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MR.

WAX: Good evening, let's call the

meeting to order. We'll do roll call first.

MS.

MR.

MS.

MR.

MS.

MR.

MS.

MR.

MS.

MR.

MS.

MR.

MS.

MR.

MS.

MR.

MS.

MR.

MS.

MR.

MS.

MS.

MS.

NUSBAUM: Mr. Larson?

LARSON: Here.

NUSBAUM: Mr. Harrington?
HARRINGTON: Here.

NUSBAUM: Mr. Lovin?

LOVIN: Here.

NUSBAUM: Mr. Wax?

WAX : Here.

NUSBAUM: Mr. Chambers?

CHAMBERS: Here.

NUSBAUM: Mr. Foran?

FORAN: Here.

NUSBAUM: State's Attorney Perry?
WAX : County Board Members?
NUSBAUM: Yes. Mr. Henricks?
HENRICKS: Here.

NUSBAUM: Mr. Edwards?

EDWARDS: Here.

NUSBAUM: Mr. Beem?

BEEM: Here.

NUSBAUM: Miss Jones? Miss Piatt?
PIATT: Here.

NUSBAUM: Thank you.
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MR. KAINS: Thank you, Keri. Good evening,
folks. We will hear from citizens who are in opposition
and neutral on the Application for Special Use Permit
that's been filed by Goose Creek Wind, but first the
Board has retained an Engineer to give an independent
analysis of this issue, and I'm going to turn the
questioning of the witness over to Mr. Andy Keyt.

MR. KEYT: Okay. Thank you. The County would

call Matt Minder of Patrick Engineering.

(WITNESS SWORN.)
MATT M INUDER

called as a witness in the above-entitled cause, having
been first duly sworn, was examined and testified as
follows:

MR. KAINS: Sir, can you please state your
name, spelling your first and last names for the record.

MR. MINDER: My name is Matt Minder,
M-A-T-T7, M-I-N-D-E-R.

MR. KAINS: Mr. Keyt, you may proceed.
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EXAMINATION BY

MR. KEYT:

Q. Mr. Minder, can you give us your professional
address for the record, please?

A. Patrick Engineering, 300 W. Edwards Street,
Springfield, Illinois.

Q. Mr. Minder, I understand you are an Engineer
there with Patrick Engineering. Can you give the Board
here a flavor for your background and professional
experience?

A. Yes. In brief, I have 25 years of experience in
the civil and environmental engineering. I have
performed review of several wind farm projects here in
the State of Illinois in other counties. I've also
provided construction support for the Big Sky Wind
project in Bureau and Lee Counties.

Q. And Mr. Minder, you indicated that you've done
reviews of wind farm projects in the past, I assume on
behalf of counties who retained you; is that true?

A. That's correct.

Q. Could you tell us Jjust generally approximately
how many you'wve done reviews for?

A. I believe it's on the order of six or seven

different wind projects.
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Q. At this time the County will tender Mr. Minder as
an expert in his field.

MR. LUETKEHANS: No objection.

MR. JACOBI: No objection.

MR. KAINS: He will be received as an expert
witness. Go ahead, Mr. Keyt.

MR. KEYT: Mr. Minder, I understand you've
prepared a power point to walk through with the Board
for your review of the application that you'wve seen; 1is
that true?

A. That's correct.

Q. Why don't you go ahead and proceed and I'll stop
asking qgquestions.

A. Thank you. As you have in front of you, the Board
has in front of them, the attorneys, here on the wall
here is the presentation. Again it's just another
re-statement of my qualifications, and I'm a Registered
Professional Engineer in the State of Illinois. Again,
the projects I have reviewed were in Livingston,
Woodford, Logan, Pike, Mason and Morgan Counties,
multiple projects in a couple of those counties. Asa
firm, Patrick has provided a number of different
engineering services for projects, wind farm projects in
multiple U.S. states as well as Canada.

MR. KAINS: Mr. Minder, at this time I'm
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going to interrupt you. I'm going to get a microphone
so you'll be able to speak into it and look at your --
or look at the wall. It might make it easier on you,
rather than having your head on a swivel.

A. I appreciate that. Thank you. So the work we
performed for the County in review of the Special Use
Permit Application, our scope covered a general
technical review of the projects, which basically is a
review of the full Application submitted by Goose Creek
Wind, excuse me, except for Appendix A which was a lot
of the landowner information, agreements and such.

We also performed a sound and compliance review.
Basically we specifically reviewed the sound modeling
report prepared that was in the Application and did our
own, kind of an independent review and modeling of that
as well.

We also performed a decommissioning plan review,
a review of the decommissioning plan prepared by
Westwood, again also located in the Appendix of the
Application.

As far as our findings go for the general
technical review, our review, we kind of generally saw
that the Application appeared to comply with all the
required conditions of the County's ordinance or

indicated the intent to be in compliance with those --
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with the ordinance requirements, you know, for those --
the information that would have to be completed
following siting approval such as construction permits,
etc.

The design, installation, operation information
contained within the Application appeared to be
consistent with the requirements of the ordinance.

The bird studies and mitigation measures appeared
to be consistent with the requirements of the ordinance.

And the setbacks, the multiple setbacks involved
from the list of items from corporate limits, primary
residences, public roads, rights-of-way, third-party
power lines, communication towers, and adjacent
properties, they appeared to be met or the required
waivers were contained within the Application.

Sound compliance review. Just to summarize, I
know this has been gone over in the past, the report
concluded there were no receptors in the vicinity of the
project that would be adversely impacted in excess of
the Illinois regulatory requirements for noise.

