties, but should be based only from property lines and the public roadways.
Ohio property owners use all of their property for their activities, they do not always stay
indpors. They shouid be able to enjoy every inch of it without concern for the happiness
and safety of themselves and their family. People should be able to farm, hunt, fish, cut-
wood, hike, play, etc. anywhere on thelr property and feel safe. They also need to be able
1o develop thelr property now ot in the future (like bullding a new home) how they wish
without being close to neighboring wind turbines. The safety concerns regarding ice
throw, blade shear, shadow flicker, noise, etc. are real The happiness and safety rights of
property owners should be foremost to that of wind farm developers. Wind turbine
manufacturers safety manuals used by wind company employees and workmen should
apply no less for the safety of non-participating property owners and persons using the
public roadways. These property owners have not given their consent for the (JPSE 1o use
any part of their property in calculating wind turbine setbacks. When wili these property
owners and citizens be considered as part of the “ public “ referred to in ORC. 4906.10 {A)
{2) (3) and {6}, or their “ property rights * be considered in the impact this industrial wind-
powered electric generating facility will have on them? These property owners afe not
being respected with regard to their public interest, and many consider this project neither

a convenience or a necessity.
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The Ohio Power Siting Board’s minimum safety setbacks established for
wind turbines, in the Certificate for the Black Fork Wind Energy Project,
are inadequate to ensure the Rights Of health, séfetv, and well-being of
non-participating property owners and persons using the public
roadways, thus violating their Rights under articleff1 in the Bill of Rights
of the Ohio Constitution and ORC. 4939.02 (A} (1).

a) OPSB shows disregard for the heaith and safety concerns of non-participating
property owners and persons using the public roadways by allowing wind turbings to be

sited within 500 feet fram property linas and public roadways.

Example: Project wind turbine #58 is to be located 500 feet east of Crawford county

road Baker #47, and 500 feet north of State Highway Route 96.

b} in the Opinion, Grder, and Certificate on page 23, {h) Blade Shear and Ice Throw,
mid paragraph one, states: “ The turbines have the following safety features to addrass
biade shear: two independent braking systems, 2 pitch control system, a lightning
protectlon system, and turbine shut down at excessive wind speeds and at excess blade
vibration or stress, and the use of sethacks. The Applicant has incorporated 3 wind turbing
layout with a minimum residential setback distance of 1250 feet, and a property setback of
563 feet. Staff believes that installing these safety control machanismis minimizes the
potential for blade shear and assoclated impacts. (Staff Ex. 2 at 37). “

The “ and the use of setbacks “ as mentioned in the list of safety features would be
the only error proof way to ensure the safety of persons on adfacent property of public
roadways in @ wind project area. As stated above the other safety contro! featuras only
minimize the potential of unsafe associated impacts. OPSB should error on the side of
100% safety for the non-participating property awners and persons on public roadways in

the project area.
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As referred to in the Opinion, Order, and Certificate pages 23-24, from the Staff
Report pages 37-38 under “Ice Throw” paragraph 2 and 3.

“ GE Energy is a manufacturer of one of the turbine models under consideration by
the Applicant. This manufacturer has developed specific safety standards for ice throw and
blade shear for all of their turbine models and has recommended the use of an ice detector
and other measures if people Or objects {e.g., oecupied structures, roads) are within a
distance of 150 percent of the sum of the hub height and rotor diameter. This
recommandation is derived from an independent study performed by Seifert et 2l {25) and
supported by the German Wind Energy institute. Based on inputs into a formula used in
this study, it has been determined that turbines of the similar dimensions as the GE models
would need to be located a distance of approximately 301.5 meters (989 feet) from any
structure or roads. Staff's evaluation of the turbine locations utilizing this study,
determined that turbines 44 and 51 would need to be relocated or resized to meet this
minimum setback distance. Staff recommends that public access be restricted with
appropriately placed warning signs, that the Applicant would instruct workers of potential
hazards of ice conditions, and that the Applicant would install ice detection soft ware for
the site and an ice detector/sensor alarm that triggers an automatic shutdown. Staff also
recommends that the Applicant relocate and/or resize proposed turbines 44 and 51t
conform to a setback distance of 150 percent of the sum of the hub helght and rotor
diameter from roads and structures. Adhering to these safety measures would sufficiently
address the issue of ice throw. "

Again the only 100% error proof safety measure for siting wind turbines from
adjacent non-participating properties and public roadways is {at the very least) that of
using the suggested formula of 150 percent of the sum of the hub height and rotor
diameter as referred to in the 5taff Report. These propetty owners and roadway users
should be afforded the highest measure of safety. Are participating landowners, the wind
developer, and OPSB willing to assume the liability for potential unsafe associated impacts.

In the safety manuals used by Vestas, & manufacturer of one of the models in the
application and Certificate, the wind facility employees and workmen are instructed to

STOP at a distance of 1000 feet from a opérating turbine if ice hazard conditions exist, and
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to use binoculars if necessary to look far ice on the turbine. If ice is indeed on the moving

turbine the workmen are to shut the turbine down by way of a remote before proceeding

“any closer. While the industrial wind-powered generation facility workers are being

instructed about these ice hazard precautions and safe operating procedures, the adjacent
property owners and persons using the public roadways are totally unaware of unsafe
conditions that may exist. Is this being done for the benefit of siting more wind turbines at
the expense of the rights and safety of citizens in these rural project areas? This shows
disregard for the rights of these citizens under Qur Ohio Constitutions, Bill of Rights
article#1, Inalienable Rights:

“All men are, by nature, free, independent, and have certain inalienable
Rights, among which are those of enjoying and defending life and liberty, Acquiring,

possessing, and protecting property, and seeking and obtaining Happiness and Safety. ”

The Opinion, Order, and Certificate also deprives affected property owners of their
Constitutional Rights to the protection of private property {u.S. Const. XiV Amend; Ohio
Const. Sec 19 Art.l} and to procedural due process {U.5. Const. XIV Amend; Chio Const.
Sec. 16, Art.l).

The Ohio Power Siting Board improperly delegated too much

authority to the Administrative Law ludges to issue a Certificate under

ORC 4906.10.

a).

Instead of rendering an independent decision the Board adopted, without due
ronsideration, an Opinion, Order, and Certificate that was pre-drafted by the Alls. The
Opinion, Order, and Certificate {which was apparently prepared before the Board ever met
on this matter}d  siates: “ Upon review of the record, as 2 whole, we find that
intervenors who were not parties to the Stipulation have not presented evidence sufficient
to persuade the Board to reach a contrary finding. Any allegation presented in opposition
to the Stipulation is hereby considered denied” It appears that the Board relied upaon

the ALl’s to reach a final decision which was merely rubbar-stamped by the Board.

4
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This project will affect the lives and property rights of the citizens living in this
project area. Therefore, the Board must meet its statutory obligation to carefully weigh
the issues and evidence and to reach an independent determination whether the Project

should be constructed as proposed.

. The Administrative Law Judges procedural process, in the Black Fork
Wind Energy case, toward the citizen intervenors was misleading and

prejudicial.

aj The compressed schedule from the time the citizen intervenors where
acknowledged {August 30, 2011) and the dates set for the public hearing (Sept. 15, 2011}
and the adjudicatory hearing (Sept. 19, 2013). Other projects cases have had a windiw
of about two weeks between the hearings.

k) Citizen intervenors did not receive a copy of the Project’s application in 2 timely
manner under ORC. 4906.08 (A) (2}. Myself Gary . Biglin requested intervention in
caseh 10-2865-EL-BGN on (July 27, 2011}, but did rot recelve a copy until (Oct. 11, 2011).

¢} In a teleconference (Sept. 9, 2011} the citizen Intervencrs were directed to move
to a Settlement conference on (Sept. 12, 2011) even though the ruling was uhjected to
by some parties, thus violating OAC. 4906-7-12 (C). Throughout the teleconference the
Abls referred to the meeting as 2 settlement meeting and other times as a stipulation
meeting this was very confusing.

dj Foutteen | pro se. } citizen intervenors were not parties to the Stipulation. As of
discussions in the {Sept. 8, 2011} teleconference non-stipulating parties were £0 be ahle
to address all issues at the evidentiary hearing, but at the hearing OP5B staff witnesses
that represented different areas of the Staff Report were removed from testifying, thus
not affording the intervenors the right to cross-examine them. These non-stipulating
parties were unjustly denied opportunity to cross-examine staff witnesses. After pulling
all the previous staff witnesses the ALI’s allowed OPSB staff to appoint a Mr. lon Fawley

as the only available staff representative witness for cross-examination. He repeatedly

5
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could not answer the questians asked of him by intervenors about specific areas of the
Staff Report, thus the intervenors were not given adequate answers o questions by only
this witness, All staff witnesses who filed testimony in this case should have available for

cross-examination be intervenors not party to the Stipulation.

6 {note reference for Ilt page 4}

If the Board met in private, without notice, such a meeting would have violated the

Ohie Open Meeting Act (ORC. 122.22},

Respectfully Submitted,

,Qfaw(‘i%

g ¢ J

Gary L Biglin
5331 State Route 61 South
Shelby, Ohio 44875

(419) 347 7573
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Before
The Ohio Power Siting Board

In the matter of the Application of |
Black Fork Wind Energy, LLC |
For a Certificate to site an | Case # 10-2865-EL-BGN
Industrial wind-powered electric |
Generating facility in Crawford {
And Richland Counties, Ohio ]

Memorandum in support of application for rehearing

3 7
pumi} i
Intervener Catherine A. Price = =
-:::E g ICT'
1. Wind Turbine size - )
Application used Vestas V100 rated 1.8MW, General Electric 1.6MW, Siemens 2.3M\éet o
3.0MW is mentioned in testimony of applicant and in letters from applicant’s legal cotmotl. 2 B
i ey
3. Historic Properties W
This Study is incomplete. My residence is not included and was built in 1836. 2 ¢
3. Road use agrecment

A. Road agreement not completed. No agreement has been reached with Richland County and
when questioned iu court, Richland County representative said that without a final route, this
would not happen.

P. Mawhorr testified curve in road at the end of my drive (curve deficiency study) would have to

be changed but had no idea how.

C. Mr. Beck testified that the roads should be buitt

up before construction, so they are safe
1.1 feel it is a violation of my rights not to have safe roads. These are the same reads my 1ax
dollars have been used for.

4. Well Study

This study is not complete.

Muhiple wells pot inchuded, including the three on my property.
5. Television and Cell Phone reception
Study not done - mitigation process incomp

lete. No baseline television and signat strength shudy
was done. Applicant has pot ststed what comp

ensation will be offered for Joss of signal.
6. Decommissioﬁing

A. Applicant does not want to insure the funding for this. Funds must be in place from the time the
turhines are built. What happens if a tornado comes through and damages the turbines bevond
repair? Wiat funds will be available to repair, replace or remove turbiztes and fix roads, once
B. Do not know if Applicant, Owner or Operator is responsible for these funds. But, What
happens if they file bankruptcy before providing decommissioning funds.
7. Noise

A. M. Kalinski testified that the noise study was done for effects on residence but not propety
fine. 1 bought 5 acres to live on, not just a residence to live .
B. Mr. Kalinski testified that noise in the court room

room come on 1 was not able to hear him clearly.

wiis 40 - 50 decibels. When fams in court
C. Noise study shows that a 43 decibel at might and

53 decibel average during day for project avea,
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D). Mr. Kalinski was asked what the difference m noise level would be when turbines are 3, 1¢, 15,
20 vears old. He said that with issues such as wear on biades and gearbox deterioration noise level
might be different.
E. Mr. Kalinski testified there is software on the turbines that ¢an be programmed for noise
reduced operations. At which point M. Setteneri objected and said Mr, Kalinski was speaking for
the applicant.
F. Mr. Kalinski testified that a 3.0MW turbine was not used in the study, but noise level could be
different.
G. Mr. Kalinski testified that 2 turbine moved 1000 ft. from where sited in study, sound level
changes 6 decibels. He says a 3 decibel change you would notice.
H. Applicants sound study included 8 monitors (A through H). There is 4 state routes going
through the project area of 24,000 acres.
Monitor A on Stevens Rd - farm Iand not in project area.
Monitor B 5674 St. Rt. 98 - high traffic road
Monitor 6845 Kubn Rd. - farm house
Monitor D along St. Rt. 39 - high traffic road
Monitor E 7967 Miller Rd. - farm land
Monitor F 4013 St. Rt. 598 - near 5t Rt 96 - both high traffic roads
Monitor G 6669 Remlinger Rd. 1/3 mile from St. Rt 598 - high teaffic road
Monitor H 5224 Settlement Fast - this site is a mile outside the project boundary. This
address is Jim Finnigan Construction with heavy squipment on site. Study says that the
road was closed at time of monitoring becanse of bridge outage. There is no bridge. The
road was closed at that exact time because of road construction at the railroad crossing
being done by Rietschlin Construction, Inc. Dhring the dates, June 3-11 of the
monitoring, this construction corupany was using two to four pieces of mackinery that
registers 50 - 100 decibels each with back up alarms. On June 3™ they worked 7 hours,
June 4% - 11 hours, June 5® - 10 hours, June 6™ - § hours, June 7% - 8 hours, June 8* - 8
howres, Jane 9t - 10 ¥4 bours, June 10™ - 10 hours, June 11™ - 10 hours. However, Mr.
Kalinski, testified that he never saw or heard construction equipment in this area.
1. Mr. Kalinski testified that roadway noise was the biggest contributos to background sound in the
area. How could you expect any other result, when the monitors are placed on high traffic roads?
7. M. Kalinski testified that after application is approved, then his report will go to the staff to be
approved. Why is this report not reviewed by staff prior to application approval?

8. Turbine maintenance
Courtney Dohoney testified that the manufacturer of the turbines will maintain the turbines. Who

does the furbine manufacturer answer to if large parts must be trecked in for repairs?

9_Dr. Diane Mundt
A. Wind turbine not her field of study. Dr. Diane Mundt testified that her field of study is
Epidemiology. Her literature studies and reviews are no more valid that the testimonials I read and
should be considered hearsay, and without the original studies and the anthors testimonies it seems
worthiess.
B. Dr. Mundt in tegtimony was asked if there was a reason she was not asked to do a study instead
of reviewing literature written by other people? She said that is not what was asked of her. “But
they just asked you 10 review somebody else’s reports?” Mr. Setineri objects to the extent that is
attorney -client privilege.
C., Dr. Mundt testified to limited literature on shadow flicker and health outcomes, so she relied on
titerature of items with biades and variable speeds.
D. Dr. Mundi has never seen or treated patients.
E. I feel Dr. Mundt was brought in to testify only to add more confusiog, not answers to the wind
turbine case. The applicant coutd have at least brought in one of the authors of the literature Dr.
Mundt was refernng to.
F. ] feel that the literature Dr. Mundt refets to should have been entered in its entirety for
evidence.
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10. Public Notice
A. On September 6, 2011 in my letter to 0PSB, | guestioned why the Application was not at
the Crestline Public Library.
B. in my written testimony, ! again questioned why it was not there. When element Power
Sent out 1,086 letters, over 350 went to Crestline addresses.
C. QOctober 11, 2011 during questioning, | asked Mr. Hawkins why the Application was not
sent to Crestline Public Library. He testified that “We have since provided Crestline Library
with the Application.” Examiner Farkas asked when the copy was provided? Mr. Hawkins
replied “probably 2-3 weeks ago.” | have aletter from the Cresttine Public Library that states

that the Application was not received until Decamber, 2011. To me this is proof that Mr.

Hawkins ties under oath.

11. APPLICANT, OWNER, OPERATOR
A. The use of thése three terms were never clearly defined and their responsibilities were
not explained, Even though it has been requested several times. During the court hearing,
Judge Farkas and Judge Fullen questioned the use of these three terms and asked Mr.

Petricoff to present before the close of record.

12. OHIO POWER SITING BOARD

A. My closing statement in Court said it all. | came to the Court hearing in Columbus for
answers. | came out of this court hearing with more questions than original. | heard a lot of
questions asked by the Judges, Staff, Richland County and Intervenors that no one could
answer, or said they woqld get the answer. But, no answer. So if not you, then what body of
Government is really looking out for my rights. / % ) % %@c_& 02 7/ 712
795¢ Rart]ns 2 A
_3- [ osstling, Obio 94927
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@ﬁé BEFORE

THE OHIO POWER SITING BOARD
In the Matter of the Applicant of |
Black Fork Wind Energy, LLC
For a Certificate to Site an | Case # 10-2865-EL-BGN
Industrial Wind-Powered Electric

Generating Facility In

Crawford and Richland Counties, Ohio % 'EI
T 8 4

-

Oy 5 =

APPLICATION FOR REHEARING o = O

5 =

INTERVENOR ALAN K. PRICE R

1. Wind Farm Lease Agreament
A. Elected individuals that have signed lease agreements

2. Road Use Agreement
A. Richland County has not signed

3. Decommissioning
A. Funding

4. Noise
A. Study

5. Dr. Diane Mundt
A. No answers

Thls 13 to ceztify tha
, t the images appe 4
gg:gz:t: and gwlata teproduction af‘f :;;23 i?;;
nt delivered ism the reguiaxy course of ‘b':minesﬁ
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6. Public Notice
A. Application not available

7. Applicant, Owner, Operator
A. No clear definition

8. Ohio Power Siting Board |
A. No clear set answers

el 21742

4l )(Pefaz_
-7?52 Rralin rji'f’@{'
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BEFORE
THE OHIO POWER SITING BOARD
in the matter of the Application of
Black Fork wind Energy, LLC
For a Certificate to site an Case # 10-2865-EL-BGN
Industrial wind-powered electric

Generating facility in

Crawford and Richland Counties, Ohio o N NS
- - 24

O s

o =

MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF APPLICATION FOR REHEARING L

™~ T

= we

INTERVENOR ALAN K. PRICE

1. Wind Farm lease Agreement

A. The law states that a person while in an elected position cannot profit
from a Company that is asking for their office to sign an agreement. So, |
believe that the Township and County employees that have signed
leases with Black Fork Wind Energy or Element power, should have been
replaced before their offices were asked to work on a road agreement.

B. | do not think it was ethical for this company to tell lease signers with
questions about lease, to go 10 Attorney Jim Prye, and he admitted that
the company sometimes paid him for this. That the company was
already paying Mr. and Mrs. Prye for using their Title company for work.

2. ROAD USE AGREEMENT
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A. Our county people are elected to stand up for that communities rights. |
feel that between the Applicant, PUCO and Ohio Power Siting Board are
doing their best to bully these people into signing agreements that they
do not have enough time or resources 10 fully investigate.

3. DECOMMISSIONING
A. Everyone legally has to have insurance the minute they purchase a car,
land or home. Why would an Applicant be allowed 1o ask for everything
possible to build a Wind Farm, but not have to post any kind of Bond
the day construction starts?

4. NOISE
A. The noise study seems to be flawed. Out of 8 monitors used 4 were
located at state routed with heavy traffic, 2 were not in the project area.
Monitor H was not in the project areas and set up at a construction
companies address, and at the exact time of monitoring there was a
construction company rebuilding the road within a 1/3 mile. 5o how
could these sites been averaged for our noise levels?

5. Dr. Diane Mundt
A. t thought this lady was to testify about living in a wind farm. But during
the court proceedings she made it clear that this was not her field of
study. That she has read others literature (which was never admitted as
evidence) written about other types of blades with various speeds. it
only left me with more questions.

6. PUBLIC NOTICE |
A. This Application was never ava ilable to me until the first day of court.
Mr. Hawkins testified in court October 11, 2011 that 2-3 weeks prior he
sent it to Crestline Public Library. Butin truth the library never received
it until December 2011.
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7. APPLICANT, OWNER, OPERATOR
A. Why could the Court ar Applicant not explain the difference between
the three, and exactly who would be responsible for everything in this
project. What happens if any or afl three would file bankruptcy during

this project?

8. OHIO POWER SITING BOARD
A. The Board and Staff were still asking their fair share of questions during
the hearing. During testimony the Staff, experts and Applicants lefta lot
of questions unanswered or answered that they would get back to us
with the answer. But yet this application was approved.
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RECEIVEZ- COOKE TING Ciy

BEFORE THE OHIO POWER SITING BOARD

WI2FEB 2] PH 406

In the Matter of the Application )

of Black Fork Wind Energy, LLC for ) P U C O
a Certificate to Install Numerous ) Case No. 10-2865-EL-BGN
Electricity Generating Wind Turbines in )

Crawford and Richland Counties, Ohio )

APPLICATION FOR REHEARING AND RECONSIDERATION OF INFERVENOR JOHN
WARRINGTON

1. The Board Jacks the ability to render an objective and non-bias decision in
order to protect the public interest, well being and property of Ohio citizens. The
OPSB acts only as enablers of industrial wind installation in Ohio with complete
disregard for testimony or criteria which disagrees with their industrial wind

agenda. I

1L By the approval of The Blackfork Wiad Energy Project, Case Number 19~
2865-EL-BGN, the Ohio Power Siting Board forces a regulatory taking of property
without compensation in violation of the U.S. and Ohic Constitutions, upon
hundreds of Crawford and Richland county residents.

IIL.  The Board creates an evidentiary double standard that is a vielation of due
process. The Board has the ability to receive and review the voluminous eredible
data documenting the immense negative impact that an industrial wind installation
will have upon a community, but refuses to do so. The Board receives all wind
industry opinion as fact while rejecting the credibility of virtually all opposing data.

The basis for this petition, including additional information about errors in
the Board’s opinion, is set forth in more detail in the attached Memorandum in

Support.
Respectfully submitted,
iy ¥
/I aN. li%‘riug’m
6

040 St. BL, 9
Tiro, Ohio 44887

Thia ia to cextify chat the lmages SPPadzLlg are an
acgurate and compleis rapraductlon of a carc Hile
dooument delivar is the raguiar courge of business

forhalclat e o - Date Processed _.,._E..B“
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BEFORE THE OHIiO POWER SITING BOARD

In the Matter of the Application }
of Black Fork Wind Energy, LLC for )
a Certificate to Install Numerous )
Eleciricity Generating Wind Turbines in )
Crawford and Richland Counties, Ohio )

Case No. 10-2865-EL-BGN

MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF APPLICATION FOR REHEARING OF INTERVENOR
JOHN WARRINGTON

TABLE OF CONTENTS

L The Board lacks the ability to render an objective and non-bias decision in
order to protect the public interest, well being and preperty of Ohio citizens, The
OPSB acts only as enablers of industrial wind installation in Ohio with complete
disregard for testimony or criteria which disagrees with their industrial wind
agenda.

. By the approval of The Blackfork Wind Energy Project, Case Number 10-
2865-EL-BGN, the Ohio Power Siting Board forees a regulatory taking of property
without compensation in violation of the 1.S. and Ohio Constitutions, upon
hundreds of Crawford and Richland county residents.

ITIl.  The Board creates an evidentiary double standard that is a viglation of due
process. The Board has the ability to receive and review the voluminous credible
data documenting the immense negative impact that an industrial wind instailation
will have upon a community, but refuses to do so. The Board receives all wind
industry opinion as fact while rejecting the credibility of virtually all opposing data.
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MFEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF APPLICATION FOR REHEARING

L The Board lacks the ability to render an objective and non-bias decision in
order to protect the public interest, well being and property of Ohio citizens. Tiie
OPSR acts only as enablers of industrial wind installation in (hio with complete
disregard for testimony or criteria which disagrees with their industrial wind
agenda.

Found on page 70 of the 75 page OPINION, ORDER AND CERTIFICATE we
find “ Any allegation presented in opposition to the Stipulation is hereby considered
denied.” This typifies the attitude and demeanor of the entire QPSB approach. OPSB
made only a pretense of allowing the citizen interveners to participate as a means to make
complete the miscarriage of justice. My intervention document were used by permission
of Mike McCann Real Estate and should have been considered. But ALYs Fullin and
Earkas ruted with great speed to strike the property value information provided. (found on
the online docket 08/30/2011) Fullin and Farkas allowed the BlackFork Wind Energy -
LLC representatives David Stoner and Scott Hawken to seal the record by stating that NO
evidence exists that can sustanstiate an opinion that an industrial wind installation can
have any negative impact upon real estate values. The exact wording can be found on the
transcript by Jennifer Duffer. The approval of this sentiment and the unanimous approval
vote of the BlackFork Wind Project by OPSB is tantamount to the most nefarious
example of blind and deaf “justice” perhaps in Ohio history.

Even the installation of a single cell phone tower has a negative impact on real
estate value, yet OPSB evidently rest upon the opinion that 91 industrial wind turbines,
each of which would dwarf the presence of a cll phone tower, have a neutral effect on
real estate, in fact benign.

Also my request to have a real estatc expert testify by a SKPE teleconference was
denied by the ALJ’s with the justification that my witness could be being prompted by
another off screen expert.

The citizen interveners are aware that even if we divested ourselves of our life
savings bringing experts to the hearings our opinions and testimony would be met with
the same contempt.

The OPSB have acted in everyway as if they are the “Wind Industry™.
Furthermore, it appears evident the OPSB has not seen an application it doesn’t like, as
all Ohio projects are coupled with the streamline approval process. Lastly to show the
utter bias of OPSB 1 point to their own web home page with displaying several cartoonish
images of wind turbines and links to speed up & wind project approval.
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1L By the approval of The Blackfork Wind Energy Project, Case Number 10-
2865-EL-BGN, the Ohio Power Siting Board forces a regulatory taking of property
without compensation in violation of the U.S. and Qhio Constitutions, upon
hundreds of Crawford and Richland county residents.

