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INTRODUCTION

. Please state your name, employer, and business address.

My name is Michael Svedeman. | am a Manager, Project Development, at

Invenergy LLC. My business address is One South Wacker Drive, Suite 1800,
Chicago, IL 60606.

. Did you provide Direct Testimony in this docket on October 26, 20187

Yes.

PURPOSE OF TESTIMONY

. What is the purpose of your Supplemental Direct Testimony?

| will address the following topics in my Supplemental Direct Testimony:

Explain Deuel Harvest Wind Energy LLC’'s (“Deuel Harvest”) position
concerning sound and shadow flicker limits.

Describe Deuel Harvest's coordination with The Nature Conservancy (“TNC”).
Provide an update on consultation with the South Dakota State Historical
Society, State Historic Preservation Office (“SHPQO”).

. What exhibits are attached to your Supplemental Direct Testimony?

A. The following exhibit is attached to my Supplemental Direct Testimony:

Q

Exhibit 1: Deuel Harvest letter to SHPO, dated February 5, 2019

(confidential).
Exhibit 2: SHPO email dated February 5, 2019 and Deuel Harvest response
dated February 7, 2019.

SOUND AND SHADOW FLICKER

. Is Deuel Harvest proposing a sound condition in this proceeding?
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A.
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Yes. Deuel Harvest’'s sound condition is identified and discussed in Mr. Mike
Hankard’s Supplemental Direct Testimony. Deuel Harvest proposes to limit sound
from the turbines to 45 dBA within 25 feet of any non-participating residence, which
is the limit set by Deuel County and a reasonable regulatory limit. Deuel Harvest will

also voluntarily limit sound from the turbines to 50 dBA at participating residences.

. What is Deuel Harvest’s proposal with respect to shadow flicker?

The Project has been carefully designed and sited to adhere to multiple siting
constraints to minimize human and environmental impacts. Deuel County imposes a
limit of 30 hours per year of shadow flicker at existing residences. The regulatory
limit of 30 hours per year is also consistent with prior South Dakota Public Utilities
Commission (“Commission”) decisions with respect to the Crocker Wind Farm
(Docket No. EL17-055) and Dakota Range | and Il (Docket No. EL18-003).

. Please explain why Deuel Harvest’s commitment on shadow flicker does not

include a daily limit.

In Deuel Harvest's experience, commitments on daily shadow flicker limits are
atypical. In addition, no such requirement has been established at the state level or
in Deuel County. Further, as noted in the Supplemental Direct Testimony submitted
by JoAnne Blank, there is significant difficulty in accurately imposing a daily limit on
shadow flicker due to the difficulty of predicting weather on a daily (or shorter) time
period. In addition, as noted in the Supplemental Direct Testimony submitted by Dr.
Mark Roberts and Dr. Jeffrey Ellenbogen, there are no scientifically proven human
health effects from shadow flicker from wind turbines.

. Apart from sound and shadow flicker, what other constraints and setbacks

inform Project siting and design?

Sound and shadow flicker are not the only siting factors to consider - the Project
must also comply with applicable: setbacks from roadways, homes, property lines,
and other specified structures or features; beam path restrictions; wetland and

waterbody restrictions; wildlife restrictions; cultural resource restrictions; and turbine
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spacing requirements. Additionally, Deuel Harvest has agreed to avoid National
Register of Historic Places (“NRHP”)-eligible sites or historic architectural resources,
must adhere to engineering design requirements, and work to incorporate landowner
requests for the siting of the Project. Each of these constraints informs the design
and siting of Project facilities, and shifting a turbine to accommodate a revision to
one constraint may impact other constraints and associated resources. Further, if a
turbine shift is made, additional field survey work (such as cultural resource and
wetland/waterbody) and/or analysis will be required if the shift falls outside of
previously surveyed areas to determine compliance with the associated resource
restrictions. As detailed in the Application and Deuel Harvest's Direct Testimony,
the Project has been carefully designed and sited to adhere to all of the applicable

constraints, and to minimize human and environmental impacts.

BUILDING PERMITS

. Since the Project obtained its special exception permit (“SEP”) from Deuel

County, are you aware of any building permits that have been issued for
houses close to Project turbines?

Yes. Two building permits were issued for houses after the Project obtained its SEP
from Deuel County. The new residence locations are on parcels owned by
participating landowners, and as | understand, the buildings are under construction.
Based on our preliminary review, the homes would be located within Deuel County’s
required 1,500-foot setback from the nearest turbine. We are reaching out to the
affected landowners, and the Project team is assessing whether any turbines need

to be relocated or removed from the layout.

Q. Will Deuel Harvest update the Commission with the results of Deuel Harvest’s

analysis?

A. Yes. Deuel Harvest will make a filing once it has completed its review.
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V.

Q

VI.

COORDINATION WITH THE NATURE CONSERVANCY

. TNC submitted a public comment, and a TNC employee spoke at the public

input hearing. Are you aware of these remarks?

| am aware that a TNC employee submitted comments in the docket. He also spoke
at the public hearing, although he did not identify himself as a TNC representative,
and | believe he was speaking on his own behalf.

. Please discuss the coordination Deuel Harvest has had with TNC.

As described in the Application, TNC owns a private conservation area, Altamont
Prairie, that occurs in the central-eastern region of the Project Area. Two additional
TNC areas are located outside the Project Area: Jacobsen Fen, located
approximately 0.5 mile south of the Project Area, and 7-Mile Fen, located
approximately 2.5 miles south of the Project Area. The Altamont Prairie parcel is
approximately 62 acres. Deuel Harvest has coordinated closely with TNC staff to
discuss the Project and show the extent to which we are minimizing impacts to
potentially undisturbed grasslands in the Project Area. More specifically, in March
and September 2018, Deuel Harvest conducted calls with TNC in response to TNC'’s
letter dated January 2018 to discuss TNC’s concerns about impacts to potentially
undisturbed grasslands in Deuel County, and to share its progress on avoidance and
minimization of impacts to undisturbed grasslands. Deuel Harvest avoided impacts
to all of TNC’s native prairies, including 7-Mile Fen, Jacobsen Fen, and Altamont

Prairie.

SHPO COORDINATION

. Do you have any updates on coordination with SHPO?

Yes. On January 15, 2019, Deuel Harvest received an information request from
SHPO regarding the Level Il Intensive Cultural Resources Survey for the Project.

Deuel Harvest provided its response to SHPO on February 5, 2019, a copy of which



123 is included as Exhibit 1 (confidential) to my Supplemental Direct Testimony. On

124 February 5, 2019, Deuel Harvest received a second information request from SHPO
125 regarding the Level Il Intensive Cultural Resources Survey for the Project. Deuel
126 Harvest provided its response to SHPO on February 7, 2019. The February 5, 2019
127 SHPO email and Deuel Harvest’'s response are included as Exhibit 2 to my
128 Supplemental Direct Testimony.

129

130 VII. CONCLUSION

131

132 Q. Does this conclude your Supplemental Direct Testimony?
133 A. Yes.
134

135 Dated this 14th day of February, 2019.
136
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