We actually performed a separate noise analysis,
different simpler model. We looked at six receptors in
the project area, identified in the RSG report,
including specifically four locations from the RSG

report itself just to provide kind of a like-to-1like
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comparison.

Our noise model was in agreement with the RSG
modeling, specifically we did not see that any receptors
would be impacted by noise from the project in excess of
the Illinois regulatory limits.

We did note the one receptor, R1104, which is
located east of the proposed substation and
down-gradient of several of the wind turbines appeared
to be the one that was most susceptible to any
sensitivity in the model results. As you know, the
model results would only look at specific conditions. So
you know with the possibility that increased noise
transmission, or I should say sound transmission, could
occur under different environmental factors. It was our
opinion that the Applicants should consider some
possible mitigation options to reduce the potential for
excess noise at that location, or any other receptors
that may be very close to the limits.

We also performed the decommissioning -- review
the decommissioning plan. Specifically what we were
looking at was the report for Westwood Consultants for
the fifty turbines that are involved in the project. As
you can see 1in summary, the estimate shows over nine
million dollars for the cost of decommissioning,

approximately a hundred eighty-three thousand dollars
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per turbine. Estimate of about seven million dollars to
salvage those fifty turbines for a hundred forty
thousand per turbine, so then your net decommissioning
costs in that case would be approximately forty-three
thousand dollars per turbine.

It was our opinion, after review of the plan,
that there may be additional factors that the County and
the Applicants should consider in the plan prior to
being finalized.

We noted that the report indicated removal of
items below grade, a four-foot depth. We pointed out
that the Illinois Department of Agriculture's
Agricultural Impact Mitigation Agreement, or AIMA,
requires that that go to a five-foot depth. There may be
some additional costs that would be required for that.

Costs of re-process. Any aggregate material
that's picked up from access roadways to the turbines,
that information should be factored into those road
removal costs. It was unclear from our review if that
was done.

We were also unclear as to whether or not the
Applicant had provided sufficient area as the turbines
are being brought down, sufficient area at the base of
the turbine, to do the processing that would be required

to get the material scrapped and loaded onto trucks and
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removed from the site. Typically what we've seen in
other applications is an area of roughly two acres per
turbine, although that may vary. I would point out that
these turbines are generally a little bit larger than
what we had seen in projects in the past. I think these
turbines are about a six megawatt turbine as opposed to
some of the ones previously we looked at that are only
two or three or four megawatts per turbine.

We also suggest that the Applicant did provide a
ten percent contingency in their cost estimate. We
suggested perhaps a fifteen percent contingency, maybe
more, maybe suggested as just opposed to ten percent,
just due to the uncertainties involved in wind farm
decommissioning. Generally a lot of wind farms have gone
up all across the United States, but very few have come
down, and because of that lack of knowledge and
experience in taking these projects down, there's not a
lot of information out there in terms of, you know,
whether or not the costs that are being estimated for
these projects, how comparable they may be to what the
costs actually wind up being.

Then some of the information is just more of a
review and points more toward providing just having a
little bit larger level of detail or more granularity in

the decommissioning cost estimate itself. It was




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

12

unclear, you know, as far as crop loss costs that were
involved, how much of that is due to crane paths and the
crane paths generally tend to be the path that the
cranes take as they move from turbine to turbine to
disassemble and take down the wind turbine itself,
because those are a very large weight as they run across
they will compact the soil, and if there are any crops
in the field those would have to be, of course,
accounted for in terms of crop damage.

As far as the public roads and improvements,
there was not information in the plan itself for us to
verify how many miles of public roads there are. So it's
unclear for us to identify in the estimate whether or
not the number provided would be a good number.

Similarly, without a good accounting of the
number of linear feet of access roads, again, it's just
difficult to assess whether or not the cost estimate is
giving a reasonable number for that.

Electrical system restoration costs. Since there
is a substation on site, there is a transmission line to
tie into the utility, and then there are also
underground collection lines bringing power to the
substation from each individual turbine. We just need
to see -- wanted to see an accounting of that to verify

if those costs are actually accounted for.
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In terms of salvage value for the project, we did
note the Applicant included steel costs that were fairly
close to the peak scrap market value that occurred in
earlier this year. Typically what we have seen and
recommend in that case is a longer term average of that
scrap value be considered for the project, because
obviously the scrap market is very volatile and there
are, you know, many highs and lows going through the
projects. We often consider that a long term average
may be more applicable when assessing those costs.

Finally, the scrap pricing, we wanted to make
sure that that cost did include transportation costs to
remove all the scrap material. It is a very large
amount, that there would be sufficient costs -— excuse
me -- that there would be sufficient transportation
costs accounted for to get the material to a large
enough processor that could handle the volume of scrap
that is required.

That's the extent of our summary of findings.

MR. KAINS: Thank you, Mr. Minder. Mr. Keyt,
do you have any additional gquestions for the witness?
Q. Yes, very briefly. Mr. Minder, the power point
that you prepared constitutes your review of the
project. Is that essentially fair?

A. That is fair to say, yes.
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Q. Fair that it's your report to the Board on your
review at this juncture in time; is that right?

A. Yes.

Q. You and I have worked in the past. Often times,
if at some point in time there is an approval that
comes, often times we negotiate back and forth with the
developer, 1f I understand you correctly, you probably
reserve any final discussions regarding what scrap value
prices are, how much road, or any other types of review
of that decommissioning plan for that time where we're
actually having that discussion with the developer. Is
that fair?

A. That is fair, yes.

Q. And at this time I would tender Mr. Minder's
report as County Exhibit Number 1 for the record,
please.

MR. KAINS: It will be received. We will take
the up the admissibility of it either at the end of this
evening or tomorrow evening.