My intervention documents while procedurally stricken present the opinion of non
wind industry real estate studies that display the inevitable loss of residential value
ranging from 25% to 40% of pre wind farm value. And much worse than this the
very real possibility of the total loss of marketability of 2 home. But this matters not one
whit to the OPSB. Here is what matter in Columbus in the early 21% century.

httn:!/www.oosb.ohio.gov/opsbf?LinkServID=895FE98C-CS63-FCF 0.
6BFDCTDFIAIFTAA2

The OPSB Wind Stats Map gives displays a goal of 937 industrial turbines
planted across Ohio and both you know and 1 know that you the OPSB have no intention
of “mitigating” anything to protect the citizens of Ohio from any negative aspects.

Tens of millions of dollars of property devaluation will most certainly be .
realized. Conservatively 40 to 50 million dollars of Toss will be suffered by the 1000 plus
non participating receptors of BlackFork Wind’s noise, shadow, strobe lights and visual
offense. No totals are considered by OPSB. Perhaps approaching a half a billion dollar
loss depending on population. These lasses negate all job revenue and all tax benefit to
counties. While simulianeously sending menies to China for turbines and electricity
revenue to European energy companies. And thus creating a dependence of foreign
electricity.

A Regulatory Taking of Private Property without Compensation. A reverse
condemnation of real estate. Solely for to fervent fulfillment of SB221 and Renecwable
Portfolio Standards.

Thus violating R.C. 4906.10(A)(2),(3), and (6} and the U.S and Ohio
Constitutions.

IIL.  The Board creates an evidentiary double standard that is a violation of due
process. The Board has the ability to receive and review the voluminous credible .
data documenting the immense negative impact that an industrial wind installation
will have upon a communi€y, but refuses to do so. The Board receives all wind
industry opinion as fact while rejecting the credibility of virtually all opposing data.

From the inception of the BlackTork Wind project hosted by the original applicant

Gary Energitics the Board has permitted and facilitated a severe marginalization of non-
participating residents within the project area. Numerous letters of opposition containing
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pointed and serious guestions to the Board were habitually met with form letter
obfiscation. Residents were told to await a Publie Meeting where all answers were
forthcoming. In fact the original BlackFork mecting was a very controiled event that
wasted time and sidestepped all difficult questions. Offers to answer questions by Gary
Energetics web site web never fulfilled. The OPSB were silent and tolerated this
problem. When the project was sold to Blackfork Wind Energy Project LLC./ Element
Power LLC again all questions were pointed to & public meeting. Public meeting number
one hosted a science fair armosphere where the applicant ¢ould huddle with participants
and avoid direct statements. All difficult questions to the applicant were avoided and
dodged. OPSB allowed this. Continuing the questions to the docketing division at
PUCO all questions were again directed to the 214 public Meeting. At this meeting no
questions were accepted by staff or developer. Moving ahead continued appeals to the
Board docketing division including document questions, and data, all opposition
residents were told to anticipate the Adjudicatory hearing. During the hearing my attempt
to ask one question of Scott Pauley was objected to by BlackFork coungil and sustained
by Judge Farkas. In effect ending a three year quest to receive ar answer o any question
about the project. OPSB staff permitted by habit this type of sidelining of interveners as
the proceeding went through the motions.

The applicant BlackFork presented a collection of opinions for hire who |
systematically recited the opinion that minimal to no impact would be realized to effect
wild life, health, residents, aviation, shadow flicker, and noise. All Board members
validated this counterfactual testimony by voting unanimous approval of the project.

The Board presented NO evidence of research of preparation. In my opinion and
by my first hand experience with the hearing The Board and ALY's Farkas and Fullin
accepted all pro wind opinion at face value as fact, while heavily scrutinizing all
opposition questioning and testimony. In violation of R.C. 4906.10 the Board

improperly delegated its authority to the Administrative Law Judges.

MOTION FOR REHEARING AND RECONSIDERION

Respecifully Subpitted,
/ ) { ' ‘ﬂﬁﬁ:l
L] "y jg,__‘

John N.%V/ iggfon
7040 State Rt,
Tiro, Ohio 44387
419-683-3112
February 18% 2012
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

e A e et el L vttt — st

[ certify that a copy of the forgoing document was served upon the following persons via
U.S. Mail this 18th day of February 2012 :

Michage! J. Settineri

Chief Legal Counsel
Element Power LLC

Black Fork Wind LLC

52 East Gay St.

PO Box 1008

Columbus, OH 43216-1008

John J. Jones and appearances at
10 East Broad St, 25% Floor
Columbus, Ohio 43215

Chad A. Ensley

Chief Legal Counsel

Ohio Farm Burean Federation
280 North High Street

P.O. Box 182383

Columbus, OH 43218-2383

The Ohio Power Siting Board

Attn: Docketing Division Case No. 10-2865-EL-BGN
180 E. Broad Street, 6 Floor

Columbus, OH 43215

Orla Collier H1

Benesch, Friedlander, Coplan & Atrnoff LLP
41 South High Si, 26" Floor

Columbus, Ohio 43218

I certify that a copy of this document was served upon the following persons by hand
delivery this day Febroary 18th 2012,

Debra Bauer and Bradley Bauer Margaret and Nick Rietschlin
7298 Remlinger Road 4240 Baker Road

Crestline, Ohio 44827-5775 Crestline, Ohio 44827-9775
Gary Biglin

5331 State Route 61 South
Shelby, Ohio 44875
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Karel A. Davis
6675 Champion Road
Shelby, Obio 44875

Carol and Loren Gledhill
7256 Reminger Road

Crestline, Ohio 44827-9775

Bret: Hefiner
3429 Stein Road
Shelby, Ohio 44827

Grover Reynolds
7179 Remlinger Road
Crestline, Ohio 44827-9775

Mary Studer
6716 Reminger Road

Crestline, Ohio 44827

Thomas Karbula
3026 Solinger Road
Crestline, Ohio 44827-9775

Alan and Catherine Price
7956 Remlinger Road
Crestline, Ohio 44827-9775

/Y Vo =

'Z-fﬂ,;-fa

Jokin N. Warrington

/
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(AVDID 12730 ALS FARKAS) ALSO TRANSIRIBED PoeTron/
OF PRC HEARINWNG TELE CONFERENCE

AODID Y7290 HEFEMER ''CoAN T ASK A PROCED vRAL PUES T?'a/v:’"
e ALT EARY¥AS° "Wes"

o B.HCEFNER I T ASSumi¢ THAT ANY (SSUES NOT RESolveD oM TAE
QTR 2078 il REMaN o THE TESTIMIONY AND wied BE
TOKEHUP AT THe ADTudblicaToRy HesziING °

o ALT FARKAS ] " (WHAT will [APPEN 1S THST IF 7HERE 15
NoT A CoMPLETE STIPuLATION OF THE CASE ©& A SEITLE -

MEHT OFTHE CASE, THEM THE PReT(gs THIT HAVE ENTERED
(NTD THE SETTLEMENT PRESUMEABLY THE CoMPANY AND

WHoEVER ELSE EANTERS INTO A SETTLEMENT THE Foces
OF THE CASE RECOMES THE STIPULATION OR SETTLEMENT,
THERE WILL BE€ A HEARING AND WITNESSES witl Ha/€E
To e PRESENTED o THE STIPolgrion

¢ e FENER YR ! " WHAT RIGHT Do T HAavE AS AR
AS BCING A RPARTY 10 TIMT STIPotario « AM T

cor'D —

MEMeLaNDIM, 0, APPX000151
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DIMINISHED SomeHow BEcavse T AM 4 sivtie Paywre
LIMREN o Wl THEY HAVE To MaKE A STIPULATIDN

By WoRkkinNG out ovR DIFFEREM«WS?
o 413 FurlIN 54728 Y TF Vou oaluy HAvE AGREEMENT OF gomt

AMONG THE PARTIES  BvT MNeT ALL OF THEM ON A Pugricelqr
{53VE ) T DOESN'T MaKE THAT ISSVE Go awny, THERE STHL
NECDS To BE A MEAKS To ADRESS +H4T i1sSo€ BEegusé

THERCE ARE CELTAIN PAZTILS THAT HAVENT Aqreed To "

- Wppm——

—

THE PUBLIC wias WoT MASE 4WHRE of THE SErrTiemenT
CONFERENCE ZeroRe The porLic MEETING . SIGMIFICANT
AMD MATCRAAL CHANGES wiep ¢ MADE Lo THbUT THE
DPFORTVUMITY or PuRBL(C INQUIRY

—— P .

THEAR WaS WIDESPREAD MISINFORMANION ABouT THE
[} " L4 * {r
TERMS " SETTLEMENT " Paprinl SripoLsrion ", " STIPuATION "
THE PolkTion OF THE ohC THAT DEALS s iTH HEARNGS
MERTIONS only "_S‘rlpamwo»f" .

@ IT 15 VMNRLLSONABLE AMD UNLRWEUL TO HAVE AN
UNTRANSCRIBED OR OFEF THC Recogp CONVER 0770 2 ¢y 14

THE ALTS wHersIN Rules AND PROCEDURLS ppe CLEIR ey
LD DO N 1IN ERonT oFf AlL ﬁ’-af-;uav-rgsii But 14 MoRED
AND COONTERMANDED IN SUBSEQUENT PROcESS

S ———

-—

TF THE Boarkd PEeRSI1STS s TURIDICAL o NDDUS
PRESSING | T (5 RE€EASONABLE Do THE CiT1zEM 70
ExPeeT Due PROCESS  yh¢ RULE OF s A/, AND A
COURT oF APPLAL y WITHOVT TG o 7ME
SePREME CovRT,

] APPX000152
MEMeL AN UM @ coNTh
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opinion O&EPER AND CERTIFICATE ©OF 1-23-12 PAGES

§-52 ARE THE PRoDUCT oF +HE STAFE, THE STAFE WAS
NoT MAPE AVAIL4BLE Fol CRoSS ~EvAMINgTION AS 15
USuAl AND CuSTOMARY [AMD ALSD PROMISED 1N THe

bt HEARING TELECONFERENCE OF 7211,

o AvDio 5458 MR. PETRICOFF | "o would ASSUME THAT THERE
TiMers THAT

MadRS would (44ve 70 BE SOPPLEMENTIL TES
povlh SuPPeRT TWE 5TI Pomrmﬂ} T Gruess Now THAT weve
DISCLSSED 1T, TOO, TT MAY MARE rMORE SENSE 1o SEE
wHAT We Gt oN The 11 T™H AND BASICALLY ADRESS /T AT
TuaT TiME, BeT T wevld THINK THAT To AGREE THAT
NoTWING HAS cHArGED (55:29), AND THE 1SSv€s IN The
cripoLaTion | TF WE DONY Corng 70 A TO AM AGREEMENT
oN TWE STIPoLATION THAT THE TESTIMONY THAT 1§ AILED
w ITH THeE AppLICATION AND T HE TET-

AND WE wevth G
[MoNY W HeH HAS RE€H FILED wr(Tht TRE APPLICATION
Wouth STRY IN PLAE AND WE wouLh STAET THE HEARINGS

oAl THOSE 1SSUES AND Maygé wRAP UF w it ANYTHING
THAT MHAas CHAN &ED (65:5¢) THAT REQUIRED AD prrienr4l

TESTimenl ¥ '
L ALT Fpavas | VES, THATS CORRECT

=

L)

o

MR PAWLEY | TRE LoNE STAFF MEMBER MADE AvAIL4BLE,
WHO SPoNSORED ThE STAFF REPORT AND wid STRFF

PROTELLT LEAD ( PREFiLed TESTIMONY o ToN ¢ Pawerey PA&E
3 LINMES {-—3) AMND pAS RESPONS IBLE FOR ANY (Ssves ANoT
coverRéEDd BY eTWER STAFF WITNESSES IM THEIR TESTIMON

(PREFILED TESTIMONY OF ToN €. PAWLEY PARGE 2 LINES

5-q) wAs NoT ABLE T? ANSWER. M ERNINGLEUC A D
Cot MA IR QuesTiontS IN CLOSS examinaTioN (PReCEEDINGS

PAGE §2Z LINE 24 AND 25 PAG » PRD -

£ 653 LINES I-3 ]
CEEDINGS PAGE 53 LINES -25 poGe LEY LINES [—123

' APPX000153
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FEBROARY 20 2512
PAGE (555 LINES 17-28 PAGE 56 CINES [-1Y ; PaGE 57
LINES 12-20] PAGE 5@ LiNEs 15~ [ PAGE 658 LINES
1 -LS PAGE G54 CInES f-‘-'ﬂ) AND THE wg aeRs oF THE
PogTioN oF THE STATF REPORT | N QuesT/on WwEes ~oT
MARE AVAIABLE T povGl ASKED FoR 1A INSUIRIES TO
THE ALT THAT wWeRE TYwen oFF THE REcord (Pro -
CEEDINGS PAGE (052 Lines 1601k , wHICH REFER TO
LAZLIER 8FF TS RCeoRD PRoCEDURAL QuESTIonS
CoMCLRHING ABSEMCE OF SIEF  PAGE (0§52 «/Mes (1~

23 WHere THE ALT TokeS US ©KF THE Record WHILE
£ 08Tt To THE NoM- AvailaB ity oF STAFF)

— 3 _—

CRAWEORD  LouMTy COMMISSIONERS AMD ENGINCER.
ThevaH HAVIMG ciLéd TESTIMOMY | wERE NoT MADL
AVAILABLE [FoR  CR6SS - ExAMINATION .

@ 406 -1-01 (F)'"BoaRD" MEANS THE ©H/0 PoweR SiTING
Bosed AS ESTABLISHED By DIViSion (&) oF SEcTION
qeole .02 ©F THE ReVISED CoDE '

——— .

CPINIof ORDEZ AMD CERTIFICATE /O SRES-EL-BGAS
PaGE | ' TWE ORIO PoweR SminNéG Bosrd (Beard )
COMING NDW 10 COMSIDER THE ABavE ENTITLED MET7ER
MAVIMG ApPoimiEd ADMMLT RATIVE L4w/ TUDG &S

TO ConNDOCT THE HEMARNGES | HavING R evicwesd THE
EwHiBITS AND TES Timonry INTRoDULED (NTO EVIDENCE
(I THIS MATIER AND BEING orHERwWISE FLLLy
ADVISED , 1HECEBY 1SSVE TS5 OPINIon , ORDER y AKD
CERTIEICATE IM THIS 488 AS Repuger BY CHOPTER
§90(p, REVISED (odE.

-,
R d

(. APPX000154
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FEERL-W&‘( 201 2oL
APTER NuMERDVS OFF THE RLRD ASSURANCES @y TuEL ALT
THAT INDEPEND ANT PARTIES EvIDENCE AND TESTIMmowG wovlh
B CarSIDERED Ry THE RosRD PROPER Mo EvIDence ExysrS

THAT THCERE 15 ANy DIECeT oR INDIRET FLow g [NEFoRMATIONM
BeTWEEN THE CIT2E N INTERVENSIL ANp THE Boged AS

ABsvE DEFINED.

ot (- of (F) DEFINGS THE Basg d S

HYolk 0L () C g1t CHAR MaM OF THC PuBeic u-rm:;)t— e
" rrl\ oM MAY ASSI&EN o2 TRAMSFER DuTieg AMONG y
o 55 2 (g BoarDS AUTHDMALT;
commisstoN'S STAFF. How eveR, THE
7o GrAMT CERTIFICATES UNDER SEcTio €306.10 OF ThE
REVISCH Code SHALL NoT BE E¥eRCSED By ANY oFFICER,
EmpPLoyet o Bobdy oTHeR THAN THE BeaRD ITSELE '

90 .02 (A) SPECIEIES mEmBERS oF THE BoARD, AHD
WwHAT DuTES THEY MAY PELEGATE -

@ AUDID 18:5Y * B. HEFEMNER: " ARE vou GomNG 70 MAKE A
ROLING o TUHAT - Po ALL PARTIES MAVE TO BE N
AcZecmed 7, How po wE ReSolvé +HAT? Y

o (3204 ALT TARKAS: ' THAT (S WHAT THIS Woved RE
TodAy

= e =

CALSO , 1IN THE SEPTEMBER 4 PREHEARING TELECOMNFER -
ENCE | TWE MoTiorl ~ MEMORANDUM 1N 5 OPPORT - MEmMOo -

RaND UM COMTRA — EINDING PRoCESS wal 1 MPROPERL Y
LUSPENDED CONCERMING RECommEr DgrioN OF FIR.
PETRACOFFE THAT SEPTEMBER 14 A DIVOICATORY HerRin/G
AE CoMVERTED TO A SETTCEMENT HemnNGg - A Rut-
ING wWaS MADE (N ADVBNeE o MeTIFYING ALl
PaR TIES " (PREFLED DIRECT TESTIM oy oF B- HEFENER
PatrES 7-9 TTEM 24)

- a— s

APPX000155
ME MO RAND uM ® coNT'D



§ FEBRuARY 20,2012

Audio Hoizy o ALS FARKAS . T BelLgvE THAT mR. JorEL
HOD ASKED THAT LOE CoNTIMUS Tiie HCARING A covpLe
DVS s WHAT WE'D Like 1o Do IS EITHER Have T HE
Hear M G | TURN THE HEar NG, T metn we AGREE W
44D LISTEHED To THS PLOPLE THAT RASED SomE
CoNCERNW ABOUT |HSUFFILIEHT TIME 1D DISCOES TS
TSSVE , BUT WE ARE GOING To ALLOW FHE HEARING
10 P& CoMVERTED TO A SEATLEMENT Con FERENCE oN
FHE (4T QuT WHAT WE wyMT Yo Do Tob4y IS5 ETHER
HAVE UG HCARHE  BEGIA, HE HAD IMNDICATEDS TWO
pAQS, SO ENTWER okl e ZIE BR Ktk |t OFF A WEER

W
yo we 20 (d124)
N THE @™ we'tL oPEN

510 U0 ¢ ALT FARKAS o
¢ e HeARWWG BuT WE WL ComvEnT THE HesRWG TO
AT CONEEREMCE AMD THEM tHE ALT wr;_—
A

A ‘3€TTL6NG
LCAVE TWE froo ™
PRESEMT witt Discuss S¢

AND THEH THE paRTICS THAT

b
THLEMEN T-

Hqolb-7- 12 CA):&LL MOTIONS | UNLESS MaDE AT A
PugLIC HEAR MG ©OR TRAMSRIBED PRE HGARING
OONFE LENLE | OR UNLESS oTHERWISE ol ALeED  FoR
Gook CAUSE SHOWN SUALL BC N WwRITING AND SHILL

Ge AcComP ANIED BY 4 MEMoRANDUM 1N SOPPORT "

@ HWEp-1-12 () Ay viomon MAAY INCLUDE A SPECIFIC
RLQUEST FoR AN EXPED ITTD RULING . THE EaDunAS
CoR SucH REQUEST SHALL BE SET FoRTH M 7HE
MEMORANDUM 1IN SUPPORT --- I ALL OTHER CAEL,
THE PARTY REQUESTING THE EXPED mes RULING
MUST TIRST CONTACT ALL oTHER PeRTIES T0

@ CoNT' D —m

M EMNORAHDY
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DTicaming W Hete ANY PARTY sR3CeTe ™

g

B HEFFHER "IN ¢ syprempee Q PREHEIRIH G

TELE CONFEREnCE | Ty MmoTtrory - Mé&vorgpumy |, S0P Poye7 -
MEMORANDUM ¢ o1y - f:meC7 Pﬁotéfj RS 1m-
PRoferty S KPewper .. 4 RULING Luss mape 1
ADVANCE OF MortFyinG ALL Pgprres " (Pecenen

DIRGLY TESTImon Y of R, HEFFHER | Patres 7. 1 I7Er

24 PorAGAgPH Q)

oAl L{?aewmos FAE‘NES(C_) ”Eafcépr FOR PURPOSES of
ROLES Yqolp -7.0f, NG 06-7-00, PARIGsPHE) oF RuLe
Haol,~7-07, PaRAGRIPH (1) or Ruce 4906 ~7-07, 4vd
Rutes qng-‘?,aa" Y Goe-1-17, '1'?0(0’7“’2; Yol ~ -t
306 -7-1S| AD Hap4, <7 -1 of THE ADm S regrive
Cobe | THC BOARD STapr guaLL NOT  BE eomSipeced
A PORTY to ANy feaeime O

Rutes roe PRE el M G CONFERe reces APE  Coxrrmdmep
IN 04C Y906-~7-10 ., +ue MOTION AvTrigured o
MR ToNCGS @ By ALl paguds OCLURRED DURING
THE P REHta NG TELCCON FRENCE | 4 WS TiKE
BAS1S For vHe ALk RvLING TO convenT ADJUD -
(ATORY  HegrnG TO STPULATON COMFLR ENCE,
MR TONES CovmMSel Fog STREF |, AND  Lugg
NOt A Pepty TO THAT HedRinG,

MEMoN 44 Um @ Conrt’ {) APPX000157
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AUDIO 1653 o ALS £aexAS: " Sourl TONES PRoposSER
WoviNlg UCAZING DATE ..., CONTINUVE A cowple OF
DAYS +., BAVE A gerthlime MT CONFERENMCE H

AoDi 18154 © ALT FARYAS: " me ToNES wi-L ALGUE [FoR
A MoTioN CALLING FOR A oMTINVANGE '

Aubio ¢’ o ALS FARMAS: " T BELIEYE THAT MR JonES
MAD ASHed THAT WE CONTIHUE THE HeAR NG V!

TWe RuLING BY ALT FARKAS ImmeplaTely FoLiows

@ A0 @' co*ALTY FARXAS " THERS Wil BC A Mo NG, AMD
W ETNESSES  witl HAVE To B¢ PELSENTED OM THE
STigvtaTtion v '

Avbio Ha!34 @ ALY EARMAS:  WHAT would Haeper THEA
1S THEN TUE Epevs Becomés THE sTiPuLaTion AND
NDT TWE A4PpLIeaTion « - . THE ComPany pould Ha &
AT GSSES (K SUPPORT OF THE STIPULATION | AND YOO
would RE ALLOowED To CR0SS Evdonne THe w tNESSES

(N TERMS OF THE STIPULATION THEY VE ENTEEED INTO.

ANY pou woulD &o o To TESTIFY wat ReSPecT 79

TG grt?ul.n'rfﬂl"/

o B CCENER: " 30 TWE PREPARED TESTWH ONY THAT WiS
pue on st STV, T M TR EVEMT THERE (§ A
PARTIAL DR A STLPULATION THE folLiowmlb wéte
QecomEs (08 | INACTIVE

o ALT wAQLAS +UAT'S CORBECT AHD IF THERES A

empolATOs  WE VWL pRofABLY H4ve TO RE SLHEDULE
AMD ReTwiNE THE NeARWG DaTE BEAUSE wé wouch
WVE To UAVE Time TO PREPIRE TESTIMONY.'

3
conT b APPX000158
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FEEQLJAQ—‘{ ZOI 2_0‘2_
(0 No TOURNALZED EVIDENC (N SUPPORT, BuT

TOST ASK ANY oF TUC CrTizeM I NTEQVENORS (0 HaT
+HEY OBSERVED AT TWE HeAR (MG .

@ NO SPECIFIC TURBING wiag cHoSEn IN CONTRAVEHTION
ofF 420k~ 17(03) odC

an—
—t—

SaALS ARE MOVEABLE AFIER THe CERTIFICYTION , Ao
FiMAL VERSION OF tavour oR CoasTRICTION £ Avan-
ABLE IN CONTRAVEMTON 70 Y906 -17 (03) 04¢C

e

— —

APPLICATION Dip NOT CONTAIN PescR1IpTions OF
APPULANTS PuBLIC INTERACTION PROGRgMm S Ad
RECQUIRED (S?TQFF QEPORT 129 Y7 £OoTHOTED THEEE -
M oAcC qqo(o—:’)-—og@—)(:)j

—

o

APPLULATION WAS MoT PART OF ADTUDICATONY HE4RING 2

AuDIO U7: 50 » ALY FARKAS “THE Fotul oF THE cas€ 13€-
Comes THE STIPULATION OR SETTLEMEMT ™

AUDIO Ha, 34 o ALT FogiAs: “wWHAT wouLd MNaPPe (]

THEM the Fpcus Becem&S THE STIPULATION AND
NoT THE APPLICATION *

p———
——
e P

APPLLCATION was PART OC THE ADTUDICATORY HEARING ]

ADI0 54238 ¢ ALY FULLIN ! * TF you {avE AMY
PARTWLVLAR (SSuE | THC AGREEWMLHT oF ALL OF THE
PARYIES | TWEN 1M YWAT SITUATAN | THEC (SSué mAaY

oD
MEM0RAND U
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Fegruary zo,2012
Go AWAY AND NoT 8BS ACTWE ( BOT IF You onty HAVE
Aget MEHT OF SPME Amorlr THE PaRTIcs Bot NOT
ALL oF THEM ON A PARTICULAR 1SSUG, T7 DOESAT AE
TUAT 1S5VE @0 AwAY, THERE sSTItL NeebdS To BEA
MEANS TO ADRESS THAT (SSvE | BECAUSE THERE ARE
cLnTAIN PARTIES THAT UAVENT QRted TO (T "

— -—
ppm———=

Do ETEd LETTER -To 0P8 3-3/ -/ Feopq B - HEFFHER
Pﬁ(ﬂ(—‘f’ t A"HD 2 . SECC L_é-rré‘ﬂ_ IM TS &MTHQC"T‘(
ATrocued RS APPENDIY |

@ AUDI0 55350 &M QUIETSCHLIAM T M FARKAS, WO T
B¢ PoSSIBLE FolR You TO PuT A gummany N THE EsmAIt
REGARD ING ThHE sSTIPY Larrord [ THE PARTIAL st puLATIoN
BALK AND FReTH  wé FOST LisTEMRES TO?

p > KAS: T TuE SerlHT THAT IT
Auiz fc:; tr}& n:i::; F&i r'ié T0 N DICATE WHAT WEVE

TUST Beend DISLussING (57:1‘7) BecgusE TS NOT
REALLY ANYTHULEH thé PapTEeutAR

UMTRAUSCRIBED

——

<

ORILLCTON ST,

AUDID 2974Y @ B. HEFFNER ¢ propER TO ASK .. -
WMEMOR actpum (M SUPPORT —vv SERVE (T o ALL

PATIES  Give US A CHANKE FOR A yMEMONAND Um
todTRA 2

e ALY FARVAS: ¥ WELL WE RedlLy DONT HAVE TiME
FoR TUAT ... TF Wov HAKE AN OARCTON « - STETE

YpuR cBTCTiONS TO T RIGHT Mow .

conr' D
10
MEMORANDYM O ~ APPX000160
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o B. RCEFHER " T FEel T TOST DID | T THINK THAT THAT
Woud B& SUFFICIEM T

o ALT FARKAS® ' TUAT WOHAT (Wovid BE SuFFIcks7 7

o B WCERMERT " AT T FOST FIMSHED WITH .« THERE
OUGHTTA BE TMC ., - BCUEDULE HAS Beew CompresSED, ..
THIS (5 AN 1M PorTenT DECSIOM crc Tim AMOT PréfFe 2 ED
To WAKE (T To0% .. « T TUST RESPecTFveLr ASKING
TVWAT PLRWARS T WAVE, Yov WMOW, T)mE To LET ALL
THe PORTIES KANow WUAT THE PCRUEST (5 ;70 MAKE A
D&'Téiimlr-btl-ﬂmd IM THE MoAmal CQpuRSE of PUé PROCESS .

