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Welcome and Roll Call 
Victoria welcomed everyone to the conference call meeting and reviewed the agenda. 
Review of January 20 Meeting Summary. Victoria reviewed the action items from the last call.  There were no changes and the summary is posted on the project web page. 
Evaluation Criteria

Victoria reviewed the outcomes from the January 20 conference call. The criteria are considered working final drafts as they may be modified in the future as we start to apply them to the candidate best practices and policies.
Discussion of Candidate Best Practices
Victoria gave a brief overview of the candidate best practices (BP) which are categorized by topical areas.  Workgroup members agreed that the framework for organizing best practices in the excel worksheet works well. General comments on each topical area listed below.
Administrative: 

· Maureen talked about how various Ohio departments (Wetlands section of OEPA and the Workers Compensation Bureau) are using the Kaisen process which looks at ways to stream line various administrative processes.

· Action:  add the following BP: the developers should share environmental information generated from a public funded programs with other developers if it’s available. Purpose is to identified any possible cumulative when planning a new project in the same area. (Matt Wagner suggested)

· Some discussion ensued about the acceptability of this new best practice. For example, the Ohio Attorney General is leaning toward protecting developer information to encourage investment, and therefore the suggested BP would not work in Ohio. Terry argued that these are site-specific studies and would be helpful to the entire industry if they are made available. Action: Steve Ugoretz will develop this new BP within the context of a proprietary/public sharing agreement. 
· The environmental assessment BP will move to the now “Env-ecology” tab
Construction and Engineering: 

· Construction BP would apply construction projects in general and not specific to wind. 
· Action: Commission staff will reference a BP construction manual instead of listing them. Go to NWCC or AWEA website. 
· This category may be collapsed into another category
Cultural:
· No comments
Decommissioning:
· This is an important category and should be retained  
Economic:
· Details on the Minnesota version of the protection could be put into a footnote. 
· The local labor BP should also include local subcontractors. 
· Fair, equitable land lease payments…There was some desire to have a BP on this topic but the group fell short of agreeing that this was possible due to the private nature of lease payments. One option is to require public filing of lease contracts, but it’s uncertain whether that’s possible. Action: GLWC team members (Charlie Kubert,  Matt Wagner and others with similar knowledge) will forward relevant documents to staff who will evaluate them and consider potential language for a BP for making land lease contracts fair and  equitable 
· Add the following BP: New York State Code of Ethics (possibly in another category)
Energy Policy
· A wind carve out in an RPS is not needed because it doesn’t really lower costs.

· If the workgroup agrees that small scale projects had community benefits, you might some carve out or create a goal for local ownership under a certain size. For example the Minnesota RPS requires that 25% of projects have local ownership. 

· Wisconsin is consideration a percent in-state requirement that some of the resources come from within the state. 

· Feed In Tariff BP discussion

· Because of the Federal Power Act, the Feed in Tariff (FIT) policy is not recommended as a “best practice” by some workgroup members. States do not have the oversight over wholesale power prices; that is FERC’s jurisdiction. 
· There is a provision in new U.S. Congressional bill that would allow states to do this.
· Developers see FIT attractive.
· The FIT will remain as a candidate BP for now and further evaluation will continue as the project progresses and criteria are applied 
· Action: add the following BP:  State role in financing projects, e.g., loan guarantee, pre development assistance.

· Action: add the following BP: Policy to address transmission. Or, add a tab that is “transmission and other infrastructure” 
Environmental:
· Action: Due to time constraints and the detailed nature of this topic, discussion was tabled and will be addressed in detail on the next call/webinar start with the Environmental/Ecology 
· Move BP on social/cultural setbacks such as recreational activities to the social tab
Public Outreach:
· Add the following BP: Continue outreach activities throughout the life of the project. (for developers)
· Add the following BP: Engage the public to determine visual features that are valued in beginning to site a project. (for developers) 
· There are tactics for each of these best practices for example town meetings verses open house formats.
· Tactics can be expressed in general terms to facilitate a two way dialogue.  

· Action: Workgroup members are to email Commission staff tactical information or specific methods for public engagement. 

Social:
· Action: Bob Sullivan will email Commission staff some additional BP on the visual impacts. 

Focus Groups

Staff pulled names from the three sectors from the list of GLWC wind stakeholders and developed a recommended list of focus group members looking at geographic diversity and focus group representation (industry, regulators, and non profit organizations). Workgroup members were asked to review the list of candidates for the focus group before the next call and be prepared to help finalize the focus group lists. 

Next Steps

· Steve Ugoretz will develop a new adminstrative BP within the context of a proprietary/public sharing agreement.
· Commission staff will reference a BP construction manual instead of listing them. Go to NWCC or AWEA website.
· Workgroup members are to email Commission staff tactical information or specific methods for public engagement.
· Bob Sullivan will email Commission staff some additional BP on the visual impacts.

· A revised BP excel file will be emailed to the workgroup for a 2 week review prior to the next workgroup call.
· Workgroup members are to recommend new BP with references or recommend deleting existing candidate BPs by March 30 via email to Becky Pearson (bpearson@glc.org).

· Workgroup members are to review focus group nominations and provide feedback by March 30 via email to Becky Pearson. 
· April 21 will be a 90 min webinar that will focus on the Env-Ecology category first.  