MR. KEYT: I have nothing further.

MR. KAINS: Very good. Questions for
Mr. Minder from Members of the Piatt County Zoning Board

of Appeals? Mr. Chambers?
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EXAMINATION BY

MR. CHAMBERS:

Q. Some questions I would have in regard to scrap
value and how the numbers are come up -- how you come up
with the numbers for that because we're talking about a
future scrap market, and that doesn't really -- it
exists, but it doesn't exist at scale yet. The example I
think of in my head is, you know, when you have a newer
car at market, and say one gets totaled, the scrap value
of that is going to be much higher because there's not a
lot of those parts out there, but when that becomes more
mass produced like a Toyota Corolla or something really
common, that scrap value comes down significantly, just
due to the common nature of it. So, how does that
factor in to determining scrap value for turbines in the
future as there's going to be more and more of them that
would be decommissioned around the same time?

A. Generally the way the scrap value is factored in,
is basically looking at just the base metal components,
so for instance the steel, the aluminum, copper, so it's
not necessarily, as per your gquestion, that it's a
particular, you know, model of turbine. It's primarily
just based on the base material of the turbines

themselves. So again, you know as there are more and
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more, as you know obviously the market will change as
more scrap material comes back in, but again, it's
difficult to say with any certainty what the market's
going to look like, you know, 1in years.

Q. Sure. So the values that we have here are
basically one hundred percent on the scrap material
value, not on any sort of estimate of any component
value?

A. I believe that is correct for the most part, yes.

Q. Another gquestion I would have is on the
transportation side of things. So say there's that
scrap element for the decommissioning, and that all has
to be transported somewhere, do you actually look at our
location and the nearest suitable facility to manage
that, or do you -- how do you bring those numbers in for
transportation?

A. Generally what we want to see is that the
Applicant is looking at, you know, a regional market,
you know, there may be a small processor, you know, ten
miles down the road, and someone who may not be able to
accept, you know, these large volumes of material that's
coming in, you know, to base the transportation costs on
that is, you know, unlikely to be very accurate in the
long run. So what we -- again, that was one of the

points we brought up was, you know, we wanted to verify
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that the Applicant is truly looking at, for the wvolume
of steel and other components, that are going to be
recycled, if they're looking at a reasonably-sized, you
know, what we would call a regional recycler as opposed
to something that's small scale, and your regional
recyclers that may be located somewhere near Peoria or
up near Chicago. So the transportation costs alone may
be higher in that regard.

Q. The last question I have. You talked about the
five-foot depth for restoration here. Can you tell me
again where that's based out of?

A. That i1is based out of the Illinois Department of
Agriculture's Agricultural Impact Mitigation Agreement.
That is part of the Application as well. I don't recall
which Appendix that would be in, but that is -- that
agreement is required of projects that are in the State
of Illinois, an agreement between the Department of
Agriculture and the Applicant, that the requirements of
that agreement are carried out, and one of those
requirements is to take materials out to five feet below
grade in cropland areas.

MR. KAINS: Thank you, Mr. Chambers. Mr. Wax?

MR. WAX: Yes.
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EXAMINATION BY

MR. WAX:

Q. Thank you for your presentation. I'd 1like to go
to the sound situation. What are the -- what, in your
experience, are the examples of how the sound can be
mitigated from the towers that are very very close to
the edge of the 1imit?

A. You know, I don't have the specific experience in
that regard. I did speak with our modeler, you know,
just some general things that we talked about were, you
know, the model is based on a total of 71 turbines, you
know. One example would be if they were to remove maybe
one or two of those turbines that are closely
up-gradient to that site, if that would make sense, that
could reduce the sound level. At the substation there
could be some sort of noise barrier such as a fence or
something to that regard that could help to block noise
traveling in that direction. Those are just some very
simple examples of ways in which noise could be
mitigated.

Q. Okay, thank you. Switch to the decommissioning.
In your experience, does the proposal and the amount of
dollars and the way they are handling this here, is this

relatively consistent with other projects that you've
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been involved with?

A. Yes. It is relatively consistent. I would say in
some of the projects we've seen a little bit more -- a
little bit greater level of detail in the cost estimate,
which we did not see in this project as yet, but again
sometimes, as Mr. Keyt has alluded to, sometimes that's
-—- I don't want to say negotiated. As the process goes
along, the estimate is revised to account for some of
the issues that were brought up in the initial review.

Q. Thank you. You have mentioned a number of
particular items that should be addressed. Do you feel
that these are all fairly important, or would you put
some sort of a priority on these things?

A. I think generally they're all important, you
know, as to -- some may not be as much of a priority in
terms of dollar amounts, but I think all of them are
important to at least provide a little bit more level of
detail that the County could feel more comfortable with,
the total amount of -- (individuals talking over one
another) .

Q. So they need more detail?

A. Correct.

MR. WAX: Thank you.
MR. KAINS: Mr. Harrington?

MR. HARRINGTON: Thank you, sir.
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EXAMINATION BY

MR. HARRINGTON

Q. On the sound portion you reference R1104. If

gave you

a map, could you show me maybe where it was?

It sounded like it was close to the substation.

accurate?

A. Yes. If I recall correctly

, I think it

nearest receptor to the east of the substation.

Q. Okay.

MR. LUETKEHANS: Mr. Harrington, I

know if you noted from yesterday,

Mr. Gantz. That is 1104.

was Jjust
goin'.
Q. I
else you
noise of
that, or

where 1t

I think that

MR. HARRINGTON: I assumed that it

Is

s the

don't

was

was.

trying to clarify, but I get where you're

guess in regards to that,

can tell us about, 1is it a combination of the

the substation with the turbines to the west of

is there any

thing

is it just the fact that the substation is

is and you have a residence that close, or...