TE TWEY WAVE oBTCCTIONS | PEeUAPS THEY Could SEXD
Hem N o AS TAR AS thuR ScHEDULE GOE, wHY, W€
DADN'T SET THAT SCHEDULE .. T DO THINE THIS 1S

A FAIR. PLPLESEMTATION OF MY pBrectront cco T AM
witeIMG To Go wTH THE GenEast. AT TIOE ABoT

Hae ro DO I SOPPUSE ot
VES, T Guess & PO
Weve Becrs Com PpreSED,
IN REALLy
PO TS (A

s . TF THIS (5 wH4T ue

THIS (S WHAT WE WE TO PO «
OBIELT ON THOSE GrROUNDS
Lweve BeeH ASHED o ABSORB Documt EHTS
syoaT Tmes - I THinK WE SHoOLD
A caReEul AND DUE PRICESS MAd NER

s AUDID 31230 o ALY FARKASS “ bo THE PRICES Hav

ANY oRTCcTON 7 y
o C. PRICE T " YES WE DD,

o ALY EARNAS T W AT (3 YoUR OBTECTD A

o C.PRC " ... AGREE w (TH MR (JEETEAER  THAT

EVERYTHING HAS BEeHd PUSHED AND S HRTENLD
TO WHERE w6 Have 1o SCRAMBLE To &&7

?Lf

() ConT' D —

wieMmotAMaum APPX000161



FCERuARY 29 2012
OVR INEORMATION ToGET HER, AND AT THE BEGIHANNG
o THIS CONVERSTION U STATED THAT A SETTLEMENT

DHSE 1§ NoRmAL FoR HeARINGS LiKe THS | S (F 4T
was NoamAL 1T sHovld HAVE BeeH BROVGHT UP Beree

NoWw/ ¢ ‘

tl
oac 4G 0l - 1-0! Cb) Coemal ZLveePTioMs TO
RULINGS o’ oRDERS oF THE ADWIA ST RATIVE LAY

TODGE ARE VM NLWSSARY (F (AT ThE TIME OF AHY
RULING O OZDER (S madE , THe PARTY MALES
KpwH TWE AcToN WHICH Us oR SHe DERLS The
PRCSIDING HCARNG OFFICc® TO THRNE | OF (1S OFf
HeR oATReTIoN 7O ACTioM WHICH HAC BEcu TAREN

AND THE BBSTS Tol THAT OBTECCTION |

e

—

U PRL HEARING TELECOMFRENIE OF G-9-if
SapoLd BAVE BEEK TRAMSCBED (DRC tyot-02(B)

THE CHAURMAN SHILL NG A ComPrere RECORD OF

ALL PROCLSDINGS OF THE BoARD"

Aupio §col » ACY EARKASY " FormA L P@Qgégwg o
OPSR » - - ALL PelTKS ARE REQUiRES TO FoLeons

Ba2 s ADMIMISTRATIVE RUCES AHD e BoARLL
PaoToeol v

@ PROCLEDINGS | (PAGE B B UCEENER & T wAHT
10 Czo ON TO GUEST{ON 1. IT'D LiKe TO MAKE
Ad OBTLC Y (o REcausE MR- sToMER (S NOT

AW B XPERT M THE EBvAL UaTion OF THESE

YMEMORAHN
@ APPX000162



Ce@guary 20 2041
€ yom (MER FARKAS: " YpuRE oBSECTING 70

5TUDIES B
U-“MT?U R. HEEFHER: © TV THE ANSWER 7O QuUESTION
{oe HT (S M HLING AN AsEssme LT oE A sTUbY He DoeS AT

< fowW A UNIQUE Quﬁuﬁcgﬂond Jo ADRESS
EXG A NER PARKAS “ Do You WAHT 1O ADRESS T187

ma.?eﬂ‘@toF‘Ff VouR HanoR  WE Ik TELAT TS 25

A moTion TO STRULE, ANp WE oBTECT To THAT,

NoTiMG THAT M. STONCR (S A ELPERT . He H4S
95 YeAS 1M THE (NPSTRY « HE W8S BelLT NumeRoOS
crroaf 3 BEScALLY

r’ﬂo:ﬂdsfﬁlﬂb e AHSWER TO QUE
LisTS ALl ©F HS ZPLRATNCE JAND 415 ENGINCCRIKG

PR GROVAMD . Fol THOSE REFSOMS, Z THINK HE

QAL tFIEs AS AN LePeRT WITNESS  Aubd AS AN CPee7
L irMess He my Gi/E OP iR resTimonsy. "’

o EAYAS: AND (S THIC — 7 DO Yo WANT TO

Examipd
RS PoMD TO At ? " ‘ |
o. ucERMCR T ¥ES T DO e 1S mAenG nut CvterT
NT OF view o pgz,(p@cmf({f oOF
K REAL

f

A pepTect DEV LLOPER

LSTATE <
Exans HER AR YAS 1
TTSCLE T |
(6 7O THE STUPY M

o. weErr © | Tim NoT oBTecT
oBTCCTING o HS LT RANCE AND ZvALUugTION OF

HHC STUDY .

LLAMHER  FARKAS - a
lm Gt TO oVl RY
i MLtowiNb 115 TESTIMony ol

"A,p_e: Yo oBTECTNG

W TH RESPELT To YovR OB 7¢CTIOH,
LE Yoot opecitvr! (THAT PMEANS
i ReSPeer TO

MEMDRL 4 NDUM @ oonNT'd T
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. Tearousey 20
T™HE STudy . 120 2012

e -

OP INION  ORDER AND CERTIEIATE PUGE 53 L(MNE £f

U M. STONER 1S A SCHIBR VICE PRESIDENT FoR ELemENT
Powel LLQ AND AS SotH 15 RESPOMNSIBLE FoR ~ i
DEVEt o PMENT O©F THE ComPANY'S RENGWIRBLE ENERGY
PROTECTS c e« S HAS 28 Y&MS ExperieHCE (N K
ZLECTRC UTWITY AND INDEPENDAMT Powscl BuCimNesS,
PRAMARILY (N PROTECT DEveLoPmerT | TH CLwpirdl SAECIFC -
ALLY OVER SECINlG THE DPEVELOPMCENT OF D EREREY
PROICCTS ToR TVWE LAET & vedns, "

NOTE TWAT AD WMeMTION (S MADE OF RLIL ESTARTE
Ex PARENMIE ASO, A PLeSon ALWSL | a0 CHAE
OF DEVELOPMEMT (S MEVER AovAD oA THE POST -
EPRATION CHAIM G E (M PRopelTY UALES s B34

e t—

e

OPIMION , 0RDER AND CERTIFICATE PAGe 52 TIT A(])

U SEVERAL OF FHE M TERVEHOLS RAISen CONCEeN
ABOUT THE POTENTIAL Folk THE PROJECT TO0 A GITIVELY
IMPALT THC PRoPeRTY yALUES OF THE CommuN ITY
(RIETSCHLIN EX 1 AT Z T ARRANGTOM £ ! AT
1-2,5 )

GEVERAL ALSO HAD THGWR TESTIMONY AND SuBm TED
STudIcs ST CKEM FROMN  t+HE RECoLD (;re”cg?)

et

A— ——

THRE ALTS DD No Resesrcy INTO rHe Acruat
Wolid HSTORIES oF THE WIND | ND ucTPY EMPLOpEeS
7

- Comtr'y  —
MM RANDY M o APPX000164
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How cAn oMC BE A SENPR ANYTHING (¥ A COMPANY
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MINUTES
REGULAR MEFETING OF THE OHIO POWER SITING BOARD

March 26, 2012

Members Present:

Todd A. Snitchler, Chairman, Public Wiilities Commission of Ohio

Martin Tremmel for Dr. Theodore Wymyslo, Director, Ohio Department of Health
Dsvid Daniels, Director, Ohio Department of Agriculture

Fred Shimp for Jim Zehringer, Director. Ohioy Dlanastmant F Mt T g
Senator Seitz, Alternate |
Repvesantatwg Jay Goyal
Representative Louts W. Blcsamg

Members Absent: ;,
}/\@) 50
Scott Nally, Director, Chio. Envxré _ , [ { _
Christiane Schmenk, Director, (}hi ?

Public Member (Vacant)

Senator Tom Sawyer

Pre————_L

Resolution 430-12 - Minutes g - - 16, 2012

Chairman Snitchler moved fo ad - . ing. M.

Tremmel seconded the motion. Th

Resolution 431-12 -- Case N& 8&-&513~EL-BGN and _04»1011-EL~BGA, In the
Matter of t:hez Apuplication_of Lima Ene Company._for a_Certificate of
Lavi Compatibility_and Public Need to, Construet a Base Load Power
uty. Ohio, Chatrman Snitchler moved that prior to considering an
extension of cemﬁcdte the Applicant should be directed to file various items with the
Board. Those items included: detailed grid analysis, site preparation activities, listing of
necessary permits and status, list of electric and gas facilities that would interconnect,
erosion and sedimentation activities, discussion of hazardous soils and water or debris
encountered, coordination with emergency personnel, arrangements for backup pressure
to local natural gas system and a thorough discussion describing the facility’s proposed
reconfiguration. M. Tremmel seconded the motion. The resolution passed.
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Gem:ratm.' Facility mRu:h!&nﬁ and Crawford C unties, Ohio. Chmnnan.Smtczhle:r.
mioved to deny the request for rehiearing. F. Shunp seconded the fnotion. Thie resolution
passed,

- Case Neo. 1 1i-1313-F1-BSB. In he Matter of the Application of
y vy, Inc, for a Certlﬁeate of Enwmnmental

atibility and Public Need for tne 765!345ilkV_Vasseil Substation Project.
Chamnan Smtuhler mwed 1o appreve ‘the application. M. Tremmel seconded the
motion. The resolution passed.

the Black River Sul station_and Transmissi n;'li'in'e; Chairman Snitchler moved {0
approve the apphcations. F. Shimp seconded the motion, Thie resolution passed.

_ (July 30, 2012)
iy
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BEFORE
THE OHIO POWER SITING BOARD

In the Matter of the Application of Black
Fork Wind Energy, L.L.C. for a Certificate
to Site a Wind-Powered Electric Generating
Facility in Crawford and Richland

Case No. 10-2865-EL-BGN

Counties, Ohio.
ENTRY ON REHEARING

The Ohio Power Siting Board finds:

(1) OnMarch10,200 | | _ Pork or
the Applicant) filet a . mental
compatibility and 0 N & ~ wind-
powered electric g | 15!‘) hland
counties, Chio. g N{[U?/ \ﬂvgﬂép( :

@ OnJanuary 2, 2013 ' / 9\019\. d its
opinion, order, and ¢ / 2 l the
Stipulation, as amendf;& 3 rd's
Staff, the Ohio Farm | 1 of
Crawford County Con, ate
should be issued, sul S he
Stipulation.

(3)  Section 4906.12, Revised uae, states, in relevant part, that Sections
4903.02 to 4903.16 and 4903.20 to 4903.23, Revised Code, apply to a
proceeding or order of the Board as if the Board were the Public
Utilities Commission of Ohio (Commissiony). : '

(4)  Section 4903.10, Revised Code, provides that any party who has
entered an appearance in a Comunission proceeding may apply for
rehearing with respect to any matters determined by the
Comumission within 30 days after the entry of the order upon the
journal of the Commission.

(5) Rule 4906.7-17(D), Ohio Administrative Code (O.A.C.), states, n
relevant part, that any party or affected person may file an
application for rehearing within 30 days after the issuance of a
Board order in the manner and form and circumstances set forth in
Section 4903.10, Revised Code.

APPX000178 -~ -



10-2865-EL-BGN -2-

{(6)  On February 17, 2012, intervenors Alan Price, Catherine Price, and
Gary Biglin filed applications for rehearing of the order. On
February 21, 2012, intervenors Brett Heffner and John Warrington
filed applications for rehearing of the order. Mr. Heffner's
rehearing application included a request that an audio recording he
alleges was made of the teleconference which occurred on
September 9, 2011, be entered into the evidentiary record in this
case. On February 22, 2012, intervenors Carol Gledhill and Loren
Gledhill separately filed applications for rehearing of the order
that, in terms of all the arguments they raise, mirror each other, as
well as the rehearing application of Gary Biglin.

(7) On February 27, 2012, Black Fork filed memoranda contra the
rehearing applications of Alan Price, Catherine Price, and Gary
Biglin, On March 2, 2012, Black Fork filed memoranda contra the
rehearing applications of Brett Heffner and John Warrington. Also
on March 2, 2012, Black Fork filed a motion to strike portions of Mr.
Heffner’s rehearing application, accompanied by a memorandum
contra Mr, Heffner's request to have the audio recording admitted
into the evidentiary record. On March 5, 2012, Black Fork filed
memoranda contra the rehearing applications of Carol Gledhill and
Loren Gledhill. On March 9, 2012, Mr. Heffrer filed a pleading
which, in essence, served both as a reply to the memorandum
contra that Black Fork filed in response to Mr. Heffner’s request to
have the audio recording admitted into evidence, and also as a
memorandum contra Black Fork’s motion to strike portions of Mr.
Heffner's rehearing application. On March 12, 2012, Black Fork
filed a reply to Mr. Heffner's memorandum contra Black Fork’s
motion to strike portions of Mr. Heffner's rehearing application.!

(8)  On February 28, 2012, the administrative law judge (ALJ) issued,

_ pursuant to Rule 4906-7-17(T), O.A.C,, an entry ordering that the

applications for rehearing filed by Alan Price, Catherine Price, Gary

Biglin, Brett Heffner, John Warrington, Carol Gledhill, and Loren

Gledhill should be granted for the purpose of affording the Board

more time to consider the issues raised in those rehearing
applications.

1 On Maich 9, 2012, Mr. Biglin filed a reply to Black Fork's memorandum conira, entitled “In Reference
10 the Memorandum Contra of Black Fork Wind Energy, LLC to The Application for Rehearing by Gary
J. Biglin” Because there is no provision in either the statute or the Board's tules to file replies to
memoranda contra applications for rehearing, Mr. Biglin's March 9, 2012, filing cannot be considered.
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Rehearing Arguments Rais ed By Alan Price

(9)  Mr. Price raises seven grounds for rehearing. As the first of his
grounds for rehearing, Mr. Price alleges that, before their offices
were asked to work on a road agreement, those township and
county employees who signed leases with Black Fork or Element
Power should have been replaced. Additionally, Mr. Price alleges
that it was unethical for the Applicant to tell lease signers who had
questions about their lease to go to attorney Jim Prye because Mr.
Price claims that Black Fork both paid Mz. Prye for such work and
also paid Mr. and Mrs. Prye for using their title company for work.

In its memorandum contra, Black Fork asserts that Mr. Price has
not provided a legal basis for concluding that any of the conduct he

- alleges to have occurred is illegal or unethical and that the Board
has no jurisdiction over the allegations of unethical behavior cited
to by Mr. Price. ‘

(10) Upon review, we find that no basis exists of record to substantiate
either that the factual allegations made on rehearing by Mr. Price
actually occurred in the manner alleged, or that the conduct
alleged, even if it did occur, was illegal. Most importantly, there
has, been no showing made of record that any illegal or unethical
behavior by anyone factored, or should have factored, into the
Board's decision, or that the Board is the appropriate tribunal to
address purported unethical behavior of township and county
employees. Accordingly, Mr. Price’s first assignment of error
should be denied.

(11) In his second rehearing argument, Mr. Price alleges that the
Applicant, the Commission, and the Board are “doing their best to
bully” elected county officials “into signing agreements that they
do not have enough time or resources to fully investigate.”

in its memorandum contré, Black Fork asserts that there is no basis
in law or in fact to support Mr. Price’s claims that county officials
are being “builied” in this way.

(12) Upon review, we find this second argument of Mr. Price is without
merit. No basis exists in the record evidence to substantiate the
allegations of “bullying” made on rehearing by Mr. Price, nor did
Mr. Price present evidence of any such conduct at the hearing, In
addition, both Crawford County and Richland County were parties
to this case and there was no evidence that anyone employed by
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these counties was in any way unduly influenced by any party or
the Board or that any such conduct occurred. Accordingly, Mr.
Price’s second assignment of error should be denied.

(13) Mr. Price’s third assignment of error on rehearing posits that the
Applicant is being allowed to build a wind farm without having to
post any kind of bond before starting construction.

In its memorandum contra, Black Fork states that this assertion is
stmply incorrect.

(14) Upon review, we note that Condition 66(h) of the Stipulation,
summatized at pages 4849 of the order, clearly imposes an
obligation on the Applicant to provide, prior to construction, a -
financial assurance instrument such as a surety bond, for purposes
of demonstrating that adequate funds have been posted for the
scheduled construction. Because this condition of the Stipulation
imposes a bonding obligation on the Applicant prior to
construction, Mr. Price’s rehearing argument to the contrary is
without merit, does not justify rehearing of the order, and should
be denied.

(15) In his fourth assignment of error, Mr. Price claims that the
Applicant's study of background noise for the wind farm project
was flawed. M., Price claims that four of the eight monitors used
in the background noise study were located near heavy traffic and
that two monitors were not within the project area.

1In its memorandum contra, Black Fork notes that Mr. Price did not
cite to any evidence that the monitors were placed in high traffic.
areas or that the monitoring sites were not adequate to provide a
valid sampling of background noise levels. Additionally, Black
Fork points out that its witness, Kenneth Kaliski, testified at length
regarding the location of the monitors used for his background
noise study and explained that the results of one monitor that
recorded at a very high equivalent continuous noise level (LEQ)
were not considered when determining the average nighttime
sound level for the project.

(16) The Board finds that M. Price’s rehearing claim that the project’s
background noise study was flawed is simply not supported by the
record and, as such, is without merit. Black Fork witness Kaliski
provided expert testimony which supports a finding that the
monitoring sites used in his noise study were satisfactory to

- APPX000181 -



10-2865-EL-BGN

@7

(18)

provide a valid sampling of noise levels in the project area. Mr,
Price failed to cite to any evidence of record that would negate or
even challenge Mr. Kaliski’s expert opinion on this topic.
Accordingly, Mr. Price’s fourth assignment of error should be
denied.

In his fifth assignment of error, Mr. Price claims that the application
was not made available to him until the first day of the evidentiary
hearing. Mr. Price also disputes the hearing testimony of the
Applicant witness Hawkins, who indicated that a copy of the
application was sent to the Crestline Public Library in September
2011. Mr. Price further asserts, without including any supporting
documentation, that the Crestline Library “never received it until

"~ December 2011."

In its memorandum contra, Black Fork claims that it followed the
Board’s rules on whether and how libraries are to be furnished with
the copies of the application, and that those rules do not require,
under the facts of this case, that a copy of the application be
furnished to the Crestline Public Library. ‘

Upon review, we find no merit to Mr. Price’s fifth assignment of
error. We note that Rule 4906-5-06, O.A.C., governs service of an
application for a wind-powered electric generating facility. This
rule requires that the Applicant place either a copy of the
application or notice of its availability “in the main public library of
pach political subdivision as referenced in Section 4906.06(B),
Revised Code.” That statutory provision, as applicable, also
requires service of the application on the chief executive officer of
each municipal corporation and county “in the area in which any
portion of the proposed facility is to be located.” We agree that, as
pointed out by Black Fork in its memorandum conira, no part of
the facility involved in this case is proposed to be located within
the village of Crestline. The Board's rules, thus, do not require
service of the application, or notice of its availability, on the
Crestline Public Library. Moreover, in that copies of the
application were served on the Iibraries serving the county seats of
both Crawford and Richland counties where the project is to be
located, as well as on three other libraries located within those two
counties, the record reflects Black Fork's compliance with the
Board’s rules regarding service to libraries in the project area (Black
Fork Ex. 2, June 17, 2011, Certificate of Service). Moreover, from
the time the application was filed with the Board and throughout
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(20)

(1)

(22)

the duration of this case, the application was available on the
Board’s website. Moreover, there is no requirement that the
Applicant serve persons who intervene in the case subsequent to
the filing of the application with a copy of the application.
Accordingly, Mr. Price’s fifth assignment of error should be denied.

In his sixth ground for rehearing, Mr. Price accuses the Board of
failing to explain the difference between the terms “the applicant,
the facility owner, and the facility operator” as those terms are used
in the Board's decision.

Black Fork disagrees with Mr. Price’s assertion.

This claim is without merit. A thorough explanation of the Board's |

interpretation of the manner in which these terms are used in the
Stipulation and in the order is provided by the Board at page 70 of
the order. Accordingly, Mr. Price’s sixth assignment of error
should be denied.

As his seventh ground for rehearing, Mr. Price questions how the
Board could have approved the application when, in his view,
many questions asked of witnesses duting the evidentiary hearing
wrere left either unanswered or not answered completely.

We find Mr. Price’s final rehearing argument is without merit.
First, Mr. Price has not cited to a single instance where a question
was left unanswered at the hearing. More importantly, Mr. Price
neither identifies any way in which the Board’s decision was not
supported by the record, nor does he explain how the record is so
incomplete as to provide an improper and insufficient basis for the
Board, in making its decision as reflected in the order, to fulfill all
of its jurisdictional obligations in this case. Further, the Board notes
that all parties had the opportunity o question witnesses at the
hearing, either by subpoenaing them to testify or by cross-
examining other parties’ witnesses. Accordingly, the Board finds
that M. Price’s seventh assighment of error should be denied.

Rehearing Arguments Raised By Catherine Price

(23)

In her rehearing application, Ms. Price raises 12 arguments that,
broadly, appear to critique either the application, the terms of the
Stipulation, and/or the testimony of various hearing witnesses. Int
her first assignment of error, Ms. Price disputes whether the
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(25)

(26)

(28)

application properly identifies the generation capacity of the
furbine models under consideration.

In response, Black Fork asserts that the application properly

identifies the generation capacity of each of the turbine models
under consideration.

Ms. Price has raised no issue in her first assignment of error that
warrants reconsideration, in that the record clearly sets forth the
capacity ratings of the turbine models. Accordingly, her request for
rehearing should be denied.

In her second assignment of error, Ms. Price submits that the study
of historic properties undertaken in this case is incomplete, based
on her belief that it failed to include Ms. Price’s own residence,
allegedly built in 1836.

In response, Black Fork points out that Ms. Price presented no
evidence at hearing showing either that her residence qualifies for
registration in any of the registries that Rule 4906-17-08(D), O.A.C,,
requires the Applicant to consult, or whether or how the project
would have any impact on the cultural or historical significance, if
any, of her residence.

A review of the record indicates that Ms. Price’s second assignment
of error should be denied as there is no evidence of record to
support her allegation that the Board’s corlusions were in error.

In her third assignment of error, Ms. Price contends that, because
road use agreements have yet to be finalized, the status of certain
planned changes to affected roads remains in play, thereby
jeopardizing her right to travel on safe roads.

Black Fork responds that the conditions of the Stipulation
addressed transportation and road use agreements, and require the
Applicant to develop route plans, make road improvements
outlined in the route plans, repair damage to bridges and roads

caused by construction activity, and obtain all required county and

township transportation permits.

The Board finds Ms. Price’s third assignment of error to be without
merit, as the record supports the finding that the Stipulation clearly
provides for the necessary and appropriate road use agreements.
Accordingly, this request for rehearing should be denied.
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(29) Ms. Price, in her fourth assignment of error, contends that the
Applicant’s study of water wells is incomplete, based on her belief
that multiple wells were not included in it, including three welis
that allegedly exist on Ms, Price’s property.

In response, Black Fork points out that Ms. Price has cited no
record support for her allegations questioning the reliability of
Black Fork's water well study based on an alleged failure to include
Ms. Price’s own wells. Also, the Applicant notes that she ignored
the hearing testimony of Black Fork witness Dohoney, which
supports the Board's decision even in the event that Ms. Price’s
wells were not included in the study.

{(30) Upon review, the Board finds no merit in Ms. Price’s fourth
assignment of error. The record supports the Board’s finding in
this regard; therefore, this request for rehearing should be denied.

(31) In her fifth assignment of error, Ms. Price contends both that no
baseline study on television and cell phone signal str was
done and, also, that the ‘Applicant’s mitigation process, to be
applied in the event that such signal strength is lost, has not been
fully explained. '

In response, Black Fork states that testimony exists indicating that
wind turbines do not cause telephione and cell phone degradation
and, in any event, two conditions of the Stipulation address Ms.
Price’s television and cell phone reception concerns.