A. That's not my area of expertise. I think

generally it is those factors.

It's the combination

the noise sources, the turbines, and the substation.

Q. Okay. I appreciate that. On your decommissioning

I

that

of
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screen shot, your slide?

A. Uh-huh.

Q. Am I looking at this right, if I say that a
hundred eighty-three thousand per turbine, a hundred
forty thousand even of salvage, 1s that separated out of
the hundred and eighty-three? Is that what we're saying
here?

A. The one hundred eighty-three is the per turbine
cost based on all the costs that were calculated by the
Applicant. Then separately, the salvage value for all
the turbines divided, you know, on a per turbine basis
is the hundred and forty thousand dollars.

Q. I getcha. So is it fair to say that if you figure
out the actual costs of tearing it down is taking the
hundred and forty thousand away from the one eighty,
leaving us with forty-three thousand?

A. That's if you take that full salvage value and
apply it too. So that would be taking the turbine down,
processing it for scraps. That would be once all that
work is done, that would be your net costs.

Q. Right, and to your point you're saying, you know,
in this particular scenario, the scrap was calculated at
current time relatively high due to market value, 1is the
impression I get?

A. That's -- that was our opinion from our view.
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Q. I understand that. I guess even at this
forty-three thousand or fifty thousand or sixty
thousand, pick a number, do we think that's enough to
tear one down? And is that today's costs, or is that
thirty years from now?

A. The costs that were presented, were presented in
today's dollars.

Q. Uh-huh.

A. So if we were just to say we have one, if we were
to say that there's one up right now and it would have
to be torn down, the total costs involved to do that
work would be the one hundred eighty-three thousand
dollars, and then based on processing that, selling
everything for scrap at the particular values that were
estimated by the Applicant, that would garner you a
hundred and forty thousand dollars back.

Q. Right. I guess what I'm driving at, even at
today's costs, it seems that forty-three thousand just
to tear it down seems a little slim. I mean that's not
even a new pick-up. Is that a fair statement?

A. I don't know what the values of a pick-up are
these days, (laughter in the room)...

Q. I understand.

A. Yeah, I understand your -- I think I understand

your question. I'm not entirely sure how I can --
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0. No, I know. You're under oath, you don't want to
state something you're not certain of. I'm Jjust trying
to drive at the costs of actually tearing it down. I see
what you're saying about the comment in regards to
five-foot depth. Illinois Department of Agriculture,
AIMA, and your reasoning for that, I imagine, is due to,
what would be done with that property in the future,
right? You would want to make sure there was nothing
there that you would intercept with the utilities or
future buildings?

A. I think that's the reasoning that the Department
of Agriculture had when they put that together.

Q. And another item that caught my eye was the 15%
contingency for the costs, estimate due to uncertainties
with the size of this project, right? And I guess to
that note, that's something I have concerns about is
we've never seen a wind turbine or farm of this size be
decommissioned. Is that fair? Do you know of any?

A. I think I'm only aware of one that was recently
decommissioned, and to be honest, I couldn't tell you
where, and I do recall it was a fairly small number of
turbines, I think on the order of a dozen. So, you know,
there's a scale of that project compared to this one
that's, you know, there's obviously a four times

difference, so there's going to be some differences
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involved there. But again, there isn't a publicly
available cost data associated with that project that
I'm aware of to make a direct comparison.

Q. Right. And I would assume, based on what sounds
to be the progression of the technologies, I'm Jjust
guessing those would be shorter turbines also in height?

A. More than likely, Jjust due to the increase in
size that the turbines have experienced over the course
of years.

Q. Right. And I got your point about the number of
miles of public road improvements. You felt there was
not any detail, not even a number of miles listed,
correct? Is that correct?

A. That's correct. I think there's just a line item
with that cost without much detail associated with it.

Q. Right. And then as Chairman Wax pointed out, in

general, Jjust a lack of detail is -- what we're looking
for is more detail. Is that true?
A. Correct. That's our main concern with the report.

MR. HARRINGTON: Very good. Thank you so
much.
MR. KAINS: Any other qguestions from Members

of the Piatt County Zoning Board of Appeals?
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FURTHER EXAMINATION BY

MR. CHAMBERS:

Q. I have one more, just to clarify something here
on the transportation costs for scrap. So you note
here, scrap pricing should include transportation costs
required to deliver the materials to a large scale
facility. So, the current numbers that we're dealing
with here do not include that transportation cost; 1is
that correct?

A. It's not clear from what we've seen in the
Application that it is. So we just need to be sure that
that number is accounted for in the estimate.

MR. CHAMBERS: Okay. Thank you.
MR. KAINS: Any other qgquestions for

Mr. Minder? Mr. Harrington.

FURTHER EXAMINATION BY

MR. HARRINGTON:

Q. This is sort of not covered in line item, but
maybe you can tell us. What do they actually do with
the -- I believe the fiberglass blades? What do they do
with that?

A. Generally at this point in time the fiberglass
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blades, they're somewhat of a composite material. So
right now there's not really a market for recycling

those. Typically it's assumed that those have to be

scrapped and disposed of.

Q. Right. I guess that's the heart of my question
is how do you scrap that? Do we even know of anybody
that would take that?

A. I think generally it would be a material that
would have to go to the landfill. It would have to be
processed down to a size where the landfill would take
it.

MR. HARRINGTON: Thank you.

MR. KAINS: Any further questions from the
Zoning Board? Questions from for Mr. Minder from members
of units of local government including school districts?
Questions from interested parties represented by

licensed attorneys? Mr. Jacobi.