(32) Contrary to Ms. Price’s fifth assertion on rehearing, the Board finds
that the record does address and alleviate concerns about telephone
and cell phone degradation. Accordingly, this request for
rehearing should be denied.

(33) In her sixth assignment of error, Ms. Price accuses the Applicant of
not wanting to insure the funding for decommissioning, she
questions whether such funding exists, who, if anyone, would
provide it, if, for example, weather would damage the turbines
beyond repair and she asks what would happen if the party
responsible goes bankrupt before the decommissioning funds are in
place.

In response, the Applicant states that the issues regarding financial
assurance/bonding, were addressed by the Board at pages 48-49 of
the order, inasmuch as the Board has adopted condition 66{(h) to
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the Stipulation, which requires the posting of decommissioning
funds, a surety bond or assurance before the scheduled
construction of each turbine.

(34 Upon consideration the Board finds no merit in Ms. Price’s sixth
assignment of error, in that the issue of decommissioning was fully
addressed and resolved in the Stipulation and on the record in this
case. Therefore, this assignment of error should be denied.

{35) In her seventh assignment of error, Ms. Price, critiques various
parts of the testimony of Black Fork witness Kaliski, who testified
concerning background noise studies he conducted, as well as
issues relating to turbine operational noise.

Black Fork responds that Ms. Price’s critique of the evidence
relating to noise issues fails to present any grounds for concluding
that the Board’s analysis and conclusions on that topic, in the order,
are unreasonable, unlawful, or unsupported by the record.

(36) With regard to Ms. Price’s seventh assignment of error, the Board
agrees that the record supports the finding that the noise level is
appropriate in this case. No evidence was presented on the record
to the contrary. Accordingly, this assignment of error should be
denied. ‘

(37) Ms. Price, in her eighth assignment of error, questions whether the
turbine manufacturer, who the record shows is the party who will
maintain the turbines, will answet to anyone if large parts must be
trucked in for repairs,

In response, Black Fork notes that all of the duties and obligations
pertaining to turbine maintenance that are imposed on the
Applicant through conditions of the Stipulation are adequately
explained and addressed in the order.

(38) Upon review of Ms. Price’s eighth assignment of error, the Board
notes that it appears that Ms. Price would have the Board now
consider and answer the question of whether any of these same
duties and obligations imposed on the Applicant (for example, the
duty to comply with all local county or township permitting
requirements) should apply to other entities besides the Applicant,
such as the turbine manufacturers. On this issue, the Board notes
that our jurisdiction extends to the Applicant and the Applicant is
and will be held accountabie for any necessary maintenance on the
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(39)

(40)

(41)

42)

facility, whether or not the Applicant chooses to contract with
another entity to provide such maintenanice, With this in mind, the
Board finds that it is not necessary to further address this issue and
that this assignment of error should be denied.

In her ninth assignment of error, Ms. Price lists several criticisms of
the testimony of Black Fork witness Mundt, an epidemiologist
whose purpose in testifying was to indicate, based on Dr. Mundt's
review of the relevant, published, peer-reviewed scientific
literature, as well as the professional training and experience in
applying epidemiological concepts and methods to diverse human
health issues, whether she had found any consistent or well-
substantiated causal connection between residential proximity to
industrial wind turbines and health effects.

In response, Black Fork states that none of the criticisms that Ms,
Price has raised on rehearing with regard to Dr. Mundt’s testimony,
pertain to the actual purpose served by her testimony. Nor do any
of her criticisms present valid reasons for the Board to depart from
its reliance on that testimony, based on its own judgment that Dr.
Mundt's testimony competently served its intended purpose.

The Board finds that Ms. Price’s ninth assignment of error is
without merit. There was sufficient expert testimony presented in
this matter that supports the Board’s reliance on Dr. Mundt's
testimony in this regard. No evidence was presented on the record
to the contrary. Accordingly, this assignment of error should be
denied.

In her tenth through twelfth assignments of error, Ms. Price raises
the same concerns as Mr. Price regarding: whether and when a
copy of the application was placed at the Crestline Public Library;
how the Board has interpreted the terms “applicant”, “facility
owner”, and “facility operator”; and whether, at the close of the
hearing, too many questions of record were left unanswered for the
Board, in making its decision, to have carried out its proper
statutory jurisdiction. :

The Board has already fully addressed these issues in Findings (18),
(20), and (22) above, and her tenth through twelfth assignments of
error should, therefore, be denied.
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Rehearing Arguments Raised by Gary Biglin

43)

(44)

(45)

In the first of his four rehearing arguments, Mr. Biglin contends
that the Board’s decision is unreasonable and unlawful because it
fails to require the Applicant to maintain an adequate turbine
setback distance from nonparticipating property lines and public
roadways, thus violating Section 4906.10(A)(2), (3), and (6), Revised
Code.

A1-

In its memorandum contra Mr, Biglin's rehearing application, Black

Fork asserts that in issuing its order, the Board acted lawfully and
reasonably in approving the turbine setbacks propesed for the
project.

We find no merit in Mr. Biglin's first assignment of error. Mr.
Biglin believes that, because Ohio’s existing setback standards are
based on the distance from the turbine base to the exterior of the

nearest habitable residential structure of an adjacent property, they

“show disregard for” and fail to “respect” the interests of Ohio
property owners in being able to “enjoy every inch” of their
property “without concern for the happiness and safety of
themselves and their family.” Mr. Biglin contends that it was error
for the Board to apply a setback standard other than one based only
“on distance from property lines and the public roadways.” In
essence, Mr. Biglin's argument is that the Board erred in applying
the actual setback standards that are supported in Ohio law. We
disagree. Setback distances have been determined by the Ohio
General Assembly and the Board has complied with the distances
as established. In fact, it would have been contrary to the statutory
formula on the part of the Board had it approved setback distance
less than setback distances established by the Ohio General
Assembly. In this case, the Board approved a stipulation that
provides setback distances that exceed the statutory requirements.
Accordingly, Mr. Biglin's first assignment of error should be
denied.

In his second rehearing argument, Mr. Biglin continues, in another
way, to question the setback requirements the Board applied in this
case and sets forth three reasons to support his claim. First, he
contends that the Board’s decision is unreasonable and unlawful
because it applies setback requirements that “are inadequate to
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ensure the rights of health, safety, and well being” to persons who
are nonparticipating property owners and to persons using the
public roadway. According to Mr. Biglin, the setback requirements
imposed through the order, in this regard, violate such persons’
constitutional rights under both the United States and the Ohio
Constitution, as well as their statutory rights under Section

 4939.02{A)(1), Revised Code. Second, Mr. Biglin avers that “the

only way” to ensure the complete safety of persons on property
adjacent to a wind farm and on public roadways in a wind project
area is to impose a setback formula known as “the GE setback
formula,” which was referenced in the staff report. Third, Mr.
Biglin asserts that the order deprives property owners of their
constitutional rights to the protection of private property and to
procedural due process,

In its memorandum contra, Black Fork maintains that the setbacks
imposed under the order adequately protect property owners and
users of the public highway and do not violate any of their
constitutional or statutory rights.

Initially, the Board finds that Mr. Biglin has provided no
evidentiary support for his second assignment of error; therefore,
we find it to be without merit. The Board’s decision to reject use of
the GE setback formula is supported by the record. Black Fork
witness Haley testified concerning the GE setback formula,
indicating that it originated from a 2003 published risk analysis
study on ice throw from wind turbines, referred to as the Seifert
study. Mr. Haley’s expert opinion is that the risk of ice throw on
the Black Fork project does not warrant the application of the GE
setback formula. His testimony supportts a finding that, even the
authors of the Siefert study have admiited the formula they studied
was intended only for use as “rough guide” in making initial siting
determinations. Moreover, as Black Fork points out in its
memorandum contra, even Mr. Biglin admitted that the GE setback
formula has enjoyed limited application, agreeing on cross-
examination that GF, itself, only recommended application of the
setback if an ice detector is not used on the turbine. For this project,
Condition 44 of the Stipulation provides that ice detection systems
will be used on all turbines that cause the turbines to automatically
shutdown. The Board’s decision to reject use of the GE setback
formula is also supported by the Board's finding that no evidence
was presented of record that warranted additional measures
beyond the setback distances prescribed under the Board’s rules.

-12-
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With regard to Mr. Biglin's overall contention regarding the setback
issue, the Board notes that, contrary to his assertion, nothing
prohibits adjoining landowners from developing their properties or
constructing residences after a wind farm has been constructed.
Our decision in this case is fully supported by Ohio case law, which
holds that established setbacks do not constitute unconstitutional
takings if enacted as a result of a proper exercise of the police
power and are reasonably necessary for the "preservation of the
public health, safety and morals." See Andres v. City of Perrysburg,
47 Ohio App. 3d 51, 54 (Wood County. 1938), citing Pritz v. Messer.
112 Ohio St. 628 (1925). The setbacks imposed under the order
were established by the General Assembly to safeguard the public
from potential harm, including, noise, shadow flicker, blade throw
or ice throw, which may result from construction of the wind
turbines. Such action is within the police power to protect the
public health, safety, and motals, and, therefore, does not constitute
an unconstitutional taking of private property. Thus, we find that
Mr. Biglin's constitutional arguments have no merit and do not
justify a grant of rehearing on the order. Accordingly, Mr. Biglin's
second assignment of error should be denied in its entirety.

In his third assignment of error, Mr. Biglin contends that the Board
improperly delegated too much authority to the ALJs. He contends
that the Board relied upon the ALJs to reach a final decision that
was merely rubber-stamped by the Board. In this regard, Mr.
Biglin argues that the Board failed to meet its statutory cbligation
to carefully weigh the issues and evidence and failed to reach an
independent determination whether the project should be
constructed as proposed.

The Ohio Supreme Court has held? that “drafting an order and
deciding an order are not the same, and nothing in the Revised
Code prohibits the Board from delegating the drafting of an order
to an ALJ” Moreover, in the same decision, the Ohio Supreme
Court “relied on a long-standing presumption of regularity,
wherein, in the absence of evidence to the contrary, a public board
is presumed to have properly performed its duties” (Id. ). We find
that Mr. Biglin's third argument on rehearing is without merit and
should be denied.

2 In re the Application of Am. Transm, Sys., Inc. 325 Ohio 5t. 3d 333 (May 4, 2010}.
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In his fourth and final rehearing argument, Mr. Biglin offers four
criticisms of the procedural process. First, he complains that there
was a compressed schedule between the dates when intervention
was granted and the initially scheduled dates for both the public
hearing and the adjudicatory hearing. Mr. Biglin believes that, in
other wind project cases, a window of about two weeks between
the public and adjudicatory hearings is customary. Second, Mr.
Biglin complains that he did not receive a copy of the application
until October 11, 2011. Mr. Biglin's third criticism of the procedural
process is that, during a September 9, 2011, prehearing procedural
teleconference, the ALJs referred to a settlement conference as a
settlement meeting and at other times as a stipulation meeting. Mr.
Biglin claims this was very confusing. Mr. Biglin's fourth criticism
is that John Pawley was the only Staff witness made available for
cross-examination.

Upon consideration, the Board notes that, Rule 4906-7-07(A)(1)(8),

O.A.C., provides that, for purposes of the Board’s discovery rules, -

the term “party” includes any person who has filed a notice or
petition to intervene which is pending at the time a discovery
request or motion is to be served or filed. Rule 4906-7-07(B)(1)
0.A.C., also provides that discovery may begin immediately after
an application is filed or a proceeding is commenced. Thus,
because Black Fork filed its application on March 10, 2011, and Mr.
Biglin had filed a motion to intervene on August 1, 2011, nothing
prohibited Mr. Biglin from seeking any and all discovery of Black

Fork once he filed for intervention. With respect to Mr. Biglin's

claims regarding the time period between the hearings, we find no
merit. Although the two hearings were initially scheduled to occur

-14-

more closely together, in this case, there was actually a window of -

about four weeks between the date of the public hearing on
September 15, 2011, and the October 11, 2011, date on which
commenced the presentation of live hearing testimony in the
adjudicatory hearing. Mr. Biglin also has not provided any
explanation regarding how he was prejudiced by the schedule that
was actually followed.

As for his issue regarding the application, a review of Mr. Biglin's
testimony filed on September 19, 2011, indicates that he had access
to the application as he made specific references to it. {September
19, 2011, Testimony of Gary ]. Biglin, at 2-4). Moreover, under
Section 4906.06, Revised Code, the Applicant was required to serve
a copy of the application on the chief executive officer of each
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municipal corporation and county, and the head of each public
agency charged with the duty of protecting the environment or of
planning land use, in the area in which any portion of such facility
is to be located; however, the Applicant was under no legal
obligation to serve Mz, Biglin with a copy of the application, as Mr.
Biglin intervened well after the date that the Applicant filed and
served copies of the complete application. Even if Mr. Biglin did
not have access to the application, which he clearly did have, he has
made no showing of prejudice. The application was also available
on the Board’s website from the time the application was filed.

The Board also notes that Mr. Biglin fails to explain whether any
confusion on his part lingered after September 12, 2011, the date on
which an entry was issued that summarized the scheduling
decisions that were made duting the September 9, 2011, procedural
teleconference. In any event, he has not shown how any confusion
he still had, by that point, affected his ability to participate in the
evidentiary hearing. Indeed, the record shows that Mr. Biglin fully
participated in the evidentiary hearing, by presenting testimony
and cross-examining witnesses.

Finally, we note that there is nothing unreasonable or unlawful
about any party having a single witness testify to support its
position. Once the Stipulation was entered, it was Staif's decision
as to who it presented at hearing to testify in support of the
Stipulation and the staff report. Clearly the Board did not commit
error because the Staff chose Mr. Pawley to testify. Further, Mr.
Biglin was never denied the opportunity to cross-examine any

" witness appearing at hearing. Therefore, Mr. Biglin's final

argument fails to present reasonable grounds for granting
rehearing of the order and should be denied.

Rehearing Applications Filed By Carol Gledhill And Loren Gledhill

(51)

As previously noted, on February 22, 2012, Carol Gledhill and
Loren Gledhill separately filed applications for rehearing that, in
terms of all the arguments they raise, essentially mirror each other
and also the rehearing application of Gary Biglin. We find that,
since their rehearing applications are, in all essential aspects,
merely duplicative of the rehearing application of Gary Biglin, the
Gledhills’ applications for rehearing should be denied for all the
same reasons, and in exactly the same manner, as we have denied,
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within this entry on rehearing, the rehearing application of Gary
Biglin.

Rehearing Arguments Raised By John Warringfon

(52)

(33)

Mr. Warrington raises three arguments on rehearing. In his first
and third assignments of error, Mr. Warrington contends that the
Board lacks the ability to render an objective and nonbiased
decision that would protect the public interest, well-being, and
property of Ohio citizens. In Mr. Warrington's view, the Board
“acts only as enablers of industrial wind installation in Ohio with
complete disregard for testimony or criteria which disagrees with
their industrial wind agenda.” Mr. Warrington complains that:
information that was stricken from his prefiled testimony,
purporting to show that industrial wind projects have a negative
impact on property values, should have been considered by the
Board; his request to have a real estate expert testify via Skype,
rather than to appear live at the hearing, should not have been
denied; and the Board’s decision in this case rests upon the expert
opinion testimony from Black Fork witnésses that the 91 wind
turbines proposed will have a neutral or, in fact, benign impact on
real estate values. Furthermore, Mr. Warrington contends that the
Board creates an evidentiary double standard that is a violation of
due process. He claims that the Board has the ability, but refuses,
to receive and review the voluminous credible data documenting
the immense negative impact that an industrial wind installation
will have upon a community. He accuses the Board of receiving all
wind industty opinion as fact, while rejecting the credibility of
virtually all opposing data.

In its memorandum contra, Black Fork points out that the opinion
testimony of its expert witness, Mr. Stoner, was admitted based on
his qualifications as an expert witness, under criteria established in
Ohio’s rules of evidence, rather than on any alleged inability of the
Board to render an objective and nonbiased decision. Black Fork
also points out that Mr. Warrington admitted that he, himself, was
not qualified as an expert (Tr. 694-697).

We find that Mr., Warrington's first and third arguments on
rehearing are without merit. It is not error nor impraper for the
Board to have expected and required Mr. Warrington, if he wished
to present expert opinion testimony on real estate values in his own
community, to produce a qualified expert to appear live and in
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(35)

person at the adjudicatory hearing, to provide expert opinion
testimony to that effect. Rather than do that, Mr. Warrington
improperly sought to include in his own testimony verbatim
phrases and conclusions that appear in the body of a consultant
report on real estate valuations and sought the admission of
various attachments, including an article on a study performed by a
consulting firm and various other articles on real estate. Such
improper evidence was properly excluded by the AlJs as there was
no foundation or authentication presented at the hearing for the
information; moreover, the authors of the report and studies were
not presented for examination at the hearing.” The Commission has
broad discretion in the conduct of its hearings under Section
4901.13, Revised Code. Weiss v. Public Utilities Commission (Ohio
2000). The Board did not err either in allowing into evidence the
expert opinion testimony of Black Fork’s qualified expert witnesses,
or in considering that specific evidence as part of its consideration
of the whole evidentiary record, as reflected in the order.
Accordingly, Mr. Warrington’s first and third assignments of error
should be denied.

In his second assignment of error, Mr. Warrington contends that
the Board’s approval of the project in this case amounts {0 an
unconstitutional taking without compensation of the property of
hundreds of Crawford and Richland county residents.

We have already fully addressed, and rejected, this argument in
Finding (46) above. Therefore, as we found previously, the request
for rehearing is without merit and should be denied.

17-

Brett Heffner's Request For Admission Of Audio Recording Into Evidence;

Consideration Of Rehearing Arguments That Reference That Audio Recording

(56)

Attached to Mr. Heffner's application for rehearing was a compact
disc (CD) which he claims contains a recording that was made of a
telephonic procedural conference held on September 9, 2011,
conducted by the ALJs and participated in by several of the parties.
Mr. Heffner requests that this CD be entered either as part of his
memorandum in support of his application for rehearing, or, as
necessary, separately into the evidence of record in this case. He
further states that the conference was “recorded in its entirety from
open to close, withont edit and is a part of public records in
Richland County, Ohio.”
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As to the admissibility of such recording, we find no merit. First,
there is no basis on which to admit an exhibit outside of a hearing,
after the close of the record of the case, and after the Board has
issued an order. Mr. Heffner should have introduced, marked, and
sought the admission of the recording as an exhibit at the hearing
in the event he believed such a recording was relevant. Further,
Mr. Heffner, or someone with knowledge of the recording, could
have testified at hearing regarding the CD and its contents, where
that person could have been cross-examined by all parties and the
ALJs. Absent Mr. Heffner, or someone with knowledge about the
recording, testifying at the hearing regarding the recording and
chain of custody, there is no basis on which to make any finding
regarding the contents of the CD or to demonstrate the veracity or
efficacy of such a recarding. We note that such recording was
made without the knowledge of the ALJs, and it is unclear whether
any other party had knowledge that such a recording was made.
Notwithstanding any and all problems relating to verifying the
CD’s authenticity, and disregarding any concerns regarding
whether there was a legal basis for making such a recording, Mr.
Heffner's citations to voices on the CD do not demonstrate
prejudice or show that the order was in any manner unlawful or
unreasonable.

Accordingly, Mr. Heffner's request that the CD be admitted into
the record is denied and all of the arguments in Mr. Heffner's
application for rehearing that cite or reference the CD are denied.
This decision renders moot three pleadings: (1) the March 2, 2012,
pleading by which Black Fork sought to both oppose Mr. Heffner’s
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request to have the audio recording admitted into the record and to

strike those portions of Mr. Heffner's rehearing application which
cite or reference that audio recording; (2) Mr. Heffner's March 9,
2012, pleading filed in response to Black Fork’s March 2, 2012,
pleading, and (3) Black Fork’s reply filed March 12, 2012. We,
therefore dismiss that pleading by Black Fork now, without need
for further consideration.

Other Rehearing Arguments Raised By Brett Hefiner
(59) Mr. Heffner raises 18 assignments of error. The first argument

made in Mr. Heffner's rehearing application is that “the focus of
the adjudicatory hearing” was unreasonably and uniawfully
shifted away from the application and the staff report, to the
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Stipulation. Mr. Heffner claims that the Stipulation unreasonably
and unlawfully affected the rights of parties that did not sign it.

Responding to this argument, Black Fork asserts that the focus of
the evidentiary hearing was, appropriately, on both the application
and the Stipulation. Black Fork notes that, since it had the burden
of proof, it submitted into evidence the application, ten pieces of
direct testimony and six pieces of additional testimony addressing
all aspects of the application and the conditions proposed in the
Stipulation. Moreover, according to Black Fork, the intervenors,
including Mr. Heffner, submitted written festimony and engaged in
robust cross-examination of the Applicant's witnesses, the OFBF's
witness, and the Staff’s witness. ‘

Upon review, we find that Mr. Heffner has established no basis for
his clatm that the hearing was, in any way, unreasonably or
unlawfully focused. Once a stipulation is submitted it is
appropriate for the hearing to proceed allowing the stipulating
parties to present the stipulation on the record and provide support
for the stipulation. Those parties that do not support the
stipulation are permitted to question witnesses on the stipulation
and provide testimony in opposition to the stipulation. Such was
the situation in this case wherein all parties were afforded due
process and given an opportunity to address the proposed
application and Stipulation. Consequently, we find that Mr.
Heffner has established no basis for his claim that the Stipulation
shifted the focus of the hearing, thus, unreasonably and unlawfully
affecting the rights of parties that did not sign it. Accordingly, we
find that the first assignment of error is without merit and should
be denied.

In his second assignment of error, Mr. Heffner states that “the
public was not made aware of the settlement conference before the
public meeting” and that “significant and material changes were
made without the opportunity of public inquiry.”

In consideration of this claim, the Board notes Mr. Heffner fails to
clearly state what set of facts he is referring to. The record
demonstrates that, contrary to Mr. Heffner's assertion, several
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entries were issued in this docket setting forth the procedural .

schedule; these entries are public documents available through the

Board’s docketing system. In fact, the public generally was made -
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aware, by the September 12, 2011, entry, i.e,, prior to the September
15, 2011, public hearing in Shelby, that the parties to the case, as

‘opposed to members of the public who were not parties, would

commence a setflement conference on September 19, 2011. In any
event, there is no legal requirement that notice be given to the
public that parties are engaged in private settlement discussions.
Accordingly, we find that Mr. Heffner's second rehearing
argument is without merit, presents no grounds for rehearing of
the order, and should be dernied.

In his third rehearing argument, Mr. Heffner alleges that it is
"unreasonable and unlawful to conduct a procedure called a
hearing, preside over it with persons called judges, and practice
before them with entities called attorneys and parties, and under
the rules of procedure include as a general provision the ability for
the presiding officers to ‘waive any requirement, standards, or rule
set forth in this chapter or prescribe different practices or
procedures to follow in this case.”” Mr. Heffner goes on to state that
untranscribed or off-the-record conversations with the AlJs
violated the rules and procedures which were laid down in front of
all the parties with all having the opportunity to participate, but
were then ignored and countermanded in subsequent process. Mr.
Heffner provided no citations for these claims.

In its memorandum contra, Black Fork submits that the Board and
the ALJs followed procedural rules and did not violate them.

To the extent there were off-the-record discussions, as there
customarily are in most hearings, these discussions were held in
front of all parties. In this case, there were off-the-record
discussions in the form of prehearing conferences which are not
transcribed, because all parties were notified of these conferences
and Mr. Heffner was present during those conferences. Moreover,
as the record reflecis, Mr. Heffner fully participated in the
evidentiary hearing by filing testimony, cross-examining witnesses,
and giving closing statements. There is simply no basis for Mr.
Heffner's third ground for rehearing and it should be denied.

In his fourth set of rehearing arguments, Mr. Heffner alleges that
the order is unlawful on grounds that the staff report and "Staff
Opinion" are used extensively in the Board's formation of findings
of fact and conclusions of law, despite the fact that: the staff report
was not treated as evidence in the adjudicatory hearing; and
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intervenors were not permitted to cross-examine the authors of the
staff report, nor were intervenors permitted to cross-examine other
signatories to the Stipulation.

We find no merit in Mr. Heffner's fourth set of rehearing
arguments. The staff report became a part of the record in this case
by operation of Section 4906.07(C), Revised Code. It was marked as
an exhibit and it was treated accordingly. The record is clear that
the intervenors were provided the opportunity to cross-examine all
witnesses who testified at hearing on the staff report, the
Stipulation, or both. The Staff provided the testimony of a witness,
the team project leader, who was available for cross-examination
on both the staff report and the Stipulation. The OFBF provided
the testimony of a witness, as did Richland County. Likewise, the
Applicant, as the party who has the burden of proof in this
certificate application case, presented and made available for cross-
examination, its withesses who testified both as to the contents of
the application and the conditions proposed in the Stipulation.
Accordingly, rehearing on this issue should be denied.

‘In his fifth ground for rehea.ring, Mr. Heffner alleges that the

21

certificate is unreasonable and unlawful as the Board did not

review evidence and testimony.

The Board notes that Mr. Heffner provides no evidence that
demonstrates that the Board did not review the evidence of record,
when in fact, the Board thoroughly reviewed and considered the
record in this case as evidenced by our comprehensive 75 page
order. Mr. Heffner's argument is simjlar to the one raised by Mr.
Biglin, who felt that the Board improperly delegated authority to
the ALJs. We have already fully addressed this issue at Finding
(48), and Mr. Heffner's argument should be denied on the same
grounds as are set forth therein.

In his sixth ground for rehearing, Mr. Heffner challenges whether

proper procedure was followed when, during the procedural
teleconference that took place on September 9, 2011, the AL]
granted a request to convert the then-scheduled September 19,
2011, hearing into, instead, a settlement conference. Mr. Heffner
believes that, in taking that course of action, the AL] “unreasonably
and unlawfully made a motion and subsequent expedited ruling
without showing good cause.” He further claims that this was
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objectionable in that a ruling was made without notifying ail
parties.

Tn its memorandum contra, Black Fork, states that the ALJ did not
make a motion or issue an expedited ruling pursuant to Rule 4906-
7-12(C), O.A.C., but rather, simply ruled on a request for a
procedural matter, as permitted under Rule 4906-7-10(A)(7),
0.A.C., which governs prehearing conferences.

Upon review of the sixth ground for rehearing, we find that the
ALJ's ruling, during the September 9, 2011, procedural
teleconference, to permit conversion of the September 19, 2011,
hearing into a settlement conference was appropriate. All parties
were served with a copy of the entry scheduling the September 9,
2011, procedural teleconference. We. find that, in making that
decision, the ALJ was simply ruling on a request for a procedural
matter, as permitted under our rule governing prehearing
conferences. Moreover, pursuant to that same rule, on September
12, 2011, the ALJ issued an eniry memorializing the request and the
grant to convert the September 19 hearing into a settlement
conference. If Mr. Heffner objected to the ruling, he should have
challenged the September 12, 2011, entry. He did not do so and,
moreover, even now, has failed to show any prejudice resulting
from the ALJ's decision, as memorialized in that entry. For all of
these reasons, we find no merit in Mr. Heffner's sixth ground for
rehearing,

In his seventh ground for rehearing, Mr. Heffner alleges that Staff’s

counsel made a motion to have the September 19, 2011, hearing
called and continued to a later date. Mr. Heffner submits that the
motion made by Staff’s counsel was invalid and, as a consequence,
the subsequent ruling by the ALJ on that motion was also invalid.
The motion was invalid, says Mr. Heffner, for its failure to comply
with Rule 4906-7-12(A), O.A.C, which requires that all motions,
unless made at a public hearing or transcribed prehearing
conference, or otherwise ordered for good cause shown, shall be in
writing and shall be accompanied by a memorandum in support.

In its memorandum contra, Black Fork contends that there is
nothing unreasonable or unlawful about the ALJ’s decision to call
and continue the September 19, 2011, evidentiary hearing in order
to allow the parties to hold a settlement conference. Further, the
ALJ's ruling was made, not on a motion made under Rule 4906-7-
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12, O.A.C., but rather on a request for a ruling on a procedural
matter, under Rule 4906-7-10, O.A.C., and as such was not invalid.

Upon review, we find that the ALJs did not err in making any of
the rulings now being challenged by Mr. Heffner. Converting the
scheduled adjudicatory hearing to a settlement conference is a
procedural matter which the ALJ has the authority to rule on
pursuant to Rules 4906-7-10 and 4906-7-14, O.A.C. In fact, the ALJ
memorialized his decision by entry issued pursuant to Rule 4906-7-
10(C), O.A.C., on September 12, 2011. Again, all parties were
served a copy of the entry scheduling the conference and the
conference was followed by a procedural entry that was also served
on all parties. Parties have the responsibility to follow the rules
and processes of the Board, all of which were appropriately
documented in entries filed in the docket and served on the parties.
Mr. Heffner did not challenge the entry. In addition, nowhere in
his application for rehearing has he shown any prejudice resulted
from the ruling. In point of fact, continuing the hearing gave the
intervenors additional time to prepare for the hearing and there is
no basis to find and no party has demonstrated that any party was
disadvantaged by the ruling. We find no merit to Mr. Heffner's
assignment of error and accordingly, this request for rehearing
should be denied.

In his eighth ground for rehearing, Mr. Heffner alleges that an
“expedited ruling” was made with respect to this same request to

. convert the hearing into a settlement conference. He submits that

granting such a ruling was unreasonable and unlawful, both
because no party made a motion for an expedited ruling, pursuant
to Rule 4906-7-12(C), O.A.C., and because all parties were not
contacted.

In its memorandum contra, Black Fork contends that the AlJ did
not make an expedited ruling, pursuant to Rule 4906-7-12(C),
O.AC,, but did reasonably and lawfully resolve a procedural
matter involving whether a scheduled hearing could be converted
into a settlement conference. ‘

As explained above, the request made by Staff's counsel to convert
the hearing to a settlement conference was a procedural matter
which could be disposed of by way of a procédural ruling by the
ALJ, pursuant to Rules 4906-7-10 and 4906-7-14, O.A.C. No motion
was necessary in order for the ALJ to rule, in the manner he did,
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upon such a procedural matier. Once more, Mr. Heffner has failed
to show prejudice resulting from either the ruling in question, or
from the manner in which the request was disposed of. We find no
merit in Mr. Heffner's eighth rehearing argument; therefore, it
should be denied. :

In his ninth rehearing argument, Mr. Heffner alleges that the ALJ’s
ruling on Staff’s counsel’s request to convert the hearing into a
settlement conference was not valid because, according to Mr.
Heffner, Rule 4906-7-03(C), O.A.C,, precludes the Siaff from
participating as a party to the prehearing teleconference. '

In its memorandum contra, Black Fork explains its position that Mr.
Heffner’s ninth rehearing argument should be rejected because it
hinges on his misinterpretation of Rule 4906-7-03(C), O.A.C.

We find no merit to this assignment of error. Rule 4906-7-03(C),
O.A.C., provides that the Staff shall not be considered a party to
any proceeding, except for purposes of certain named C.A.C
provisions including, as applicable here, Rule 4906-7-14, O.A.C.
The fact that Rule 4906-7-14, O.A.C., is one of the listed exceptions
means that the Staff is a party to a proceeding and can make a
request for a procedural matter which the ALJ has the authority to
address. Moreover, nothing in Rule 4906-7-10, O.A.C., precludes
Staff's counsel from participating in a prehearing conference. The
ALJ ruling which Mr. Heffner has challenged was appropriate.
Again, Mr. Heffner has not cited any prejudice resulting from the
ruling, Accordingly, Mr. Heffner's ninth assignment of error is
denied.

In his tenth rehearing argument, Mr. Heffner complains that the
hearing on October 11, 2011, gave the intervenors less than three
days to react to a "completely novel agreement without time to
secure witnesses to testify concerning such an agreement” He
complains that all of the intervenors’ prefiled testimony became
inactive and they had to start from scratch on testimony regarding
the Stipulation.

Black Fork, in its memorandum contra, points out that the
intervenors knew as early as September 9, 2011, that there was a
potential for a settlement agreement because that is when the
September 19, 2011, hearing was converted to a settlement
conference. Further, as noted by Black Fork, the Stipulation was
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filed on September 28, 2011, and, according to Black Fork, was
served via overnight, giving the intervenors seven calendar days to
prepare any testimony concerning the Stipulation. Black Fork notes
that, as evidenced by the ALJ's September 21, 2011, entry resetting
the hearing date, it was the parties and not the ALJs that proposed
the dates for the filing of any Stipulation and the dates for filing
testimony. Further, says Black Fork, Mr. Heffner made no objection
at the hearing to the introduction of the Stipulation, stating that "1
have nothing to say about it."

Upon consideration of Mr. Heffner’s tenth assignment of error, the
Board finds that it is without merit. The Stipulation itself contains
the proposed resolution of issues that were in contention gince the
filing of the application. As evidenced by the staff report and the
Stipulation, these issues were the subject of this case. For Mr.
Heffner to assert now that he was not aware of the issues
contemplated for settlement and unable to prepare testimony on
those issues is misleading. Accordingly, the Board finds that this
request for rehearing should be denied.

As his eleventh rehearing argument, Mr. Heffner alleges that Staff
and Staff's counsel unreasonably and unlawfully conducted
numerous ex parte discussions with the Applicant,

The Board notes that Heffner's assertion of ex parte discussions is
without merit in that Rule 4906-7-02, O.A.C,, prohibits a Board
member or ALJ assigned to a case from discussing the merits of the
case with any party or intervenor to the proceeding; however, no
prohibition is placed on the discussions that Staff or its counsel
may have with parties. Accordingly, this ground for rehearing
should be denied. ‘

In his twelfth assignment of error, Mr. Heffner asserts that: the
application was unreasonably and unlawfully deemed complete;
the application must be considered incomplete and in
contravention of Rule 4906-17-03, O.A.C., because no specific wind
turbine model has yet been chosen; inasmuch as the project’s wind
turbine sites are moveable after certification, the application must
be considered incomplete and in contravention of Rule 4906-17-03,
O.AC, because no final version of the project’s layout or
construction is available; it was error to deem the application
complete because it did not contain, as required by Rule 4906-17-
08(E)(1), O.A.C., a description of the Applicant’s public interaction
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program; and rehearing should be granted on grounds that the
application both was and was not part of the adjudicatory hearing.

In its memorandum contra, Black Fork points out, among other
things, that Mr. Heffner was present when the application was
marked and introduced into evidence, It argues that, by failing to
object to its admission at the hearing, Mr. Heffner waived any claim
to raise the issue of completeness of the application. In addition,
Black Fork contends that Rule 4906-17-03(A)(1), O.A.C., expressly
contemplates that a specific model of turbine may not be chosen at
the time the application is filed. '

(82) We find this claim by Mr. Heffner to be without merit. As
approved, the Stipulation authorizes three possible turbine types.
A situation in which the actual turbine model of the three
authorized has not yet been selected is contemplated within Rule
4906-17-03, O.A.C,, ie., the rule that establishes what information
must be included in the detailed description of the proposed
facility included in an application before it may be deemed
complete. Thus, notwithstanding Mr. Heffner's claim to the
conirary, Rule 4906-17-03, O.AC., is not violated, and an
application is not considered incomplete, just because the specific

~ turbine model has yet to be chosen, where the information called
for in Rule 4906-17-03(1}a), O.A.C., is included as part of the
application at the time it is filed. In the case at hand, the case was
appropriately deemed complete, in part because, in filing the
application, Black Fork fulfilled the informational filing
requirements of Rule 4906-17-03(1)(a), O.A.C. The fact that the
Applicant is notified by the Board that the application is considered .
complete, does not mean the certificate is granted at that point.
Rather, it means that sufficient information required by the rules
has been provided to enable Staff to commence its formal
investigation. Furthermore, Mr. Heffner's claim to the contrary
notwithstanding, there are certain specific conditions of the
Stipulation that, considered together, require that detailed
engineering drawings of the final layout of the project be
completed and submitted to Staff prior to construction.

Moreover, Rule 4906-17-08(E)(1), O.A.C., requires the Applicant to
describe its program for public interaction for the siting,
construction, and operation of the proposed facility, ie. public
information programs. Black Fork complied with this requirement
by providing such information at pages 138-139 of its application.
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The application was introduced and admitted into evidence as
Company Exhibit 1 without objection from any party, including
Mr. Heffner. In addition, we find that the record clearly reflects
that the purpose of the adjudicatory hearing was to enable the
Board to establish a full evidentiary record on which to base its
decision in this matter on whether or not to grant the application
submitted in this case contingent upon the conditions proposed in
the Stipulation. In this sense, the application was, clearly and
appropriately, the major focus and topic of the hearing. At the
hearing, the Applicant, as the party having the burden of proof to
prosecute the case that the application should be granted,
introduced the application and testimony supporting it. Mr.
Heffner was present but did not- object to the admission into
evidence of the application.

Furthermore, we note that the Ohio Supreme Court has recognized
that the statutes governing these cases vest the Board with the
authority to issue certificates upon such conditions as the Board
considers appropriate; thus acknowledging that the construction of
these projects necessitates a dynamic process that does not end
with the issuance of a certificate. The Court concluded that the
Board has the authority to allow Staff to monitor compliance with
the conditions the Board has set. In re Application of Buckeye Wind,
L.L.C. for a Certificate to Construct Wind-Powered Electric Generation
Facilities in Champaign County, Ohio, 2012-Ohio-878, {16-17, 30
(Buckeye). Such monitoring includes the convening of
preconstruction conferences and the submission of follow-up
studies and plans by the Applicant to, ensure compliance with
Board-approved conditions. As recognized in Buckeye, any
deviation from the certificate issued would require an Applicant to
file an amendment. If an amendment is filed, in accordance with
Section 4906.07, Revised Code, if such amendment involves any
material increase in any environmental impact or substantial
change in the location of all or a portion of the facility, the Board
would be required to hold a hearing and to take further evidence.
Accordingly, we find Mr. Heffner's twelith assignment of error to
be without merit and it should, therefore, be denied.

In his thirteenth argument on rehearing, Mr. Heffner claims that
the order was unreasonable and unlawful because it reflects that
the Board improperly relied, when it comes to its consideration of
the potential impact of the project on property values, on the expert
opinion testimony of Black Fork witness David Stoner. Mr. Heffner
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claims that Mr. Stoner is not an expert in real estate and that the
ALjJs did not research into the actual work histories of the wind
industry employees.

In its memorandum contra, Black Fork claims that it was not error
for the Board to find Mr. Stoner qualified as an expert to provide
the testimony he did and to rely on it in reaching the decision it
made in the order. The Applicant notes the record evidence
describing Mr. Stoner’s background and professional experience,
shows that he had the necessary qualifications to provide the expert

_ testimony.

We find no merit in Mr. Heffner's thirteenth assignment of error.
The evidence demonstrates that, given his professional experience
and educational background, Black Fork witness Stoner was
qualified to testify regarding his opinions on property values. The
ALJs ruling to allow him to testify as an expert, was, we find,
correct.  Mr. Stoner's testimony on the topic of wind energy
projects related to matters beyond the knowledge or experience
possessed by lay persons and also dispelled a misconception
common among lay persons. Mr. Stoner was qualified as an expert

* by his specialized knowledge in the wind industry, his education,

and his experience regarding the subject matter of his testimony.
Mr. Stoner's testimony is based on specialized information that he
possesses by reason of his experience with various wind industry
projects. Thus, Mr. Stoner was qualified to offer an opinion as an
expert on this topic. Accordingly, Mr. Heffner’s thirteenth
assignment of error is denied. .

In his fourteenth argument on rehearing, Mr. Heffner claims that
the order is unreasonable and unlawful as it does not adequately
address, pursuant to Section 4906.10(A)(1), Revised Code, the basis
of need.

Initially, the Board notes that Section 4906.10(A)(1), Revised Code,
provides, in relevant part, that the Board shail not grant a certificate
for the construction, operation, and maintenance of an electric
transmission line or gas or natural gas transmission line, unless it
finds and determines the basis of the need for the facility. In this
case, the Applicant is proposing to construct and operate a wind-
powered electric generation facility, not an electric transmission
line, nor a gas or natural gas fransmission line. In the order, we
found that the basis of need, under Section 4906.10(A)(1), Revised
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Code, is not applicable in this case (Order at 72). This finding is-

supported by the fact that the Applicant is proposing to construct
and operate a wind-powered electric generation facility, not an
electric transmission line, or a gas or natural gas transmission line.
Accordingly, we find that Mr. Heffner's fourteenth rehearing
argument is without merit and should be denied.

In his fifteenth rehearing argument, Mr. Heffner claims that it is
unreasonable and unlawful for the Board to not be bound by the
Stipulation, a circumstance which, Mr. Heffner complains, makes it
possible for the Board to make “many substantial and material
changes to the certificate without the opportunity for public review
and involvement.

In response, Black Fork points out the Board's ability to impose
terms and conditions is very important because the Board evaluates
applications for proposed projects, not constructed projects.

Contrary to Mr. Heffner's assertions, the Applicant is bound by the
conditions set forth in the Stipulation and approved by the Board in
our order. However, as we mentioned above, the Ohio Supreme
Court in Buckeye recognized that the construction of these projects
necessitates a dynamic process that does not end with the issuance
of a certificate. Once a certificate with conditions is granted, the
Staff serves as the Board’s eyes and ears in the field to ensure
compliance with certificate condition approval. The Board has the
authority to allow Staff to monitor compliance with the conditions
the Board has set. As recognized in Buckeye, if the Applicant
proposes a change to any of the conditions approved in the
certificate, the Applicant is required to file an amendment. In
accordance with Section 4906.07, Revised Code, the Board would be
required to hold a hearing, in the same manner as on an
application, where an amendment application involves ‘any
material increase in any environmental impact or substantial
change in the location of all or a portion of the facility. Thus, the
Board finds that Mr. Heffner's fifteenth assignment of error is
without merit and should be denied.

In his sixteenth assignment of error, Mr. Heffner argues that the
general public did not have an opportunity to comument on the
Stipulation at the public hearing.

-29.
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Upon consideration, the Board finds that this claim falls short of
presenting reasonable grounds for granting rehearing of the order.
There is no legal requirement that the Board hold a local public
hearing on a stipulation, whether partial or full. Section 4906.07,
Revised Code, controls when the public hearing is held, and
provides that the Board must hold the public hearing on the
application no later than 90 days after the filing of the complete
application. In this case, the application was deemed filed on June
21, 2011, and the public hearing was set for Thursday, September
15, 2011. As a practical matter, the filing of stipulations after public
hearings is not an unusual occurrence in proceedings before the
Board. Moreover, the Board notes that, the general public did have
the ability to provide testimony on the proposed project at the
hearing held in Shelby, Ohio. Accordingly, the Board finds that
Mr. Heffner’s sixteenth assignment of error is without merit and
should be denied.

In his seventeenth assignment of error, Mr. Heffner argues that
nonparticipating landowners will have no way of mitigating
injuries,

We find no merit in this argument. The General Assembly, in
Section 4906.98, Revised Code, has vested the Board with oversight
over the construction, operation and maintenance of major utility
facilities as approved in a certificate of environmental compatibility
and need. In addition to the statutory complaint process, the order
provides nonparticipating landowners the ability to submit
complaints and to engage in a complaint resolution process should
compliance issues arise, Accordingly, the Board finds that this
assignment of error is without merit and should be denied.

In his eighteenth rehearing argument, Mr. Heffner alleges that the
order is unlawful, as it violates the Valentine Anti-Trust Act of
1898, as codified in Ohio Revised Code 1331.

In response, Black Fork notes that the Valentine Act, as codified in
Chapter 1331 of the Revised Code, was patterned after the federal
Sherman Anti-Trust Act, Although he has quoted various sections
contained within Chapter 1331 of the Ohio Revised Code, Black
Fork points out that Mr. Heffner has failed to cite Section 1331.11,
Revised Code, which provides that the Courts of Conunon Pleas,
not the Board, are vested with jurisdiction to determine if violations
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of the Valentine Anti-Trust Act of 1898 have occurred. Nor has the
General Assembly vested the Board with the task of regulating
competition among power plant developers. Furthermore, the
Applicant states that, in this case, the Board approved the project as
proposed in the application and the Stipulation, applying the
applicable statutory criteria set forth by the General Assembly;
those criteria do not include ensuring that landowners have the
opportunity to select their preferred developer.

Upon review of Mr. Heffner’s eighteenth assignment of error and
the Applicant’s response we find that the assignment is without
merit and should, therefore, be denied. :

As a final matter, the Board finds that rchearing should be denied
with respect to any of the arguments made by any of the parties
seeking rehearing that are not specifically addressed in this entry
on rehearing,

Tt is, therefore,

-31-

ORDERED, That Mr. Heffnier's request to have the CD admitted into the record
be denied and all arguments in Mr. Heffner’s application for rehearing that cite or
reference the CD be denied, and the Applicant’s motion to strike be dismissed as moot.

It is, further,

ORDERED, That, in accordance with the above findings, the rehearing
applications filed by Alan Price, Catherine Price, Gary Biglin, Brett Heffner, John
Warrington, Carol Gledhill, and Loren Gledhill are all denied in their entirety and
dismissed of record. Iiis, further,

'ORDERED; That rehearir.tg'is hereby denied with respect to any of the arguments
made by any of the parties seeking rehearing that are not specifically addressed in this
entry on rehearing. It is, further,

APPX000208



10-2865-EL-BGN 0.

ORDERED, That a copy of this eniry on rehearing be served upon each party of
record and any other interested persons of record.

THE OHIO POWER SITING BOARD

Christiane Séhmenk, Board Jameé Zehrmgey/ %oard Member
Member and Director of the Ohio and Director of the Ohio
Department of Development Department of Natural Resources

2 Scott Nally, Board Member
Member and Du'ector of the and Director of the Chio
Ohio Department of Health _ Environmental Protection Agency
Board Member
recte and Public Member

Department of Agriculture
DEF/SEF/dah
Entered in the Journal

MAR 2'6 2012
Barcy F. McNeal
Secretary
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4903.10 Application for rehearing.

After any order has been made by the public utilities commission, any party who has entered an
appearance in person or by counsel in the proceeding may apply for a rehearing in respect to any
matters determined in the proceeding. Such application shall be filed within thirty days after the entry
of the order upon the journal of the commission. Notwithstanding the preceding paragraph, in any
uncontested proceeding or, by leave of the commission first had in any other proceeding, any affected
person, firm, or corporation may make an applicaticn for a rehearing within thirty days after the entry
of any final order upon the journal of the commission. Leave to file an application for rehearing shall
not be granted to any person, firm, or corporation who did not enter an appearance in the proceeding
unless the commission first finds:

(A) The applicant’s failure to enter an appearance prior to the entry upon the journal of the
commission of the order compiained of was due to just cause; and,

(B) The interests of the applicant were not adequately considered in the proceeding. Every applicant
for rehearing or for leave to file an application for rehearing shall give due notice of the filing of such
application to all parties who have entered an appearance in the proceeding in the manner and form
prescribed by the commission. such application shall be in writing and shall set forth specifically the
ground or grounds on which the applicant considers the order to be unreasonable or unlawful. No party
shall in any court urge or rely on any ground for reversal, vacation, or modification not so set forth in
the application. Where such application for rehearing has been filed before the effective date of the
order as to which a rehearing is sought, the effective date of such order, unless otherwise ordered by
the commission, shall be postponed or stayed pending disposition of the matter by the commission or
by operation of law. In all other cases the making of such an application shall not excuse any person
from complying with the order, or operate to stay or postpone the enforcement thereof, without a
special order of the commission. Where such application for rehearing has been filed, the commission
may grant and hold such rehearing on the matter specified in such application, if in its judgment
sufficient reason therefor is made to appear. Notice of such rehearing shall be given by regular mail to
all parties who have entered an appearance in the proceeding. If the commission does not grant or
deny such application for rehearing within thirty days from the date of filing thereof, it is denied by
operation of law, If the commission grants such rehearing, it shall specify in the notice of such granting
the purpose for which it is granted. The commission shall also sbecii‘y the scope of the additional
evidence, if any, that will be taken, but it shall not upon such rehearing take any evidence that, with
reasonable diligence, could have been offered upon the original hearing. If, after such rehearing, the
commission is of the opinion that the original order or any part thereof is in any respect unjust or
unwarranted, or should be changed, the commission may abrogate or modify the same; otherwise
such order shall be affirmed. An order made after such rehearing, abrogating or modifying the original
order, shall have the same effect as an original order, but shall not affect any right or the enforcement
of any right arising from or by virtue of the original order prior to the receipt of notice by the affected
party of the filing of the application for rehearing. No Cause of action arising out of any order of the
commission, other than in support of the order, shall accrue in any court to any person, firm, or
corporation unless such person, firm, or corporation has made a proper application to the commission
for a rehearing.

Effective Date: 09-29-1997
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4906.01 [Effective Until 9/10/ 2012] Power siting
definitions.

As used in Chapter 4906. of the Revised Code:

{A) “"Person” means an individual, corporation, business trust, association, estate, trust, or partnership
or any officer, board, commission, department, division, or bureau of the state or a political subdivision
of the state, or any other entity.

(B)(1) “Major utility facility” means:

(a) Electric generating plant and associated facilities designed for, or capable of, operation at a
capacity of fifty megawatts or more;

(b) An electric transmission line and associated facilities of a design capacity of one hundred twenty-
five kilovolts or more;

(c) A gas or natural gas transmission line and associated facilities designed for, or capable of,
transporting gas or natural gas at pressures in excess of one hundred twenty-five pounds per square
inch.

(2) “Major utility facility” does not include gas or natural gas transmission lines over which an agency
of the United States has exclusive jurisdiction, any solid waste facilities as defined in section 6123.01
of the Revised Code, or either of the following as defined by the power siting board:

(a) Electric, gas, natural gas distributing lines and gas or natural gas gathering lines and associated
facilities ;

(b) Any manufacturing facility that creates byproducts that may be used in the generation of
electricity.

{C) “Commence to construct” means any clearing of land, excavation, or other action that would
adversely affect the natural environment of the site or route of a major utility facility, but does not
include surveying changes needed for temporary use of sites or routes for nonutility purposes, or uses
in securing geological data, including necessary borings to ascertain foundation conditions.

(D) “Certificate” means a certificate of environmental compatibility and public need issued by the
power siting board under section 4906.10 of the Revised Code or a construction certificate issued by
the board under rules adopted under division (E) of section 4906.03 of the Revised Code.

R.C. § 4906.01
Amended by 129th General Assembly File No. 28, HB 153, § 101.01, eff. 9/29/2011,

Effective Date: 04-05-1986

This section is set out twice. See also § 4906.01, as amended by 129th General Assembly File No. 125,
S8 315, § 101.01, eff. 9/10/2012.

4906.01 [Effective 9/10/2012] Power siting definitions
As used in Chapter 4906. of the Revised Code:
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(A) "Person” means an individual, corporation, business trust, association, estate, trust, or partnership
or any officer, board, commission, department, division, or bureau of the state or a political subdivision
of the state, or any other entity.

(B)(1) “Major utility facility” means:

(a) Electric generating plant and associated facilities designed for, or capable of, operation at a
capacity of fifty megawatts or more;

(b) An electric transmission line and associated facilities of a design capacity of one hundred twenty-
five kilovolts or more;

(c) A gas pipeline that is greater than five hundred feet in length, and its associated facilities, is more
than nine inches in outside diameter and is designed for transporting gas at a maximum allowable
operating pressure in excess of one hundred twenty-five pounds per square inch.