EXAMINATION BY

MR. JACOBI:

Q. Thank you. Thank you, Mr. Minder. A few things I
think, just a couple of points of clarification. First
you're an independence witness, an independent engineer

hired by the County, correct?
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A. That is correct.

Q. You're giving your opinion without influence from
either side. Accurate?

A. That is accurate.

0. In fact, I don't think we've ever met me, and I

don't think you've met my colleague Mark Gershon who was
sitting here before. He unfortunately got the flu. But
you've never met us before, right?

A. Not to my knowledge.

Q. On decommissioning, the ordinance requires an
updated decommissioning plan every five years; 1s that

accurate?

A. That is -- yeah that's what I recall.
Q. And in fact the ordinance doesn't require a draft
decommissioning plan with the Application. It only

requires a final decommissioning plan prior to building
permits. Is that your recollection?

A. I believe that's correct, vyes.

Q. And you would expect for the County and the
Applicant to negotiate that final decommissioning plan
prior to the issuance of building permits?

A. That's generally been my experience on other
projects I've worked on, yes.

Q. That final decommissioning plan could, and likely

would, include a number of the suggestions that you
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make. That would be a possibility, right?
A. That is possible. Yes.
Q. Some of these things are dependent on later a

number of items. For example, the number of roads,

number of miles of public road and linear feet of access

roads. That's going to depend on whatever road use
agreements are entered into, correct, with the County
and the road districts?

A. There is some uncertainty in that because

currently the Applicant does have a total of seventy-one

locations identified, but they only plan on utilizing
fifty of those locations. So because there is that
uncertainty there, yes.

Q. To your knowledge, the Applicant hasn't entered
into a road use agreement with the County yet? They
haven't identified what roads they're going to use, and
they haven't identified -- or negotiated with the

County, you know, on how those roads would be managed

during construction. Is that accurate?

A. I'm not aware of a road use agreement at this
time.

Q. And you mentioned that, you know, seventy-one

turbines were noted in the report, and that fifty will
be built. I think actually seventy-one were modeled for

sound, which we will get to in a second. Sixty were
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applied for in the Application, and fifty will be built.
But long story short, we're still determining where the
actual turbines, where those fifty final will be, and
once those are sited with final engineering then a road
use agreement can be entered into because we'll know
exactly what roads we'll need or how to get to them. Is
that a fair representation?

A. Yes. I think that's a fair assessment.

Q. And once -- I know that was a mouthful. But once
we get to that stage, and we have a road use agreement
and we know how long the roads are going to be because
we're going to know which roads we're using, then we can
start filling in some of those line items for the final
decommissioning plan that will be required prior to
building permits. Is that how its's usually done?

A. I wouldn't say that's how it's usually done, only
in the sense that typically the Applicant has a little
bit firmer plan in place in terms of the number of
turbines and where those turbines are going to be
located. But there is still that process of providing
an initial plan and going through the process of
revising the plan back and forth based on discussions
between the two parties.

Q. Okay. So the negotiation of the decommissioning

plan, in your experience, 1s ongoing through the
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application phase up to building permit when the site
gets firmed up and the project is better defined with
engineering micro siting and the specifics that go along
with that. Is that fair?

A. I would generally say yeah. The process -- the
decommissioning plan that's provided in the application
is typically not the same that winds up being approved
prior to the construction being performed.

Q. If the final decommissioning plan included all
your recommendations here, is that a decommissioning
plan that you would recommend?

MR. KEYT: Hold on one second. I'm just going
to object. I think he's already answered the essence of
that question, but in the sense that if the guestion is,
if all those issues are addressed, is it being one that
he would recommend, I think it's a question of it could
be several years before we get to that point. I'm not
necessarily going to object to the gquestion, but I think
it has been asked and answered.

MR. JACOBTI: That's fair. I'll restate it.

MR. KAINS: Yes, Mr. Jacobi, i1if you could
restate the question and get to the heart of this,
please.

MR. JACOBI: Right.

MR. KAINS: Thank you.
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(Continued Examination by Mr. Jacobi).

Q. So, I think the point was made. I have a gquestion
about the scrap value that you discussed. So you note
that the scrap value of steel used in the draft
decommissioning plan was the mere peak scrap value in
2022, and you recommend a long-term average be used; 1is
that accurate?

A. Yes.

Q. If the plan is updated every five years, that
long term scrap value average is going to be updated
every five years? Is that what you would recommend?

A. Ideally we would like to see the scrap value
updated, yes.

Q. The four feet versus five feet issue, bullet
point number one. I have a qguick guestion about that.
AIMA allows the landowners to negotiate terms different
from those included in the AIMA; is that accurate? The
standard form AIMA --

A. I don't think I know enough about the agreement
to answer that.

Q. Okay. If a landowner has agreed to removal down
to four feet instead of five feet, and assume with me
that the AIMA allows the landowner to do that, would you
object to that or criticize that portion of the

decommissioning plan?
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A. It if it was something that was agreed to between
the landowner and the applicant, and if that were
something that the AIMA agreement allows, yes.

Q. A couple guestions about sound. Sorry, I had to
gather my thoughts. So you reviewed the sound report
generated by RSG in the application?

A. Yes, we did review those -- or I should say we
reviewed that report.

Q. You understood that that modeling by RSG assumed
a number of conservative -- or included a number of
conservative elements or assumptions to its model,
including it added automatically an extra two decibels
to the turbine sound profile. It assumes all receptors
were down wind. It assumes no vegetative screening or
other screening throughout the project area. It assumes
71 turbines out of the 50 that will ultimately be built.
You would agree that those conservative assumptions --
you would assume that those conservative assumptions
were accounted for by the RSG model?