(2) “Major utility facility” does not include any of the following:

(a) Gas transmission lines over which an agency of the United States has exclusive jurisdiction;
(b) Any solid waste facilities as defined in section 6123.01 of the Revised Code;

(c) Electric distributing lines and associated facilities as defined by the power siting board;

(d) Any manufacturing facility that creates byproducts that may be used in the generation of electricity
as defined by the power siting board;

(e) Gathering lines, gas gathering pipelines, and processing plant gas stub pipelines as those terms are
defined in section 4905.90 of the Revised Code and associated facilities;

(f) Any gas processing plant as defined in section 4905.90 of the Revised Code;
(g) Natural gas liquids finished product pipelines;

(h) Pipelines from a gas processing plant as defined in section 4905.90 of the Revised Code to a
natural gas liquids fractionation plant, including a raw natural gas liquids pipeline, or to an interstate or
intrastate gas pipeline;

(i) Any natural gas liquids fractionation plant;

(j) A production operation as defined in section 1509.01 of the Revised Code, including all pipelines
upstream of any gathering lines;

(k} Any compressor stations used by the following:

(i) A gathering line, a gas gathering pipeline, a processing plant gas stub pipeline, or a gas processing
plant as those terms are defined in section 4905.90 of the Revised Code;

(ii) A natural gas liquids finished product pipeline, a natural gas liquids fractionation plant, or any
pipeline upstream of a natural gas liquids fractionation plant; or

(iii) A production operation as defined in section 1509.01 of the Revised Code.
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(C) “Commence to construct” means any clearing of land, excavation, or other action that would
adversely affect the natural anvironment of the site or route of a major utility facility, but does nct
include surveying changes needed for temporary use of sites or routes for nonutility purposes, or uses
in securing geological data, including necessary borings to ascertain foundation conditions.

(D) “Certificate” means a certificate of environmental compatibility and public need issued by the
power siting board under section 4906.10 of the Revised Code or a construction certificate issued by
the board under rules adopted under division (E) or (F) of section 4906.03 of the Revised Code.

(E) “Gas” means natural gas, flammable gas, or gas that is toxic or corrosive.

(F) “Natural gas liquids finished product pipeline” means a pipeline that carries finished product naturai
gas liquids to the inlet of an interstate or intrastate finished product natural gas liquid transmission
pipeline, rail loading facility, or other petrochemical or refinery facility.

(G) “Natural gas liquids fractionation plant” means a facility that takes a feed of raw natural gas liquids
and produces finished product natural gas liquids.

(H) “Raw natural gas” means hydrocarbons that are produced in a gaseous state from gas wells and
that generally include methane, ethane, propane, butanes, pentanes, hexanes, heptanes, ocianes,
nonanes, and decanes, plus other naturally occurring impurities like water, carbon dioxide, hydrogen

sulfide, nitrogen, oxygen, and helium.

(I) “Raw natural gas liquids” means naturally occurring hydrocarbons contained in raw natural gas that
are extracted in a gas processing piant and lquefied and generally include mixtures of ethane,
propane, butanes, and natural gasoline.

(1) “Finished product natural gas liquids” means an individual finished product produced by a natural
gas liquids fractionation plant as a liquid that meets the specifications for commercial products as
defined by the gas processors association. Those products include ethane, propane, iso-butane, normal
butane, and natural gasoiine.

R.C. § 4906.01

Amended by 129th General Assembly File No. 125, SB 315, § 101.01, eff. 9/10/2012.
Amended by 129th General Assembly File No. 28, HB 153, § 101.01, eff. 9/25/2011.
Effective Date: 04-05-1986

This section is set out twice, See also § 4906.01, effective until 9/10/2012.
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4906.02 Power siting board organization.

(A) There is hereby created within the public utilities commission the power siting hoard, composed of
the chairman of the public utilities commission, the director of environmental protection, the director of
health, the director of development, the director of natural resources, the director of agriculture, and a
representative of the public who shall be an engineer and shall be appointed by the governor, from a
list of three nominees submitted to the governor by the office of the consumers’ counsel, with the
advice and consent of the senate and shali serve for & term of four years, The chairman of the pubiic
utilities commission shall be chairman of the board and its chief executive officer. The chairman shall
designate one of the voting members of the board to act as vice-chairman who shall possess during
the absence or disability of the chairman all of the powers of the chairman. All hearings, studies, and
consideration of applications for certificates shall be conducted by the board or representatives of its
members. In addition, the board shall include four legislative members who may participate fully in all
the board’s deliberations and activities except that they shall serve as nonvoting members. The
speaker of the house of representatives shall appoint one legislative member, and the president of the
senate and minority leader of each house shall each appoint one legislative member. Each such
legistative leader shall designate an alternate to attend meetings of the board when the regular
legislative member he appointed is unable to attend. Each legislative merber and alternate shall serve
for the duration of the elected term that he is serving at the time of his appointment. A quorum of the
board is a majority of its voting members. The representative of the public and, notwithstanding
section 101.26 of the Revised Code, legislative members of the board or their designated alternates,
when engaged in their duties as members of the board, shall be paid at the per diem rate of step 1,
pay range 32, under schedute B of section 124.15 of the Revised Code and shall be reimbursed for the
actual and necessary expenses they incur in the discharge of their official duties, -

(B) The chairman shall keep a complete record of all proceedings of the board, issue all necessary
process, writs, warrants, and notices, keep all books, maps, documents, and papers ordered filed by
the board, conduct investigations pursuant to section 4906.07 of the Revised Code, and perform such
other duties as the board may prescribe.

(C) The chairman of the public utilities commission may assign or transfer duties among the
commission’s staff. However, the board’s authority to grant certificates under section 4906.10 of the
Revised Code shall not be exercised by any officer, employee, or body other than the board itself.

(D) The chairman may call to his assistance, temporarily, any employee of the environmental
protection agency, the department of natural resources, the department of agriculture, the department
of health, or the department of development, for the purpose of making studies, conducting hearings,
investigating applications, or preparing any report required or authorized under this chapter. Such
employees shall not receive any additional compensation over that which they receive from the agency
by which they are employed, but they shall be reimbursed for their actual and necessary exXpenses
incurred while working under the direction of the chairman. All contracts for special services are
subject to the approval of the chairman.

(E) The board's offices shall be iocated in those of the public utilities commission.
Effective Date: 10-17-1985

See 129th General Assembly File No. 39, SB 171, §4.
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The amendment to this section by 129th General Assembly File No. 10, SB 5, § 1 was rejected by

voters in the November, 2011 election.
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4906.04 Certificate required for construction of major
utility.

No person shall commence 10 construct a major utility facility in this state without first having obtained
a certificate for the facility. The replacement of an existing facility with a like facility, as determined by
the power siting board, shall not constitute construction of a major utility facility. Such replacement of
a like facility is not exempt from any other requirements of state or local laws or regulations. Any
facifity, with respect to which such a certificate is required, shall thereafter be constructed, operated,
and maintained in conformity with such certificate and any terms, conditions, and modifications
contained therein. A certificate may only be issued pursuant to Chapter 4906. of the Revised Code. A
certificate may be transferred, subject to the approval of the board, to a person who agrees to comply
with the terms, conditions, and modifications contained therein.

Effective Date: 11-15-1981
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4906.07 [Effective Until 9/10/ 2012] Public hearing on
application.

(A) Upon the receipt of an application complying with section 4906,06 of the Revised Code, the power
siting board shall promptly fix a date for a public hearing thereon, not less than sixty nor more than
ninety days after such receipt, and shall conclude the proceeding as expeditiously as practicable.

(B) On an application for an amendment, of a certificate, the board shall hold a hearing in the same
manner as a hearing is held on an application for a certificate if the proposed change in the facility
would resuit in any material increase in any environmental impact of the facility or a substantial
change in the location of all or a portion of such facility other than as provided in the alternates set
forth in the application.

(C) The chairman of the power siting board shall cause each application filed with the board to be
investigated and shall, not less than fifteen days prior to the date any application is set for hearing
submit a written report to the board and to the applicant. A copy of such report shall be made
available to any person upon request. Such report shall set forth the nature of the investigation, and
shall contain recommended findings with regard to division (A) of section 4906.10 of the Revised Code
and shall become part of the record and served upon all parties to the proceeding.

R.C. § 4906.07

Effective Date: 10-17-1985

This section is set out twice. See also § 4906.07, as amended by 129th General Assembly File No. 125,
SB 315, § 101.01, eff. 9/10/2012.

4906.07 [Effective 9/10/20 12] Public hearing on application

(A) Upon the receipt of an application complying with section 4906.06 of the Revised Code, the power
siting board shall promptly fix a date for a public hearing thereon, not fess than sixty nor more than
ninety days after such receipt, and shall conclude the proceeding as expeditiously as practicable.

(B) On an application for an amendment of a certificate, the board shall hold a hearing in the same
manner as a hearing is held on an application for a certificate if the proposed change in the facility
would result in any material increase in any environmental impact of the facility or a substantial
change in the location of all or a portion of such facility other than as provided in the alternates set

forth in the application.

(C) The chairperson of the power siting board shall cause each application filed with the board to be
investigated and shall, not less than fifteen days prior to the date any application is set for hearing
submit a written report to the board and to the applicant. A copy of such report shall be made
available to any person upon request. Such report shall set forth the nature of the investigation, and
shall contain recommended findings with regard to division (A) of section 4906.10 of the Revised Code
and shall become part of the record and served upon all parties to the proceeding.

R.C. § 4906.07

Amended by 129th General Assembly File No. 125, SB 315, § 101.01, eff. 9/10/2012.
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Effective Date: 10-17-1985

This section is set out twice. See also § 4906.07, effective until 9/10/2012.
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4906.08 Parties - testimony.

(A) The parties to a certification proceeding shall include:
(1) The applicant;

(2) Each person entitled to receive service of a copy of the application under division (B) of section
490606 of the Revised Code, if the person has filed with the power siting board a notice of
intervention as a party, within thirty days after the date the person was served with a copy of the
application;

(3) Any person residing in a municipal corporation or county entitied to receive service of a copy of the
application under division (B) of section 4806.06 of the Revised Code and any other person, if the
person has petitioned the board for leave to interveéne as a party within thirty days after the date of
pubiication of the notice required by division (C) of section 4906.06 of the Revised Code, and if that
petition has been granted by the board for good cause shown.

(B) The board , in extraordinary circumstances for good cause shown, may grant a petition, for leave
to intervene as a party to participate in subsequent phases of the proceeding, that is filed by a person
identified in division (A)(2) or (3) of this section that failed to file a timely notice of intervention or
petition for leave to intervene, as the case may be.

(C) The board shall accept written or oral testimony from any person at the public hearing, but the
right to call and examine witnesses shall be reserved for parties. However, the board may adopt rules
to exclude repetitive, immaterial, or irrelevant testimony.

Effective Date: 04-07-2004
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4906.10 [Effective Until 9/10/2012] Basis for decision
granting or denying certificate.

{A) The power siting board shall render a decision upon the record either granting or denying the
application as filed, or granting it upon such terms, conditions, or modifications of the construction,
operation, or maintenance of the major utility facility as the board considers appropriate. The
certificate shall be conditioned upon the facility being in compliance with standards and rutes adopted
under sections 1501.33, 1501.34, and 4561.32 and Chapters 3704., 3734., and 6111. of the Revised
Code. The period of initial operation under a certificate shall expire two years after the date on which
electric power is first generated by the facility. During the period of initial operation, the facility shall
be subject to the enforcement and monitoring powers of the director of environmenta! protection under
Chapters 3704., 3734, and 6111. of the Revised Code and to the emergency provisions under those
chapters. If a major utility facility constructed in accordance with the terms and conditions of its
certificate is unable to operate in compliance with all applicable requirements of state iaws, rules, and
standards pertaining to air pollution, the facility may apply to the director of envirohmental protection
for a conditional operating permit under division (G) of section 3704.03 of the Revised Code and the
rules adopted thereunder. The operation of a major utility facility in compliance with a conditional
operating permit is not in violation of its certificate. After the expiration of the period of initial
operation of a major utility facility, the facility shali be under the jurisdiction of the environmental
protection agency and shall comply with alt laws, rules, and standards pertaining to air pollution, water
pollution, and solid and hazardous waste disposal. The board shall not grant a certificate for the
construction, operation, and maintenance of a major utility facility, either as proposed or as modified
by the board, uniess it finds and determines all of the following:

(1) The basis of the need for the facility if the facility is an electric transmission line or gas or natural
gas transmission line;

(2) The nature of the probable environmental impact;

(3) That the facility represents the minimum adverse environmental impact, considering the state of
available technology and the nature and economics of the various alternatives, and other pertinent

considerations;

(4) In the case of an electric transmission line or generating facility, that the facility is consistent with
regional plans for expansion of the electric power grid of the electric systems serving this state and
interconnected utility systems and that the facility will serve the interests of electric system economy

and reliability,;

(5) That the facility will comply with Chapters 3704., 3734., and 6111. of the Revised Code and all
rules and standards adopted under those chapters and under sections 1501.33, 1501,34, and 4561.32
of the Revised Code. In determining whether the facility will comply with all rules and standards
adopted under section 4561.32 of the Revised Code, the board shall consult with the office of aviation
of the division of multi-modal planning and programs of the department of transportation under
section 4561.341 of the Revised Code.

(6) That the facility will serve the public interest, convenience, and necessity;

(7) In addition to the provisions contained in divisions (A)(1) to (6) of this section and rules adopted
under those divisions, what its impact will be on the viability as agricultural land of any land in an
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existing agricuitural district established under Chapter 929. of the Revised Code that is located within
the site and alternative site of the proposed major utility facility. Rules adopted to evaluate impact
under division (A)(7) of this section shall not require the compilation, creation, submission, or
production of any information, document, or other data pertaining to land not located within the site
and alternative site.

(8) That the facility incorporates maximum feasible water conservation practices as determined by the
board, considering available technology and the nature and economics of the various alternatives.

(B) If the board determines that the location of all or a part of the proposed facility should be modified,
it may condition its certificate upon that modification, provided that the municipal corporations and
counties, and persons residing therein, affected by the modification shall have been given reasonable
notice thereof.

(C) A copy of the decision and any opinion issued therewith shall be served upon each party.
R.C. § 4906.10
Effective Date: 04-07-2004

This section is set out twice., See also § 4506.10, as amended by 129th General Assembly File No. 125,
SB 315, § 101.01, eff. 9/10/2012.

4906.10 [Effective 9/10/2012] Basis for decision granting or denying certificate

(A) The power siting board shall render a decision upon the record either granting or denying the
application as filed, or granting it upon such terms, conditions, or modifications of the construction,
operation, or maintenance of the major utility facility as the board considers appropriate. The
certificate shall be conditioned upon the facility being in compliance with standards and rules adopted
under sections 1501.33, 1501.34, and 4561.32 and Chapters 3704., 3734., and 6111, of the Revised
Code. An applicant may withdraw an application if the board grants a certificate on terms, conditions,
or modifications other than those proposed by the applicant in the application. The period of initial
operation under a certificate shall expire two years after the date on which electric power is first
generated by the facility. During the period of initial operation, the facility shall be subject to the
enforcement and monitoring powers of the director of environmental protection under Chapters 3704.,
3734., and 6111, of the Revised Code and to the emergency provisions under those chapters. If a
major utility facility constructed in accordance with the terms and conditions of its certificate is unable
to operate in compliance with all applicable requirements of state laws, rules, and standards pertaining
to air polflution, the facility may apply to the director of environmental protection for a conditional
operating permit under division (G) of section 3704.03 of the Revised Code and the rules adopted
thereunder. The operation of a major utility facility in compliance with a conditional operating permit is
not in violation of its certificate. After the expiration of the period of initial operation of a major utility
facility, the facility shall be under the jurisdiction of the environmental protection agency and shall
comply with all laws, rules, and standards pertaining to air pollution, water pollution, and solid and
hazardous waste disposal.

The board shall not grant a certificate for the construction, operation, and maintenance of a major
utility facility, either as proposed or as modified by the board, unless it finds and determines all of the
following:

(1) The basis of the need for the facility if the facility is an electric transmission line or gas pipeline;
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(2) The nature of the probable environmental impact;

(3) That the facility represents the minimum adverse environmental impact, considering the state of
available technology and the nature and economics of the various alternatives, and other pertinent
considerations; ‘

(4) In the case of an electric transmission line or generating facility, that the facility is consistent with
regional plans for expansion of the electric power arid of the electric systems serving this state and
interconnected utility systems and that the facility will serve the interests of electric system economy
and reliability;

(5) That the facility will comply with Chapters 3704., 3734., and 6111. of the Revised Code and all
rules and standards adopted under those chapters and under sections 1501.33, 1501.34, and 4561.32
of the Revised Code. In determining whether the facility will comply with all rules and standards
adopted under section 4561.32 of the Revised Code, the poard shall consuit with the office of aviation
of the division of multi-modal planning and programs of the department of transportation under
section 4561.341 of the Revised Code.

(6) That the facility will serve the public interest, convenience, and necessity;

(7) In addition to the provisions contained in divisions (A)(1) to (6) of this section and rules adopted
under those divisions, what its impact will be on the viability as agricultural tand of any land in an
existing agricultural district established under Chapter 929. of the Revised Code that is located within
the site and alternative site of the proposed major utility facility. Rules adopted to evaluate impact
under division (A)(7) of this section shall not reguire the compilation, creation, submission, or
production of any information, document, or other data pertaining to land not located within the site
and alternative site.

(8) That the facility incorporates maximum feasible water conservation practices as determined by the
board, considering available technology and the nature and economics of the various alternatives.

(B) If the board determines that the location of all or a part of the proposed facility should be modified,
it may condition its certificate upon that modification, provided that the municipal corporations and
counties, and persons residing therein, affected by the modification shall have been given reasonable

notice thereof.

(C) A copy of the decision and any opinion issued therewith shall be served upon each party.
R.C. § 4906.10

Amended by 129th General Assembly File No. 125, SB 315, § 101.01, eff. 9/10/2012,
Effective Date: 04-07-2004

This section is set out twice. See also § 4906.10, effective until 9/10/2012.
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4906.12 Procedures of public utilities commission to be
followed.

Sections 4903.02 to 4903.16 and 4903.20 to 4903.23 of the Revised Code shall apply to any
proceeding or order of the power siting board under Chapter 4906. of the Revised Code, in the same
manner as if the board were the public utilities commission under such sections.

Effective Date: 11-15-1981

APPX000223
http://codes.ohio.gov/orc/4906.12 8/12/2012



Lawriter - ORC - 4906.13 No local jurisdiction. ik’ = D

4906.13 No local jurisdiction.

(A) As used in this section and sections 4906.20 and 4906.98 of the Revised Code, “economically
significant wind farm” means wind turbines and associated facilities with a single interconnection to the
electrical grid and designed for, or capable of, operation at an aggregate capacity of five or more
megawatts but less than fifty megawatts, The term excludes any such wind farm in operation on the
effective date of this section.

(B) No public agency or political subdivision of this state may require any approval, consent, permiit,
certificate, or other condition for the construction or initial operation of a major utility facility or
aconomically significant wind farm authorized by a certificate issued pursuant to Chapter 4906. of the
Revised Code. Nothing herein shall prevent the application of state laws for the protection of
employees engaged in the construction of such facility or wind farm nor of municipal regulations that
do not pertain to the location or design of, or pollution control and abatement standards for, a major
utility facility or economically significant wind farm for which a certificate has been granted under this

chapter.

Effective Date: 10-23-1972; 2008 HB562 06-24-2008
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4906.20 [Effective Until 9/ 10/2012] Certificate required
to construct certain wind farms.

(A) No person shall commence to construct an economically significant wind farm in this state without
first having obtained a certificate from the power siting board. An economically significant wind farm
with respect to which such a certificate is required shall be constructed, operated, and maintained in
conformity with that certificate and any terms, conditions, and modifications it contains. A certificate
shall be issued only pursuant to this section. The certificate may be transferred, subject to the
approval of the board, to a person that agrees to comply with those terms, conditions, and
modifications.

(B) The board shall adopt rules governing the certificating of economically significant wind farms under
this section. Initial rules shall be adopted within one hundred twenty days after this section’s effective
date.

(1) The rules shall provide for an application process for certificating economically significant wind
farms that is identical to the extent practicable to the process applicable to certificating major utility
facilities under sections 4906.06, 4906.07, 4906.08, 4906.09, 4906.11, and 4906.12 of the Ravised
Code and shall prescribe a reasonable schedule of application filing fees structured in the manner of
the schedule of filing fees required for major utility facilities.

(2) Additionally, the rules shall prescribe reasonable regulations regarding any wind turbines and
associated facilities of an economically significant wind farm, including, but not limited to, their
location, erection, construction, reconstruction, change, alteration, maintenance, removal, use, Or
enlargement and including erosion control, aesthetics, recreational land use, wildlife protection,
interconnection with power lines and with regional transmission organizations, independent

. transmission system operators, or similar organizations, ice throw, sound and noise levels, blade
shear, shadow flicker, decommissioning, and necessary cooperation for site visits and enforcement
investigations. The rules also shall prescribe a minimum setback for a wind turbine of an economically
significant wind farm. That minimum shall be equal to a horizontal distance, from the turbine’s base to
the property line of the wind farm property, equal to one and one-tenth times the total height of the
turbine structure as measured from its base to the tip of its highest blade and be at least seven
hundred fifty feet in horizontal distance from the tip of the turbine’s nearest blade at ninety degrees to
the exterior of the nearest, habitable, residential structure, if any, located on adjacent property at the
time of the certification application. The setback shall apply in ali cases except those in which all
owners of property adjacent to the wind farm property waive application of the setback to that
property pursuant to a procedure the board shall establish by rule and except in which, in a particular
case, the board determines that a setback greater than the minimum is necessary.

(C) The board shall approve, or may modify and approve, an application for economically significant
wind farm certification if it finds that the construction, operation, and maintenance of the economically
significant wind farm will comply with the rules adopted under division (B) of this section. The
certificate shall be conditioned upon the economically significant wind farm complying with rules
adopted under section 4561.32 of the Revised Code.

R.C. § 4906.20

Effective Date: 2008 HB562 06-24-2008
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This section is set out twice. See also § 4906.20, as amended by 129th General Assembly File No. 125,
SB 315, § 101.01, eff. 9/10/2012,

4906.20 [Effective 9/10/2012] Certificate required to construct certain wind farms

(A) No person shall commence to construct an economically significant wind farm in this state without
first having obtained a certificate from the power siting board. An economically significant wind farm
with respect to which such a certificate is required shall be constructed, operated, and maintained in
conformity with that certificate and any terms, conditions, and modifications it contains. A certificate
shall be issued only pursuant to this section. The certificate may be transferred, subject to the
approval of the board, to a person that agrees to comply with those terms, conditions, and
modifications.

(B) The board shall adopt rules governing the certificating of economically significant wind farms under
this section. Initial rules shall be adopted within one hundred twenty days after June 24, 2008.

(1) The rules shall provide for an application process for certificating economically significant wind
farms that is identical to the extent practicable to the process applicable to certificating major utility
facilities under sections 4906.06, 4906.07, 4906.08, 4906.09, 4906.10, 4906.11, and 4906.12 of the
Revised Code and shall prescribe a reasonable schedule of application filing fees structured in the
manner of the schedule of filing fees required for major utility facilities.

(2) Additionally, the rules shall prescribe reasonable regulations regarding any wind turbines and
associated facilities of an economically significant wind farm, including, but not limited to, their
location, erection, construction, reconstruction, change, alteration, maintenance, removal, use, or
enlargement and including erosion control, aesthetics, recreational land use, wildlife protection,
interconnection with power lines and with regional transmission organizations, independent
transmission system operators, or similar organizations, ice throw, sound and noise levels, blade
shear, shadow flicker, decommissioning, and necessary cooperation for site visits and enforcement
investigations. The rules also shall prescribe a minimum setback for a wind turbine of an economically
significant wind farm. That minimum shall be equal to a horizontal distance, from the turbine’s base to
the property line of the wind farm property, equal to one and one-tenth times the total height of the
turbine structure as measured from its base o the tip of its highest blade and be at least seven
hundred fifty feet in horizontal distance from the tip of the turbine’s nearest blade at ninety degrees to
the exterior of the nearest, habitable, residential structure, if any, located on adjacent property at the
time of the certification application. The setback shall apply in all cases except those in which all
owners of property adjacent to the wind farm property waive application of the setback to that
property pursuant to a procedure the board shall establish by rule and except in which, in a particular
case, the board determines that a setback greater than the minimum is necessary.

R.C. § 4906.20

Amended by 129th General Assembly File No. 125, SB 315, § 101,01, eff. 9/10/2012.
Effective Date: 2008 HB562 06-24-2008

This section is set out twice. See alsc § 4906,20, effactive until 9/10/2012.
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4928.01 [Effective Until 9/10/ 2012] Competitive retail
electric service definitions.

(A) As used in this chapter:

(1) “Ancillary service” means any function necessary to the provision of electric transmission or
distribution service to a retail customer and includes, but is not limited to, scheduling, system control,
and dispatch services; reactive supply from generation resources and voltage control service; reactive
supply from transmission resources service; regulation service; frequency response service; energy
imbalance service; operating reserve-spinning reserve service; operating reserve-supplemental
reserve service; load following; back-up supply service; real-power loss replacement service; dynamic
scheduling; system black start capability; and network stability service,

(2) “Billing and collection agent” means a fully independent agent, not affiliated with or otherwise
controlled by an electric utility, electric services company, electric cooperative, oOr governmental
aggregator subject to certification under section 4928.08 of the Revised Code, to the extent that the
agent is under contract with such utility, company, cooperative, or aggregator solely to provide billing
and collection for retail electric service on behalf of the utility company, cooperative, or aggregator.

(3) “Certified territory” means the certified territory established for an electric supplier under sections
4933.81 to 4933.90 of the Revised Code.

(4) “Competitive retail electric service” means a component of retail electric service that is competitive
as provided under division (B} of this section.

(5) “Electric cooperative” means a not-for-profit electric light company that both is or has been
financed in whole or in part under the “Rural Electrification Act of 1936,” 49 Stat. 1363, 7 u.s5.C. 901,
and owns or operates facilities In this state to generate, transmit, or distribute electricity, or a not-for-

profit successor of such company.

(6) “Electric distribution utility” means an electric utility that supplies at least retail electric distribution
service.

(7) “Electric light company” has the same meaning as in section 4905.03 of the Revised Code and
includes an electric services company, but excludes any self-generator to the extent that it consumes
electricity it so produces, sells that electricity for resale, or obtains electricity from a generating facility
it hosts on its premises.

(8) “Electric load center” has the same meaning as in section 4933.81 of the Revised Code.

(9) “Electric services company” means an electric light company that is engaged on a for-profit or not-
for-profit basis in the business of supplying or arranging for the supply of only a competitive retail
electric service in this state. “Electric services company” includes a power marketer, power broker,
aggregator, or independent power producer but excludes an electric cooperative, municipal electric
utility, governmental aggregator, or billing and collection agent.

(10) “Eiectric supplier” has the same meaning as in section 4933.81 of the Revised Code.

(11) “Electric utility” means an electric light company that has a certified territory and is engaged on a
for-profit basis either in the business of supplying a noncompetitive retall electric service in this state
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or in the businesses of supplying both a noncompetitive and a competitive retail electric service in this
state. “Electric utility” excludes a municipal electric utility or a billing and collection agent.

(12) “Firm electric service” means electric service other than nonfirm electric service.

{13) sGovernmental aggregator” means a legislative authority of a municipal corporation, a board of
township trustees, or 3 board of county commissioners acting as an aggregator for the provision of a
competitive retail electric service under authority conferred under section 4928.20 of the Revised

Code.

(14) A person acts wknowingly,” regardless of the person’s purpose, when the person is aware that the
person’s conduct will probably cause @ certain result or will probably be of a certain nature. A person
has knowledge of circumstances when the person is aware that such circumstances probably exist.

(15) “Level of funding for low-income customer energy efficiency programs provided through electric
utility rates” means the level of funds specifically included in an electric utility's rates on October 5,
1999, pursuant to an order of the public utilities commission Issued under Chapter 4905. or 4909. of
the Revised Code and in effect on October 4, 1999, for the purpose of improving the energy efficiency
of housing for the utility’s low-income customers. The term excludes the level of any such funds
committed to a specific nonprofit organization or organizations pursuant to a stipulation or contract.

(16) “Low-income customer assistance programs” means the percentage of income payment plan
program, the home energy assistance program, the home weatherization assistance program, and the
targeted energy efficienCy and weatherization program.

(17) “Market development period” for an electric utility means the period of time beginning on the
starting date of competitive retail electric service and ending on the applicable date for that utility as
specified in section 4928.40 of the Revised Code, irrespective of whether the utility applies to receive
transition revenues under this chaptet.

(18) “Market power” means the ability to impose on customers a sustained price for a product or
service above the price that would prevail in a competitive market.

(19) “Mercantile customer” means a commercial or industrial customer if the electricity consumed is
for nonresidential use and the customer consumes more than seven hundred thousand kitowatt hours
per year or is part of a national account involving muitiple facilities in one or more states.

(20) “Municipal electric utility” means a municipal corporation that owns oOf operatas facilities to
generate, transmit, or distribute electricity.

(21) “Noncompetitive retail electric service” means a component of retail electric service that is
noncompetitive as provided under division (B) of this section.

(22) “Nonfirm electric service” means electric service provided pursuant to a schedule filed under
section 4905.30 of the Revised Code or pursuant to an arrangement under section 4905.31 of the
Revised Code, which schedule or arrangement includes conditions that may require the customer to
curtail or interrupt electric usage during nonemergency circumstances upon notification by an electric
utility.

(23) “Percentage of income payment plan arrears” means funds eligible for collection through the
percentage of income payment plan rider, but uncollected as of July 1, 2000.
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(24) “Person” has the same meaning as in section 1.59 of the Revised Code.

(25) “Advanced energy project” means any technologies, products, activities, or management practices
or strategies that facilitate the generation or use of electricity or energy and that reduce or support the
reduction of energy consumption or support the production of clean, renewable energy for industrial,
distribution, commercial, institutional, governmental, research, not-for-profit, or residential energy
users, including, but not limited to, advanced energy resources and renewable energy resources.
“advanced energy project” also includes any project described in division (A), (B), or {C) of section
4928.621 of the Revised Code.

(26) “Regulatory assets” means the unamortized net regulatory assets that are capitalized or deferred
on the regulatory books of the electric utility, pursuant to an order or practice of the public ytilities
commission or pursuant to generally accepted accounting principles as a result of a prior commission
rate-making decision, and that would ctherwise have been charged to expense as incurred or would
not have been capitalized or otherwise deferred for future regulatory consideration absent commission
action. “Regulatory assets” includes, but is not limited to, all deferred demand-side management
costs; all deferred percentage of income payment plan arrears; post-in-service capitalized charges and
assets recognized in connection with statement of financial accounting standards no. 109 (receivables
from customers for income taxes); future nuclear decommissioning costs and fuel disposal costs as
those costs have been determined by the commission in the electric utility’s most recent rate or
accounting application proceeding addressing such costs: the undepreciated costs of safety and
radiation control equipment on nuclear generating plants owned or leased by an electric utility; and
fuel costs currently deferred pursuant to the terms of one or more settlement agreements approved by
the commission.

(27) “Retail electric service” means any service involved in supplying or arranging for the supply of
electricity to ultimate consumers in this state, from the point of generation to the point of
consumption. For the purposes of this chapter, retail electric sarvice includes one or more of the
following “service components” : generation service, aggregation service, power marketing service,
power brokerage service, transmission service, distribution service, ancillary service, metering service,
and billing and collection service.

(28) “Starting date of competitive retail electric service” means January 1, 2001.
{29) customer-generator” means a user of a net metering system.

(30) “Net metering” means measuring the difference in an applicable billing period between the
electricity supplied by an electric service provider and the electricity generated by a customer-
generator that is fed back to the electric service provider.

{31) “Net metering system” means a facility for the production of electrical energy that does all of the
following:

(a) Uses as its fuel either solar, wind, biomass, landfill gas, or hydropower, or uses a microturbine or a
fuel cell;

(b) Is located on a customer-generatot’s premises;

(c) Operates in paratlel with the electric utility’s transmission and distribution facilities;
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(d) 1s Intended primarily to offset part or all of the customer-generator’s requirements for electricity.

(32) “Self-generator” means an entity in this state that owns or hosts on its premises an electric
generation facility that produces electricity primarily for the owner’s consumption and that may provide
any such excess electricity to another entity, whether the facility is installed or operated by the owner
or by an agent under a contract.

(33) "Rate plan” means the standard service offer in effect on the effective date of the amendment of
this section by S.B. 221 of the 127th general assembly, July 31, 2008.

(34) “Advanced energy resource” means any of the following:

(a) Any method or any modification or replacement of any property, process, device, structure, or
equipment that increases the generation output of an electric generating facility to the extent such
efficiency is achieved without additional carbon dioxide emissions by that facility;

(b) Any distributed generation system consisting of customer cogeneration technology;

(c) Clean coal technology that includes a carbon-based product that is chemically altered before
combustion to demonstrate a reduction, as expressed as ash, in emissions of nitrous oxide, mercury,
arsenic, chiorine, sulfur dioxide, or sulfur trioxide in accordance with the American society of testing
and materials standard D1757A or a reduction of metal oxide emissions in accordance with standard
D5142 of that society, or clean coal technology that includes the design capability to control or prevent
the emission of carbon dioxide, which design capability the commission shall adopt by rule and shall be
based on economically feasible best available technology or, in the absence of a determined best
available technology, shall be of the highest level of economically feasible design capability for which
there exists generally accepted scientific opinion; '

(d) Advanced nuclear energy technology consisting of generation ILI technology as defined by the
nuclear regulatory commission; other, later technology; or significant improvements to existing
facilities;

(e) Any fuel cell used in the generation of electricity, including, but not limited to, a proton exchange

membrane fuel cell, phosphoric acid fue! cell, molten carbonate fuel cell, or solid oxide fuel cell;

(f) Advanced solid waste or construction and demolition debris conversion technology, including, but
not limited to, advanced stoker technology, and advanced fluidized bed gasification technology, that
results in measurable greenhouse gas emissions reductions as calculated pursuant to the United States
environmental protection agency’s waste reduction model {(WARM}.

{(g) Demand-side management and any energy efficiency improvement.
{35) “Air contaminant source” has the same meaning as in section 3704.01 of the Revised Code.

(36) “Cogeneration technology” means technology that produces electricity and useful thermal output
simultaneously.

(37) “Renewable energy resource” means solar photovoltaic or solar thermal energy, wind energy,
power produced by a hydroelectric facility, geothermal energy, fuel derived from solid wastes, as
defined in section 3734.01 of the Revised Code, through fractionation, biological decomposition, or
other process that does not principally involve combustion, biomass energy, energy produced by
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cogeneration technology that is placed into service on or before December 31, 2015, and for which
more than ninety per cent of the total annual energy input is from combustion of @ waste or byproduct
gas from an air contaminant source in this state, which source has been in operation since on or before
January 1, 1985, provided that the cogeneration technology is a part of a facility located in a county
having a population of more than three hundred sixty-five thousand but less than three hundred
seventy thousand according to the most recent federal decennial census, biologically derived methane
gas, or energy derived from nontreated by-products of the pulping process or wood manufacturing
process, including bark, wood chips, sawdust, and lignin in spent pulping liquors. “Renewable energy
resource” includes, but is not limited to, any fuel cell used in the generation of electricity, including,
but not limited to, a proton exchange membrane fuel cell, phosphoric acid fuel cell, molten carbonate
fuel cell, or solid oxide fuel cell; wind turbine located in the state’s territorial waters of Lake Erie;
methane gas emitted from an abandoned coal mine; storage facility that will promote the better
utilization of a renewable energy resource that primarily generates off peak; or distributed generation
system used by a customer to generate electricity from any such energy. As used in division {A)(37) of
this section, “hydroelectric facility” means a hydroelectric generating facility that is located at a dam on
a river, or on any water discharged to a river, that is within or bordering this state or within or
bordering an adjoining state and meets all of the following standards:

(a) The facility provides for river fiows that are not detrimental for fish, wildlife, and water quality,
including seasonal flow fluctuations as defined by the applicable licensing agency for the facility.

(b) The facility demonstrates that it complies with the water quality standards of this state, which
compliance may consist of certification under Section 401 of the “Clean Water Act of 1977,7 91 Stat.
1598, 1599, 33 U.S.C. 1341, and demonstrates that it has not contributed to a finding by this state
that the river has impaired water guality under Section 303(d) of the “Clean Water Act of 1977, 114

Stat. 870, 33 U.S.C. 1313.

(c) The facility complies with mandatory prescriptions regarding fish passage as required by the federal
energy regulatory commission license issued for the project, regarding fish protection for riverine,
anadromous, and catadromous fish.

(d) The facility complies with the recommendations of the Ohio environmental protection agency and
with the terms of its federal energy regutatory commission license regarding watershed protection,
mitigation, or enhancement, to the extent of each agency’s respective jurisdiction over the facility.

(e) The facility complies with provisions of the “Endangered Species Act of 1973,” 87 Stat. 884, 16
U.S.C. 1531 to 1544, as amended,

(f) The facility does not harm cultural resources of the area. This can be shown through compliance
with the terms of its federal energy regulatory commission license or, if the facility is not regulated by
that commission, through development of a plan approved by the Ohio historic preservation office, to
the extent it has jurisdiction over the facility.

(g) The facility complies with the terms of its federal energy regulatory commission license or
exemption that are related to recreational access, accommodation, and facilities or, if the facility is not
regulated by that commission, the facility complies with simitar requirements as are recommended by
resource agencies, to the extent they have jurisdiction over the facility; and the facility provides access
to water to the public without fee or charge.
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(h) The facility is not recommended for removal by any federal agency or agency of any state, to the
extent the particular agency has jurisdiction over the facility.

(B) For the purposes of this chapter, a retail electric service component shall be deemed a competitive
retail electric service if the service component is competitive pursuant to a declaration by a provision
of the Revised Code or pursuant to an order of the public utilities commission authorized under division
(A) of section 4928,04 of the Revised Code. Otherwise, the service component shall be deemed a
noncompetitive retail electric service.

R.C. § 4928.01

Amended by 129th General Assembly File No. 98, SB 289, § 1, eff. 7/16/2012.
Amended by 128th General Assembly File No. 47, SB 181, § 1, eff. 9/13/2010.
Amended by 128th General Assembly File No. 48, SB 232, § 1, eff. 6/17/2010.
Amended by 128th General Assembly File No. 9, HB 1, § 101.01, eff. 10/16/2009.
Effective Date: 10-05-1999; 01-04-2007; 2008 SB221 07-31-2008

This section is set out twice. See also § 4928.01, as amended by 129th General Assembly File No. 125,
SB 315, § 101.01, eff. 9/10/2012.

4928.01 [Effective 9/10/2012] Competitive retail electric service definitions

(A) As used in this chapter:

(1) “Ancillary service” means any function necessary to the provision of electric transmission or
distribution service to a retail customer and includes, but is not limited to, scheduling, system control,
and dispatch services; reactive supply from generation resources and voltage control service; reactive
supply from transmission resources service; regulation service; frequency response service; energy
imbalance service, operating reserve-spinning reserve service; operating reserve-supplemental
reserve service; load following; back-up supply service; real-power loss replacement service; dynamic
scheduling; system black start capability; and network stability service.

(2) “Billing and collection agent” means a fully independent agent, not affiliated with or otherwise
controlled by an electric utility, electric services company, electric cooperative, or governmental
aggregator subject to certification under section 4928.08 of the Revised Code, to the extent that the
agent is under contract with such utility, company, cooperative, or aggregator solely to provide billing
and collection for retail electric service on behalf of the utility company, cooperative, or aggregator.

(3) “Certified territory” means the certified territory established for an electric supplier under sections
4933.81 to 4933.90 of the Revised Code.

(4) “Competitive retail electric service” means a component of retail electric service that is competitive
as provided under division (B) of this section.

(5) “Electric cooperative” means a not-for-profit - electric light company that both is or has been
financed in whole or in part under the “Rural Electrification Act of 1936,” 49 Stat. 1363, 7 U.5.C. 901,
and owns or operates facilities in this state to generate, transmit, or distribute electricity, or a not-for-
profit successor of such company.

APPX000232

http://codes.ohio.gov/orc/4928.01 8/12/2012



Lawriter - ORC - 4928.01 [Effective Until 9/10/2012] Competitive retail electric service d...Fage 7 o1 12

(6) “Electric distribution utility” means an electric utility that supplies at least retail electric distribution
sarvice,

(7) “Electric light company” has the same meaning as in section 4905.03 of the Revised Code and
includes an electric services company, but excludes any self-generator to the extent that it consumes
electricity it so produces, sells that electricity for resale, or obtains electricity from a generating facility
it hosts on its premises.

(8) “Electric load center” has the same meaning as in section 4933.81 of the Revised Code.

(9) “Electric services company” means an electric light company that is engaged on a for-profit or not-
for-profit basis in the business of supplying or arranging for the supply of only a competitive retail
electric service in this state. “Electric services company” includes a power marketer, power broker,
aggregator, or independent power producer but excludes an electric cooperative, municipal electric
utility, governmental aggregator, or billing and collection agent.

(10) “Electric supplier” has the same meaning as in section 4933.81 of the Revised Code.

{11) “Electric utility” means an electric light company that has a certified territory and is engaged oh a
for-profit basis either in the business of supplying a noncompetitive retail electric service in this state
or in the businesses of supplying both a noncompetitive and a competitive retail electric service in this
state. “Electric utility” excludes a municipal electric utility or a billing and collection agent.

(12) “Firm electric service” means electric service other than nonfirm electric service.

(13) “Governmental aggregator” means a legislative authority of a municipal corporation, a board of
township trustees, or a board of county commissioners acting as an aggregator for the provision of a
competitive retail electric service under authority conferred under section 4928.20 of the Revised
Code.

(14) A person acts “knowingly,” regardless of the person’s purpose, when the person is aware that the
person’s conduct will probably cause a certain result or will probably be of a certain nature. A person
has knowledge of circumstances when the person is aware that such circumstances probably exist.

(15) “Level of funding for low-income customer energy efficiency programs provided through electric
utility rates” means the level of funds specifically included in an electric utility’s rates on October 5,
1999, pursuant to an order of the public utilities commission issued under Chapter 4905. or 4909. of
the Revised Code and in effect on October 4, 1999, for the purpose of improving the energy efficiency
of housing for the utility’s low-income customers. The term excludes the level of any such funds
committed to a specific nonprofit organization or organizations pursuant to a stipulation or contract.

(16) “Low-income customer assistance programs” means the percentage of income payment plan
program, the home energy assistance program, the home weatherization assistance program, and the
targeted energy efficiency and weatherization program.

(17) “Market development period” for an electric utility means the period of time beginning on the
starting date of competitive retail electric service and ending on the applicable date for that utility as
specified in section 4928.40 of the Revised Code, irrespective of whether the utility applies to receive
transition revenues under this chapter.
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(18) “Market power” means the ability to impose on customers a sustained price for a product or
sarvice above the price that would prevail in a competitive market.

(19) “Mercantile customer” means a commercial or industrial customer if the electricity consumed is
for nonresidential use and the customer consumes more than seven hundred thousand kilowatt hours
per year or is part of a national account involving multiple facilities in one or more states.

{20) “Municipal electric utility” means a municipal corporation that owns or operates facilities to
generate, transmit, or distribute electricity.

(21) “Noncompetitive retail electric service” means a component of retail electric service that is
noncompetitive as provided under division {B) of this section.

(22) “Nonfirm electric service” means electric service provided pursuant to a schedule filed under
section 4905.30 of the Revised Code or pursuant to an arrangement under section 4905.31 of the
Revised Code, which schedule or arrangement includes conditions that may require the customer to
curtail or interrupt electric usage during nonemergency circumstances upon notification by an electric
utility.

{23) “Percentage of income payment plan arrears” means funds eligible for collection through the
percentage of income payment ptan rider, but uncoliected as of July 1, 2000.

(24) “Person” has the same meaning as in section 1.59 of the Revised Code.

(25) “Advanced energy project” means any technologies, products, activities, or management practices
or strategies that facilitate the generation or use of electricity or energy and that reduce or support the
reduction of energy consumption or support the production of clean, renewable energy for industrial,
distribution, commercial, institutional, governmental, research, not-for-profit, or residential energy
users, including, but not limited to, advanced energy resources and renewable energy resources.
~advanced energy project” also includes any project described in division (A), (B), or (C) of section
4928.621 of the Revised Code.

(26) “Regulatory assets” means the unamortized net regulatory assets that are capitalized or deferred
on the regulatory books of the electric utility, pursuant to an order or practice of the public utilities
commission or pursuant to generally accepted accounting principles as a result of a prior commission
rate-making decision, and that would otherwise have been charged to expense as incurred or would
not have been capitalized or otherwise deferred for future regulatory consideration absent commission
action. “Regulatory assets” includes, but Is not limited to, all deferred demand-side management
costs; all deferred percentage of income payment plan arrears; post-in-service capitalized charges and
assets recognized in connection with statement of financial accounting standards no. 109 (receivables
from customers for income taxes); future nuclear decommissioning costs and fuel disposal costs as
those costs have been determined by the commission in the electric utility’s most recent rate or
accounting application proceeding addressing such costs; the undepreciated costs of safety and
radiation control equipment on nuclear generating plants owned or leased by an electric utility; and
fuel costs currently deferred pursuant to the terms of one or more settlement agreements approved by
the commission.

(27) “Retail electric service” means any service involved in supplying or arranging for the supply of
electricity to ultimate consumers in this state, from the point of generation to the point of
consumption. For the purposes of this chapter, retail electric service includes one or more of the
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following “service components” : generation service, aggregation service, power marketing service,
power brokerage service, transmission service, distribution service, ancillary service, metering service,
and billing and collection service.

(28) “Starting date of competitive retail electric service” means January 1, 2001.
(29) “Customer-generator” means a user of a net metering system.

(30) “Net metering” means measuring the difference in an applicable billing period between the
electricity supplied by an electric service provider and the electricity generated by a customer-
generator that is fed back to the electric service provider.

(31) “Net metering system” means a facility for the production of electrical energy that does all of the
following:

(a) Uses as its fuel either solar, wind, biomass, landfill gas, or hydropower, or uses a microturbine or a
fuel cell;

{b) Is located on a custormer-generator's premises;
(c) Operates in parallel with the electric utility’s transmission and distribution facilities;
(d) Is intended primarily to offset part or all of the customer-generator’s requirements for electricity.

(32) “Self-generator” means an entity in this state that owns or hosts on its premises an electric
generation facility that produces electricity primarily for the owner’s consumption and that may provide
any such excess electricity to another entity, whether the facility is installed or operated by the owner
or by an agent under a contract.

(33) “Rate plan” means the standard service offer in effect on the effective date of the amendment of
this section by S.B. 221 of the 127th general assembly, July 31, 2008.

(34) “Advanced energy resource” means any of the following:

(a) Any method or any modification or replacement of any property, process, device, structure, or
equipment that increases the generation output of an electric generating facility to the extent such
efficiency is achieved without additional carbon dioxide emissions by that facility;

(b) Any distributed generation system consisting of customer cogeneration technology;

(¢) Clean coal technology that includes a carbon-based product that is chemically altered before
combustion to demonstrate a reduction, as expressed as ash, in emissions of nitrous oxide, mercury,
arsenic, chlorine, sulfur dioxide, or sulfur trioxide in accordance with the American society of testing
and materials standard D1757A or a reduction of metal oxide emissions in accordance with standard
D5142 of that society, or clean coal technology that includes the design capability to control or prevent
the emission of carbon dioxide, which design capability the commission shall adopt by rule and shall be
based on economically feasible best available technology or, in the absence of a determined best
available technology, shall be of the highest level of economically feasible design capability for which
there exists generally accepted scientific opinion;
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(d) Advanced nuclear energy technology consisting of generation III technology as defined by the
nuclear regulatory commission; other, later technology; or significant improvements to existing
facilities;

(e) Any fuel cell used in the generation of electricity, including, but not limited to, a proton exchange
membrane fuel cell, phosphoric acid fuel cell, molten carbonate fuel cell, or solid oxide fuel cell;

(f) Advanced solid waste or construction and demolition debris conversion technology, including, but
not limited to, advanced stoker technology, and advanced fluidized bed gasification technology, that
resuits in measurable greenhouse gas emissions reductions as calculated pursuant to the United States
environmental protection agency’s waste reduction model (WARM);

(g) Demand-side management and any energy efficiency improvement;

(h) Any new, retrofitted, refueled, or repowered generating facility located in Ohio, including a simple
or combined-cycle natural gas generating facility or a generating facility that uses biomass, coal,
modular nuclear, or any other fuel as its input;

(i) Any uprated capacity of an existing electric generating facility if the uprated capacity results from
the deployment of advanced technology.

sadvanced energy resource” does not include a waste energy recovery system that is, or has been,
inciuded in an energy efficiency program of an electric distribution utility pursuant to requirements
inder section 4928.66 of the Revised Code.

(35) “Air contaminant source” has the same meaning as in section 3704.01 of the Revised Code.

(36) “Cogeneration technology” means technology that produces electricity and useful thermal output
simultaneously.

(37){a) "Renewable energy resource” means any of the following:
(i) Solar photovoltaic or solar thermal energy;

(i) Wind energy;

(iil) Power produced by a hydroelectric facility;

(iv) Geothermal energy;

(v) Fuel derived from solid wastes, as defined in section 3734.01 of the Revised Code, through
fractionation, biological decomposition, or other process that does not principally involve combustion;

(vi) Biomass energy;

(vil) Energy produced by cogeneration technology that is placed into service on or before December
31, 2015, and for which more than ninety per cent of the total annual energy input is from combustion
of a waste or byproduct gas from an air contaminant source in this state, which source has been in
gperation since on or hefore January 1, 1985, provided that the cogeneration technology is a part of a
facility located in a county having a population of more than three hundred sixty-five thousand but less
than three hundred seventy thousand according to the most recent federal decennial census;

(viii) Biologically derived methane gas;
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(ix) Energy derived from nontreated by-products of the pulping process or wood manufacturing
process, including bark, wood chips, sawdust, and lignin in spent pulping liquors.

“Renewable energy resource” includes, but is not limited to, any fuel cell used in the generation of
electricity, including, but not limited to, a proton exchange membrane fuel cell, phosphoric acid fuel
celi, molten carbonate fuel cell, or solid oxide fuel cell; wind turbine located in the state’s territorial
waters of Lake Erie; methane gas emitted from an abandoned coal mine; waste energy recovery
system placed into service or retrofitted on or after the effective date of the amendment of this section
by S.B. 315 of the 129th general assembly, except that a waste energy recovery system described in
division {A)(38)(b) of this section may be included only if it was placed Into service between January 1,
2002, and December 31, 2004; storage facility that will promote the better utilization of a renewable
energy resource ; or distributed generation system used by a customer to generate electricity from
any such energy.