A. I don't recall all of the assumptions that were
included, but yes, I do recall there were a number of
assumptions in the model that were intended to make it a
conservative model, yes.

Q. Okay. And your ultimate conclusion, was that the

project complied with all of the IPCB regulatory limits
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for all of the receptors?

A. Yes.

Q. I want to ask you, so you note in your power
point that you specifically looked at receptors 18, 115,
846 and 1104, right?

A. Yes.

Q. You selected those because they were sort of
highlighted in the RSG report?

A. I believe that's correct.

Q. And you conducted your own separate noise model
for six receptors and validated the accuracy of the RSG
model; is that accurate?

A. That's correct. We generally saw the same results
as what the RSG model predicted.

Q. Do I understand that you validated specifically
those four receptors and two others, but those four, 18,
115, 846 and 11042

A. Specifically those four, yes.

Q. Okay. I have a demonstrative exhibit.

Permission to appropriate?

MR. KAINS: Yes. Mr. Keyt, what are we
calling this exhibit?

MR. KEYT: I think you're on 43; 1is that
right?

MR. JACOBI: I'll have to take your word for
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it. I think so.
MR. KEYT: I don't have my list here.
MR. LUETKEHANS: Yeah, that's right.
MR. KEYT: Applicant's Exhibit Number 43.
MR. KAINS: All right, 43. Thank you. Go
right ahead, Mr. Jacobi.

Q. Thank you, sir. Applicant's Exhibit 43 is two
pages. For the record, it's a demonstrative exhibit.
It's a blow-up of and a zoom-in of the data and the maps
that were presented in Appendix F-5, which is the RSG
sound report. These two pages are demonstrative of the
sound measurements specifically for receptor 1104, and
you can see, Mr. Minder, that the first page is at the
five hundred hertz frequency, and the second page is at
the one kilohertz frequency. Are you following?

A. Yes.

Q. You can see that the dotted line here is the IPCB
limit that is coming from the transformer from the lower
left-hand page, or the lower left-hand section of the
page. Do you see that?

A. I do.

Q. This exhibit demonstrates that the receptor 1104
is outside of those IPCB limits. Do you see that?

MR. LUETKEHANS: Objection, foundation. I

don't know how this witness is supposed to understand
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what this is, and how this interplays. It's not his
exhibit.

MR. KAINS: I'm going to sustain it. If you
could ask him specifically if he has knowledge of this
particular exhibit and the things it depicts.

Q. Okay. Mr. Minder, you testified that you
validated the sound for receptor 11047

A. We did model that, yes.

Q. Did your modelling generate results consistent
with what this exhibit shows?

A. Obviously our modeling did not generate this
similar type of output, but in general I think what
you're asking is that our model did indicate receptor R
1104 was outside, or I should say it was within the
sound limits, the IPCB sound limits as we indicated in
the presentation.

Q. Consistent with the IPCB sound limits?

A. Yes.

Q. Okay. This demonstrative exhibit, which is a
blow-up from our sound modeling, 1is consistent then with
your results?

MR. LUETKEHANS: Objection.

MR. KAINS: I'm going to overrule. If you
know, 1is this consistent with what you guys modeled?

A. I guess what I can say is that our modeling also
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showed that receptor R 1104 was within the sound limits.
Obviously we didn't generate a similar type of model to
exactly compare those two.

Q. Right. When you say within the sound limits, I
want to make sure we know what you mean. You mean
compliant with the IPCB sound limits?

A. Correct. Consistent with the IPCB sound limits,
yes.

Q. I'd like to ask you the same gquestions about the
other three receptors. I have demonstrative exhibits
with regard to those as well. Maybe I'll just pass them
out at the same time.

MR. LUETKEHANS: I don't know why we're
dealing with these demonstratives. He's already
answered that all three of these other ones he thinks
are compliant with the IPCB limits.

MR. KAINS: I think that's the case.

MR. LUETKEHANS: I don't know what we're
going on something that he can't identify.

MR. JACOBI: Well, what I'd like to do is
demonstrate through these exhibits that his modeling has
validated those results.

MR. KAINS: Who don't you just ask him that
and then we can go -- move on.

MR. JACOBI: But I'd like to show him --
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(Multiple individuals speaking at the same time.)

MR. LUETKEHANS: -- but what you're trying to
do 1is put back door into evidence something that has no
support in the record.

MR. JACOBI: It's already in evidence --

MR. LUETKEHANS: -- no, 1it's not. No one can
read your report and see this. That's the problem.

MR. KAINS: All right, gentlemen. I think
for our purposes, and what this witness can testify to,
ask him specifically with respect to the other three
receptors. You can ask each one, is their modeling
result consistent -- or does their modeling result show
that it is compliant with Illinois Pollution and Control
Board Sound Regulations.

MR. JACOBI: I will ask that qguestion. May
I be allowed to use my demonstrative exhibit to do so?

MR. LUETKEHANS: I'm going to object because
no one is here to lay a foundation for them, and he sure
can't --

MR. JACOBI: They're demonstrative and not

MR. KAINS: We'll let them in for the
purpose of what they show, but I think we just need to
get to the point whether it's compliant or not.

MR. KEYT: I'm going to clarify an objection
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for the record, just so it's clear, I think the maps
that the applicant's attorney is showing, has references
to, I guess, lines which show a boundary of what some
sound might be. I don't think it's fair to ask the
witness whether this comports with the same as what he's
done, because it's not his map that he's been generated,
but subject to that...