“Renewable energy resource” does not include a waste energy recovery system that is, or was, on or
after January 1, 2012, included in an energy efficiency program of an electric distribution utility
pursuant to requirements under section 4928.66 of the Revised Code.,

(b) As used in division (A)(37) of this section, “hydroelectric facility” means a hydroelectric generating
facility that is located at a dam on a river, or on any water discharged to a river, that is within or
bordering this state or within or bordering an adjoining state and meets all of the following standards:

(i) The facility provides for river flows that are not detrimental for fish, wildlife, and water quality,
including seasonal flow fluctuations as defined by the applicable licensing agency for the facility.

(ii} The facility demonstrates that it complies with the water quality standards of this state, which
compliance may consist of certification under Section 401 of the “Clean Water Act of 1977,” 91 Stat.
1598, 1599, 33 U.S.C. 1341, and demonstrates that it has not contributed to a finding by this state
that the river has impaired water quality under Section 303(d) of the “Clean Water Act of 1977,” 114
Stat. 870, 33 U.S.C. 1313.

(iii) The facility complies with mandatory prescriptions regarding fish passage as required by the
federal energy regulatory commission license issued for the project, regarding fish protection for
riverine, anadromous, and catadromous fish.,

(iv) The facility complies with the recommendations of the Ohio environmental protection agency and
with the terms of its federal energy regulatory commission license regarding watershed protection,
mitigation, or enhancement, to the extent of each agency’s respective jurisdiction over the facility.

(v) The facility complies with provisions of the “Endangered Species Act of 1973,” 87 Stat. 884, 16
U.S.C. 1531 to 1544, as amended.

(vi} The facility does not harm cultural resources of the area. This can be shown through compliance
with the terms of its federal energy regulatory commission license or, if the facility is not regulated by
that commission, through development of a plan approved by the Ohic historic preservation office, to
the extent it has jurisdiction over the facility.

(vii) The facility complies with the terms of its federal energy regulatory commission license or
exemption that are related to recreational access, accommodation, and facilities or, if the facility is not
regulated by that commission, the facility complies with similar requirements as are recommended by
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resource agencies, to the extent they have jurisdiction over the facility; and the facility provides access
to water to the public without fee or charge.

(viii) The facility is not recommended for removal by any federal agency or agency of any state, to the
extent the particular agency has jurisdiction over the facility.

(38) “Waste energy recovery system” means either of the following:
(a) A facility that generates electricity through the conversion of energy from either of the following:

(i) Exhaust heat from engines or manufacturing, industrial, commercial, or institutional sites, except
for exhaust heat from a facility whose primary purpose is the generation of electricity;

(ii) Reduction of pressure in gas pipelines before gas is distributed through the pipeline, provided that
the conversion of energy to electricity is achieved without using additional fossil fuels.

(b) A facility at a state institution of higher education as defined in section 3345.011 of the Revised
Code that recovers waste heat from electricity-producing engines or combustion turbines and that
simultaneously uses the recovered heat to produce steam, provided that the facility was placed into
service between January 1, 2002, and December 31, 2004.

(39) “Smart grid” means capital improvements to an electric distribution utility’s distribution
infrastructure that improve reliability, efficiency, resiliency, or reduce energy demand or use, including,
but not limited to, advanced metering and automation of system functions.

(40) “Combined heat and power system” means the coproduction of electricity and useful thermal
energy from the same fuel source designed to achieve thermal-efficiency levels of at least sixty per
cent, with at least twenty per cent of the system’s total useful energy in the form of thermal energy.

(B) For the purposes of this chapter, a retail electric service component shall be deemed a competitive
retail electric service if the service component is competitive pursuant to a declaration by a provision
of the Revised Code or pursuant to an order of the public utilities commission authorized under division
(A) of section 4928.04 of the Revised Code. Otherwise, the service component shall be deemed a
noncompetitive retail electric service.

R.C. § 4928.01

Amended by 129th General Assembly File No. 125, SB 315, § 101.01, eff. 9/10/2012.
Amended by 128th General Assembly File No. 47, SB 181, § 1, eff. 9/13/2010.
Amended by 128th General Assembly File No. 48, SB 232, § 1, eff. 6/17/2010.
Amended by 128th General Assembly File No. 9, HB 1, § 101.01, eff. 10/16/2009.
Effective Date: 10-05-1999; 01-04-2007; 2008 SB221 07-31-2008

This section is set out twice. See also § 4928.01, effective until 9/10/2012.

This section is set out twice. See also § 4928.01, as amended by 129th General Assembly File No. 98,
SB 289, § 1, eff. 7/16/2012.
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4906-5-10 Amendments of accepted, complete certificate
applications and of certificates.

(A) The applicant shall submit to the board any applications for amendment to a pending accepted,
complete application in accordance with rule 4906-5-03 of the Administrative Code.

(1) Each application for amendment shall specifically identify the portion of the pending accepted,
complete application which has been amended.

(2) The applicant shall serve a copy of the application for amendment upon all persons previously
entitied to receive a copy of the application, and shall supply the board with proof of such service,
pursuant to rules 4906-5-06 and 4906-5-07 of the Administrative Code,

(3) The applicant shall place a copy of such application for amendment or notice of its availability in all
libraries consistent with of rule 4906-5-06 of the Administrative Code, and shall supply the board with
proof of such action.

(4) Upon review, the board or the administrative law judge may require such additional action as is
determined necessary to inform the general public of the proposed amendment, including, but not
limited to:

(a) Ordering the applicant to issue public notice pursuant to rule 4906-5-08 of the Administrative
Code.

(b) Postponing public hearings on the pending, accepted, complete application and/or application for
amendment up to ninety days after receipt of said application for amendment.

(5) The board staff shall review the application for amendment pursuant to paragraph (D) of rule 4906
-5-05 of the Administrative Code.

(6) Unless otherwise ordered by the board or administrative law judge, modifications to a proposed
route that are introduced into the record by the applicant during review of the accepted, complete
application and during the hearing process shall not be considered amendments if such modifications
are within the two thousand foot study corridor and do not impact additional landowners by requiring
easements for construction, operation, or maintenance or create further impacts within the planned
right-of-way of the proposed facility.

Unless otherwise ordered by the board or administrative law judge, modifications to the footprint of an
electric power generating facility that are introduced into the record by the applicant during review of
the accepted, complete application and during the hearing process shall not be considered
amendments if such modifications do not create further impacts for each property owner or within the
planned site, or within the right-of-way of the proposed facility.

(B) Applications for amendments to certificates shall be submitted in the same manner as if they were
applications for a certificate, unless such amendment falls under a letter of notification or construction
notice pursuant to the appendices to rule 4906-1-01 of the Administrative Code.

(1) The board staff shall review applications for amendments to certificates pursuant to rule 4906-5-05
of the Administrative Code and make appropriate recommendations to the board and the
administrative law judge.
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(a) If the board, its executive director, or the administrative law judge determines that the proposed
change in the certified facility would result in any significant adverse environmental impact of the
certifted facility or a substantial change In the location of ali or a portion of such certified facility other
than as provided in the alternates set forth in the application, then a hearing shall be held in the same
manner as a hearing is held on a certificate application.

(b) If the board, its executive director, or the administrative law judge determines that a hearing is not
required, as defined in paragraph (B)(1){a) of this rule, the applicant shall be directed to take such
steps as are necessary to notify all parties of that determination.

{2) The applicant shall:

(a) Serve a copy of the application for amendment to a certificate upon:

(i) The persons entitled to service pursuant to rule 4906-5-06 of the Administrative Code.
(i) All parties to the original certificate application proceedings.

(b) File with the board proof of service and, if required, proof of notice pursuant to rules 4206-5-06 to
4906-5-08 of the Administrative Code.

(C) Unless otherwise ordered by the board, its executive director, or administrative law judge, the
filing, notifications, informational requirements and processing timelines for a letter of notification or
construction notice application for an amendment to a certificate issued for a transmission facility shall
be determined by referring to the appropriate appendix to rule 4906-1-01 of the Administrative Code.
Such application shall use the letter of notification or construction notice docketing code. In such
application, the applicant shall reference the case docket in which the certificate was granted.

Effective: 06/19/2009

R.C. 119.032 review dates: 11/30/2013
Promulgated Under: 111.15

Statutory Authority: 4906.03

Rule Amplifies: 4906.03, 4906.06, 4906.07

Prior Effective Dates: 12/27/76, 6/10/89, 8/28/98, 12/15/03, 1/25/09
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4906-7-01 Hearings.

(A) Unless otherwise ordered, all hearings shall be held at the principai office of the board. However,
where practicable, the board shall schedule a session of the hearing for the purpose of taking public
testimony in the vicinity of the project. Reasonable notice of each hearing shall be provided to all
parties.

(B) The administrative law judge shall regulate the course of the hearing and conduct of the
participants. Unless otherwise provided by law, the administrative law judge may without limitation:

(1) Administer oaths and affirmations.

(2) Determine the order in which the parties shall present testimony and the order in which witnesses
shall be examined.

(3) Issue subpoenas.

{4) Rule on objections, procedural motions, and other procedural matters.
(5) Examine witnesses.

(6) Grant continuances.

(7) Require expert or factual testimony to be offered in board proceedings to be reduced to writing,
filed with the board, and served upon all parties and the staff prior to the time such testimony is to be
offered and according to a schedule to be set by the administrative law judge.

(8) Take such actions as are necessary to:
(a) Avoid unnecessary delay.
(b) Prevent the presentation of irrelevant or cumulative evidence,

(c) Prevent public disclosure of trade secrets, proprietary business information, or confidential
research, development, or commercial materials and information. The administrative law judge may,
upon motion of any party, direct that a portion of the hearing be conducted in camera and that the
corresponding portion of the record be sealed to prevent public disclosure of trade secrets, proprietary
business information or confidential research, development, or commercial materials and information.
The party requesting such protection shall have the burden of establishing that such protection is
required.

(d) Assure the hearing proceeds in an orderly and expeditious manner.

(C) Members of the public to offer testimony shall be sworn in or affirmed at the portion or session of
the hearing designated for the taking of public testimony.

(D) Formal exceptions to rulings or orders of the administrative law judge are unnecessary If, at the
time any ruling or order is made, the party makes known the action which he or she desires the
presiding hearing officer to take, or his or her objection to action which has been taken and the basis
for that objection.

Effective: 01/25/2009
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R.C. 119.032 review dates: 11/10/2008 and 11/30/2013

Promulgated Under: 111.15

Statutory Authority: 4906.03
Rule Amplifies: 4903.22, 4906.03, 4506.07, 4906.08, 4906.12

Prior Effective Dates: 12/27/76, 6/10/89, 8/ 28/98, 12/15/03
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4906-7-03 Parties.

(A) The parties to a board proceeding concerning an application for a certificate shall include;
(1) Any person who files an application or a petition for a jurisdictional determination.

(2) Any person who is designated as the subject of a board investigation.

(3) Any person granted leave to intervene under rule 4906-7-04 of the Administrative Code.
(4) Any other person expressly made a party by order of the board or administrative law judge.

(B) If any owner of a major utility facility is operated by a receiver or trustee, the receiver or trustee
shall also be made a party.

(C) Except for purposes of rules 4906-7-05, 4906-7-06, paragraph (C) of rule 4906-7-07, paragraph
(1) of rule 4906-7-07, and rules 4906-7-09, 4906-7-11, 4906-7-12, 4906-7-14, 4906-7-15, and 4906~
7-16 of the Administrative Code, the board staff shall not be considered a party to any proceeding.

Eff 12-27-76; 6-10-89; 8-28-98; 12-15-03
Rule promulgated under: RC 111.15

Rule authorized by: RC 4906.03

Rule amplifies: RC 4906.08, 4906.03, 4903.22

R.C. 119.032 review dates: 11/10/2008 and 09/30/2013
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4906-7-05 Role of participants in public hearings.

At the public hearing, the hoard or the administrative law judge shall accept written or oral testimony
from any person regardiess of that person’s status. However, the right to examine witnesses is
reserved exclusively for parties and the staff.

R.C. 119.032 review dates: 11/10/2008 and 09/30/2013
Promulgated Under: 111.15

Statutory Authority: 4906.03

Rule Amplifies: 4906.08, 4906.12, 4906.03, 4903.02

Prior Effective Dates: 12/27/76, 6/10/89, 8/28/98
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4906-7-09 Stipulations.

Any two or more parties may enter into a written or oral stipulation concerning issues of fact or the
authenticity of documents.

(A) A written stipulation must be signed by all of the parties joining therein, and must be filed with the
board and served upon all parties to the proceeding.

(B) An oral stipulation may be made only during a public hearing or record prehearing conference, and
all parties joining in such a stipulation must acknowledge their agreement thereto on the record. The
hoard or the administrative law judge may require that an oral stipulation be reduced to writing and
filed and served in accordance with paragraph (A) of this rule.

(C) No stipulation shall be considered binding upon the board.
Effective: 06/19/2009
R.C. 119.032 review dates: 11/30/2013

Promulgated Under: 111.15

Statutory Authority: 4906.03
Rule Amplifies: 4906.03, 4906.06, 4906.08, 4906.09, 4906.12

Prior Effective Dates: 12/27/76, 7/7/80, 6/10/89, 8/28/98, 12/15/03, 1/25/09
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4906-7-11 Practice before the board and designation of
trial attorney and spokesperson.

(A) Except as otherwise provided in paragraphs (B), (C), and (D) of this rule, each party shall be
represented by an attorney at law authorized to practice before the courts of this state, with the
exception of an individual person who is appearing on his or her own behalf,

(B) Persons authorized to practice law in other jurisdictions may be permitted to appear hefore the
board in a particular proceeding upon motion of an attorney of this state.

(C) Certified legal interns may appear before the board under the direction of a supervising attorney in
accordance with rule II of the “Supreme Court Rules for the Government of the Bar of Ohio.” No legal
intern shall participate in a board hearing in the absence of the supervising attorney without:

(1) The written consent of the supervising attorney.
(2) The approval of the board or the administrative law judge.

(D) In cases where there are numerous parties whose interests are substantially similar, the board or
the administrative law judge may permit or require the designation of a spokesperson or consolidation
of representation.

(E) Where a party is represented by more than one attorney, one of the attorneys shall be designated
as the “triai attorney,” who shall have principal responsibility for the party’s participation in the
proceeding. The designation “trial attorney” shall appear following the name of that attorney on all
pleadings or papers submitted on behalf of the party.

(F) No attorney shall withdraw from a poard proceeding without prior written notice to the board and
shalt serve a copy of the notice upon the parties to the proceeding.

Eff 12-27-76; 6-10-89; 8-28-98; 12-15-03

Rule promulgated under: RC 111.15

Rule authorized by: RC 4906.03,

Rule amplifies: RC 4906.09, 4906.08, 4906.03, 4906.12

R.C. 119.032 review dates: 11/10/2008 and 09/30/2013
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4906-7-12 Motions.

(A) Al motions, unless made at a public hearing or transcribed prehearing conference, or unless
otherwise ordered for good cause shown, shall be in writing and shall be accompanied by a
memorandum in support. The memorandum in support shall contain a brief statement of the grounds
for the motion and citations of any authorities relied upon.

(B) Except as otherwise provided in paragraphs (C) and (F}) of this rule:

(1) Any party may file a mermorandum contra within fifteen days after the service of a motion, or such
other period as the board or the administrative law judge requires.

(2) Any party may file a reply memorandum within seven days after the service of a memorandum
contra, or such other period as the board or the administrative law judge requires.

(C) Any motion may include a specific request for an expedited ruling. The grounds for such a request
shall be set forth in the memorandum in support. If the motion requests an extension of time to file
pleadings or other papers of five days or less, an immediate ruling may be issued without the filing of
memoranda. In all other cases, the party requesting an expedited ruling must first contact all other
parties to determine whether any party objects to the issuance of such a ruling without the filing of
memoranda. If the moving party certifies that no party objects to the issuance of such a ruling, an
immediate ruling may be issued. If any party objects to the issuance of such a ruling, or if the moving
party fails to certify that no party has any objections, any party may file a memorandum contra within
seven days after the service of the motion, or such other period as the board or the administrative law
judge requires. No reply memoranda shall be filed in such cases unless specifically requested by the
board or the administrative law judge.

(D) All written motions and memoranda shall be filed with the board and served upon all parties in
accordance with rule 4906-7-06 of the Administrative Code.

(E) For purposes of this rule, the term “party” includes all persons who have filed notices or petitions
to intervene which are pending at the time a motion or memorandum is to be filed or served.

{F) Notwithstanding paragraphs (B) and (C) of this rule, the board or the administrative law judge
may, upon their own motion, issue an expedited rufing on any motion, with or without the filing of
memoranda, where the issuance of such a ruling will not adversely affect a substantial right of any

party.

(G) The administrative faw judge may direct that any motion made at a public hearing or transcribed
prehearing conference be reduced to writing and filed and served in accordance with this rule.

Eff 12-27-76; 6-10-89; 8-28-98; 12-15-03

Rule promulgated under: RC 111.15
Rule authorized by: RC 4906.03
Rule ampiifies: RC 4906.03, 4906.12, 4906.09, 4906.08, 4906.06, 4903.22

R.C. 119,032 review dates: 11/10/2008 and 09/30/2013

APPX000247

http://codes.ohio.gov/0ac/4906-7-12 8/13/2012



Lawriter - OAC - 4906-7-17 Decision by the board. Idgv 1 Ul &

4906-7-17 Decision by the board.

(A) Wwithin a reasonable time after the conclusion of the hearing, service of the report of the
administrative law judge, If any, and the filing of any exceptions and replies to the exceptions, the
board shall issue a final decision based only on the record, including such additional evidence as it shall
order admitted.

(1) The board may determine that the location of all or part of the proposed facility should be
modified.

(a) If it so finds, it may condition its certificate upon such modifications.

(b) Persons and municipal corporations shaill be given reasonable notice thereof, in accordance with
the provisions of paragraph (A)(3) of this rule.

(2) Specific citation in Chapters 4906-13, 4906-15, and 4906-17 of the Administrative Code with
regard to a certificate application complying with building codes and boiler pressure piping, and
elevator inspections and evaluations conducted by a statutorily empowered state agency, shall not be
deemed to prohibit the board from issuing a certificate conditioned upon an applicant complying with
other state or local statutes, ordinances, and regulations which are designed to protect the public
health, welfare, and safety.

(3) The decision of the board shall be entered on the board journal and into the record of the hearing.
Copies of the decision or order shall be served on ali attorneys of record and all unrepresented parties
in the proceedings by ordinary mail.

(B) In its deliberations, the board may order the parties to submit briefs on such issues as it addresses
to the parties within such time limits as the board shall prescribe. The board may also schedule oral
arguments before it.

(C) Applications for reopening a proceeding after final submission but before a final order has been
issued shall be by petition, and shall set forth specifically the grounds upon which such application is
based. If such application is to reopen the proceeding for further evidence, the nature and purpose of
such evidence must be briefly stated, including a statement why such evidence was not available at
the time of hearing, and the evidence must not be merely cumulative.

(D) Any party or any affected person, firm, or corporation may file an application for rehearing, within
thirty days after the issuance of a board order, in the manner and form and circumstances set forth in
section 4903.10 of the Revised Code. An application for rehearing must set forth the specific ground or
grounds upon which the applicant considers the board order to be unreasonable or unlawful. An
application for rehearing must be accompanied by a memorandum in support, which sets forth an
explanation of the basis for each ground for rehearing identified in the application for rehearing and
which shall be filed no later than the application for rehearing.

(E) Any party may file a memorandum contra within ten days after the filing of an application for
rehearing.

(F) As provided in section 4903.10 of the Revised Code, all applications for rehearing must be
submitted within thirty days after an order has been journalized by the secretary of the board.
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(G) A party or any affected person, firm, or corporation may only file one application for rehearing to a
board order within thirty days following the entry of the order upon the journal of the board.

(H) An application for rehearing filed under section 4903.10 of the Revised Code, or a memorandum
contra an application for rehearing filed pursuant to this rule may not be delivered via facsimile
transmission.

(1) The board, the chairman of the board, or the administrative law judge may issue an order granting
rehearing for the purpose of affording the board more time to consider the issues raised in an
application for rehearing.

Effective: 05/07/2009
R.C. 119.032 review dates: 11/30/2013

Promulgated Under: 111,15

Statutory Authority: 4906.03, 4906.20
Rule Amplifies: 4903.22, 4906.03, 4906.10, 4906.11, 4906.12, 4906.20

Prior Effective Dates: 12/27/76, 6/10/89, 8/28/98, 12/15/03, 1/25/09
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4906-17-01 Applicability and definitions.

(A} This chapter details the application filing requirements for all wind-powered electric generation
facilities consisting of wind turbines and associated facilities with a single interconnection to the
electrical grid and designed for, or capable of, operation at an aggregate capacity of five megawatts or
more. '

(B) As used in this chapter:

(1) “Project area” means the total wind-powered electric generation facility, including associated
sethacks.

(2) “Wind-powered electric generation facility” or “wind-energy facility” or facility means al the
turbines, collection lines, any associated substations, and all other associated equipment.

(C) With regard to certification applications under this chapter, the board shall approve, or modify and
approve, a certification application for the construction, operation, and maintenance of & wind farm or
shall deny, grant or grant upon such terms, conditions, or modifications as the board considers
appropriate a certification application for a major utility facility, pursuant to the requirements set forth
in section 4906.10 of the Revised Code.

Effective: 05/07/2009

R.C. 119.032 _re'view dates: 09/30/2013
Promulgated Under: 111,15

Statutory Authority: 4906.03, 4906.20

Rule Amplifies: 4906.01, 4906.03, 4906.06, 4906.13, 4906.20
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(a) A quantification of the acreage impacted, and an evaluation of the impact of the construction,
operation, and maintenance of the proposed facility on the following agricultural practices within the
proposed facility boundaries:

(i) Field operations (i.e., plowing, planting, cultivating, spraying, harvesting, etc.).
{ii) Irrigation.
(iii) Field drainage systems.

(b) A description of any mitigation procedures to be utilized by the applicant during construction,
operation, and maintenance to reduce impacts to the agricultural land.

(3) Provide, for all agricultural land identified under paragraph (F)}(1) of this rule, an evaluation of the
impact of the construction and maintenance of the proposed facility on the viability as agricultural land
of any land so identified. The evaluation shall include impacts to cuitivated lands, permanent pasture
land, managed woodlots, orchards, nurseries, livestock and pouitry confinement areas, and
agriculturally related structures. Changes in land use and changes in methods of operation made
necessary by the proposed facility shall be evaluated.

Effective: 05/07/2009

R.C. 119,032 review dates: 09/30/2013
Promulgated Under: 111.15

Statutory Authority: 4906.03, 4906.20

Rule Amplifies: 4906.03, 4906.06, 4906.20
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CONSTITUTION OF UNITED STATES
AMENDMENTS

Current through 2012

Amendment XIV, Rights Guaranteed: Privileges and Immunities of Citizenship, Due Process, and Equal Protection

SECTION. 1. All persons born or naturalized in the United States and subject to the jurisdiction thereof, are citizens of
the United States and of the State wherein they reside. No State shall make or enforce any law which shall abridge the
privileges or immunities of citizens of the United States: nor shall any State deprive any person of life, liberty, or
property, without due process of law; nor deny to any person within its jurisdiction the equal protection of the laws.

SECTION. 2. Representatives shall be apportioned among the several States according to their respective numbers,
counting the whole number of persons in each State, excluding Indians not taxed. But when the right to vote at any
alection for the choice of electors for President and Vice President of the United States, Representatives in Congress, the
Executive and Judicial officers of a State, or the members of the Legislature thereof, is denied to any of the male
inhabitants of such State, being twenty-one years of age, and citizens of the United States, or in any way abridged,
except for participation in rebellion, or other crime, the basis of representation therein shall be reduced in the
proportion which the number of such male citizens shail bear to the whole number of male citizens twenty-one years of
age in such State.

SECTION. 3. No person shall be a Senater or Representative in Congress, or elector of President and Vice President, or
hold any office, civil or military, under the United States, or under any State, who, having previcusly taken an oath, as a
member of Congress, or as an officer of the United States, or as a member of any State legislature, or as an executive or
judiciat officer of any State, to support the Constitution of the United States, shall have engaged in insurrection or
rebiellion against the same, or given aid or comfort to the enemies thereof. But Congress may by a vote of two-thirds of
each House, remove such disability.

SECTION. 4. The validity of the public debt of the United States, authorized by law, including debts incurred for payment
of pensions and bounties for services in suppressing insurrection or rebellion, shall not be questioned. But neither the
United States nor any State shall assume or pay any debt or obligation incurred in aid of insurrection or rebelfion against
the United $tates, or any claim for the loss or emancipation of any slave; but all such debts, obligations and claims shall
be held illegal and void.

SECTION. 5. The Congress shall have power to enforce, by appropriate legisfation, the provisions of this article.

CASEMAKER © 2012 Lawriter, LLT, A# Rights Reserved. Privacy  3ettings ContactUs 1-877-658-0891
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Ohio Constitution
Article L. Bill of Rights

Current through the Noverber, 207 | General Efection

§ 16. Redress in courts

All courts shall be open, and every person, for an injury done him in his land, goods, person, or reputation, shall have
remedy by due course of law, and shall have justice administered without denial or delay.

Suits may be brought agalnst the state, in such courts and in such manner, as may be provided by faw.
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that, on August 27" 2012, a copy of the foregoing Appendix (Volume I)
was served by regular mail on the following counsel and party:

M. Howard Petricoff (0008287)
Stephen M. Howard (0022421)
Michael J. Settineri (0073369)

Vorys, Sater, Seymour and Pease LLC
52 East Gay Strect, P.O. Box 1008
Columbus, Ohio 43216-1008
Telephone; 614.464.5414

Facsimile: 614.719.4904

Attorneys for Black Fork Wind LLC

Mike DeWine (0009181)

Ohio Attorney General
William L. Wright (0018010)
Section Chief

Stephen Reilly (0019267)
Devin D. Parram (0082507)
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Public Utilities Section

Office of the Attorney General
180 East Broad Street, 6™ Floor
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