MR. KAINS: I'm going to sustain that
objection. Specifically if Mr. Minder knows what this
map shows, he can testify to it, but I think it's been
established that Mr. Minder modeled, or his company
modeled, the sound levels of these four receptors, and
his testimony should be about that. But go ahead,

Mr. Jacobi. We've got exhibits coming 44, 45 and 46? Is
that correct? Very good. This is when you need
Mr. Rayford here.

MR. JACOBI: I know. Everybody has the flu.
Mr. Keyt, which one are you marking 4472

MR. KEYT: I was going to mark 44 as R 18,
and then 45 would be the one that has receptors 115 and
815. And 46 would be the one showing receptor R 846.

Q. Did you catch that, Mr. Minder?
A. Yes. I have them in order.
Q. Mr. Minder, did your modeling validate the

results demonstrated on Applicant's Demonstrative
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Exhibit Number 44, that receptor 18 is outside or --

MR. LUETKEHANS: I ob —--

MR. JACOBI: -- pliant with the IPCB sound
limits?

MR. LUETKEHANS: -- Jject to the form of the
gquestion. If he wants to ask whether it's outside that's
one thing, but to conform with this, he has no idea.
He's already said that a number of times, and Mr. Keyt's
actually objected to it, and I think it was sustained.

MR. KAINS: Yeah, I'm going to sustain that.

Q. Did your modeling validate the results of the RSG
study that receptor 118 is compliant with IPCB
regulations?

A. Yes.

Q. Okay. Did your modeling validate the results of
the RSG study that receptors 115 and 815 are compliant
with the IPCB regulations?

A. Yes.

Q. Did your study validate the results of the RSG
study that receptor 846 is compliant with the IPCB
regulations?

A. Yes.

Q. I won't pass these out. Did your study validate
the results of the RSG -- strike that. Did your modeling

validate the result of the RSG study that receptor 120
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is compliant with the IPCB regulations?

A. Our study -- I prefer not to go through this for
each receptor.

Q. I only have two more.

A. I would have to say yes, because although I don't
recall the specific location for the receptor that you
mentioned, our study did conclude that the RSG model
which showed that all the receptors were compliant with
the IPCB regulations with regard to the project.

Q. Your model validated that all receptors are
compliant, that all receptors modeled through the RSG
study are compliant including 120 and receptor 6317

MR. KEYT: I'm just going to object. I think
this issue has been resolved at this point.

MR. KAINS: Yeah. It's been asked and
answered and the answer is, yes, it's compliant.

Q. All right. I was trying to get that last one in,
631, but that's okay. You discussed mitigation efforts
earlier. I think you mentioned building a fence would be
one mitigation effort?

A. Those were examples, correct.

Q. Would another example be like a vegetative buffer
of evergreens or a tree buffer? Would that help
mitigate sound?

A. I'm not an expert on that, but I believe that
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would serve similar to a barrier.

MR. JACOBI: Thank you. I don't have
anything further.

MR. KAINS: Thank you, Mr. Jacobi. Mr.

Luetkehans, qguestions for the witness?

EXAMINATION BY

MR. LUETKEHANS:

Q. You didn't do a deep dive into this application,
correct? I mean you have a lot of appears to be,
appears to be consistent, appears to be met. You didn't
go through with a fine tooth comb and try to determine
that all the provisions were met in this application,
did you?

A. We did try to do that, yes, but specifically
myself, I did not. I am relying on the work of others.

Q. But you have a lot of the appears to be met?

A. Yes.
Q. And a lot of appears to be consistent, correct?
A. Correct.

Q. So let's talk about the sound. One thing you say
is no receptors would be impacted by noise coming from
project turbines, correct? That's the exact words in

your power point, the page before?
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A. Can you repeat the guestion?

Q. Yeah. One of the things you say is qguote, no
receptors would be impacted by noise coming from project
turbines in substation in excess of Illinois regulatory
limits, correct?

A. Yes.

Q. And those receptors are a point on a map.

Correct?

A. Correct.
Q. That's where you modeled. Nowhere else, correct?
A. Correct.
Q. Because those were the measurements given to you

by RSG in the report. Correct?

A. Yes. We relied on their report, yes.

Q. You did this -- I think you said you did this
same type of analysis in Livingston County, correct?
Same type of review. Not this particular analysis, but
you did an overall review in Livingston County,

something similar to what you'wve done here?

A. I believe in Livingston we looked at a few
specific portions of the -- portions of the application,
and I believe sound was one of those. Yes.

Q. Okay. And I didn't mean to limit it to sound.

But you did a whole report in Livingston County,

correct?
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A. Yes.

MR. KAINS: Mr. Keyt, what number is this?

MR. LUETKEHANS: I've shown the witness what

has been listed as Objectors' Exhibit 15. One of those,

Andy, I may have given some of those the wrong ones.

Anybody that gets a highlighted one, yell at me, would

you? Maybe I have them. Don't worry about it. I

do

have it. Thank you. Sorry. Okay. Showing you what's

marked as Objectors' Exhibit Number 15. Do you recognize

this?

A. I do recognize this as being a report that
Patrick prepared, yes.

Q. In fact you signed it, correct, on page 157

A. I did, yes.

Q. And did you do the presentation for Livingston? I

think you did, correct? Or was that Chris Burner who

did that?

A. I believe -- 1t was not me.

Q. Okay. But this is Patrick Engineering's report

related to its review of decommissioning costs in
particular as it related to the Livingston County
project in 2015, correct?

A. Yes.

Q. Okay. I think a gquick review of my firm's web

site would tell everybody that I have represented,

and
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often times do represent Patrick Engineering; however, I
don't know that you and I have ever met before tonight,
correct?

A. Correct.

Q. And did you know when you were preparing this
report that I had any involvement in this hearing?

A. I was aware that you were involved in this
hearing. Yes, I did.

Q. Okay. It did not affect your opinions one way or
the other thought, correct?

A. No.

Q. Okay. Have you and I ever previously discussed

this opinion of yours related to this project?

A. No.
Q. One of the items that you mentioned here is that
the aggregate -- related to the aggregate used for

access roads, correct? In your report in this case --
I'm sorry. Not in that case. We won't talk about that
for a while. We'll stay on this case.

A. Okay.

Q. One of the things that you mentioned here in your
power point is the aggregate used for access roads,
correct?

A. Yes.

0. And the number of feet of access roads is, I've
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heard tonight for the first time, is still to be
determined. Is that how you heard it?

A. Correct.

Q. And this is under the Applicant's power, how many
feet of access roads they have, correct?

A. Correct.

Q. And access roads, Jjust so we're all on the same
page, 1s that area between the public road and the wind
turbine, correct?

A. Yes.

Q. Okay. The other night, I have to admit,

Mr. Carlson said the access roads locations were already
determined. So I'm a little confused tonight. You said,
or I think, the Applicant normally has this location of
access roads usually in place at this stage, correct?

A. They usually have them placed out pretty well.

Q. Okay.
A. Yes.
Q. I also noticed some hesitancy, and I'm not trying

to put words into your mouth, but you were asked about
when the decommissioning plan was acqguired, whether it
was not or at the building permit stage under the Piatt
County ordinance. I noticed some hesitancy. Are you sure
one way or another?

A. I don't recall specifically.
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Q. And that's fine. I just wanted to make sure that
you, um -- okay. Let's go back to the access roads. Do
you recall that section 3.1.5 of the decommissioning
plan, that the Applicant submitted, discusses reusing
the aggregate on public roads. Do you remember that?

A. Yes, I do.

Q. You may not remember the section, but the comment
per say or in particular. We heard earlier in the
hearing that this aggregate would be CAG6. That would
make sense, correct?

A. CA6 is the typical used for a road base, yes.

Q. I think we would agree that that's normal. We
heard that in the hearing with Mr. Carlson. That's the
normal kind of gravel, CA5, CA6, that would be used,
correct?

A. CAG6, yes.

Q. CA6 refers to the size, the six refers to the
size of the gravel?

A. The CA6 is -- refers to IDOT's designation for
that particular size of gravel.

Q. And let's talk about IDOT specs for a second. You
cannot use dirty IDOT specs -- or dirty CA6 under the
IDOT specs, correct? It has to be clean?

A. Generally, vyes. It is intended to be clean in

most cases, yeah.
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Q. And you talk about reprocessing or disposal costs
should be included in the removal costs for that exact
reason, right? I mean you wouldn't put dirty CA6 back on
a public road.

A. Correct. You would generally want to have it, as
you say, be a clean material that meets the spec,
because when it's laid down, over the course of time,
other dirt material's going to get in there, and as you
pull it out it's not going to be the same material as it
was when the it was laid down.

Q. And you're familiar with the fact that IDOT
actually has people who go to the plant, the material
plants, and say -- and actually review the CA6 to make
sure it's compliant before it leaves the site?

A. Typically, there is testing involved to make sure
that the aggregate meets IDOT specification.

Q. IDOT certifies it before it goes out in that
essence?

A. As I understand, yes.

Q. That's my understanding too. So what we don't
know today is, we cannot tell, can we, 1f those
reprocessing costs or the costs to haul away the CA6 are
more expensive than the actual value of the CA6 sold?

We don't know that, do we?

A. No, we don't know.
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Q. Also in order to determine the costs to haul or
reprocess the aggregate from the access roads, another
thing you need to know is the length of the access

roads, correct? That's why you pointed it out?

A. Yes.
Q. And transportation costs often times are one of
the heaviest costs related to -- or excuse me, one of

the greatest costs related to aggregate. How far do I
have to take it? Often times it's much more expensive
than the ton of aggregate, correct?

A. I'm not sure I follow.

Q. That was an awful question. So let's move on from

that. Let's try it again. The costs of CA6 itself, 1is

somewhere five, six, seven -- times six, seven dollars a
ton. Is that a fair statement, or somewhere in that
range?

A. I can't say.

Q. But often times, let's assume it's six, seven,
ten. Often times the costs to transport that may be
equal to or more than the costs of the tonnage,
depending on how far you have to go?

A. That depends.

Q. If I have to travel a hundred miles to get rid of
it, it's going to cost more than it would to -- more

than it's worth to sell. Would that be fair to say or
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no-?

A. Again, I'm not sure I follow.

Q. Okay. Forget it. It's not that important. The
point is, what we don't know right now is, whether this
aggregate has a value, or whether it's a cost by what
you have in front of you, correct?

A. Yeah. What we don't understand at this point is
how much material we're talking about and how far it
would need to be moved.

Q. And those are the two things you need to know, to
know whether there's a value or not to the aggregate
when it's pulled up and all those things that go with
it?

A. Yes.

Q. And one of the other things when you pull up
aggregate besides if you're cleaning it, you've got to
have a bulldozer to pull it up, you have to have that
loaded into a truck, correct?

A. Yes.

Q. Also, I think you said, we can't tell whether the
scrap metal price includes transportation costs, can we,
by what we have in front of us in the decommissioning
plan?

A. Yes, it was unclear to us.

Q. Again, the costs to haul the scrap metal may even
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exceed the amount paid for the scrap depending on how

far you have to transport?

A. Corr