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INTRODUCTION

In addition to the statues, regulations, and other National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) documents

listed in Chapter 1, Section 1.8 of the Lava Ridge Wind Project environmental impact statement (EIS),
the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) has considered and developed the Lava Ridge EIS to be
consistent with the federal, state, and local statutes, regulations, and permit requirements listed below.
Responsibility for compliance during the construction, operations and maintenance, and eventual
decommissioning of the Lava Ridge Wind Project would rest with Magic Valley Energy, LLC.

Table App2-1 lists the major relevant agency actions and authorities that must be obtained or considered
for the project. Other federal, state, and local authorities that may require actions and authorities
applicable to this EIS are listed after the table. The relevant actions and authorities provided in this
appendix are not meant to be comprehensive.

Table App2-1. Summary of Potential Major Agency Authorities and Actions

Agency Proposal Requiring Action Permit, License, Approval, Relevant Law and/or
Compliance, or Review Regulation
BLM Right-of-way (ROW) grant for ~ EIS and record of decision NEPA (42 United States
the project, primary access Code [USC] 4321)
road, transmission line, and Council on
other associated facilities on Environmental Quality
BLM public land. The BLM is NEPA Regulations (40
the lead agency for NEPA Code of Federal
purposes. Regulations [CFR]
1500-1508)
U.S. Department of the
Interior NEPA
implementing
regulations (43 CFR 46)
BLM ROW across land under ROW grant Federal Land Policy and
federal management. Management Act of
1976 (Public Law [PL]
94-579)
43 USC 1761-1771
43 CFR 2800
BLM Prevent the establishment Compliance Federal Noxious Weed
and spread of noxious and Act of 1974, as
invasive weeds. amended, PL 93-629 (7
USC 2801 et seq.; 88
Statute 2148)
Executive Order (EO)
13112 - Invasive
Species
BLM Protection of segments, sites, Compliance National Trails System
and features related to Act (PL 90-543) (16
national trails. USC 1241-1249)
BLM Potential disturbance of Consultation with affected groups Native American Graves
graves, associated funerary regarding a plan of action for Protection and
objects, sacred objects, and treatment of protected remains Repatriation Act (25
items of cultural patrimony. and objects USC 3001-3002)
BLM Agency fish and wildlife Compliance BLM Manual H-6500

program management policy

(Wildlife and Fisheries
Management) (BLM
1988)
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Agency Proposal Requiring Action Permit, License, Approval, Relevant Law and/or
Compliance, or Review Regulation
BLM Agency policy for Sikes Act Compliance BLM Manual H-6525
Wildlife Programs (Sikes Act Wildlife
Programs) (BLM 1981)
BLM Effects on BLM sensitive Compliance BLM Manual H-6840

species

(Special Status Species
Management) (BLM
2008)

BLM (lead) in consultation
with Idaho State Historic
Preservation Office and
Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation

Proposed undertaking that
may adversely affect
properties listed in or eligible
for the National Register of
Historic Places

Section 106 for reviews and
consultations to identify and
resolve any adverse effects to
historic properties

National Historic
Preservation Act (16
USC 470; 36 CFR 800)

BLM in consultation with U.S.

Fish and Wildlife Service
(USFWS)

Effects on species listed or
critical habitat designated
under the Endangered
Species Act (ESA)

Compliance

ESA of 1973, as
amended (16 USC 1531
et seq.)

BLM in consultation with
USFWS

Protection of migratory birds

Compliance

Migratory Bird Treaty
Act of 1918, as
amended (16 USC 703-
712)

Responsibilities of
Federal Agencies to
Protect Migratory Birds
(EO 13186)

Addendum to BLM and
U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Memorandum of
Understanding to
Promote the
Conservation of
Migratory Birds
(Information Bulletin
2022-036) (BLM and
USFWS 2022)

BLM in consultation with
USFWS

Protection of bald and golden
eagles

Compliance

Bald and Golden Eagle
Protection Act (16 USC
668-668d)

Bald and Golden Eagle
Protection Act — Golden
Eagle National
Environmental Policy
Act and Avian
Protection Plan
Guidance for
Renewable Energy
(BLM Instruction
Memorandum 2010-
156)

U.S. Army Corps of

Potential discharge of

Section 404 permit (individual or

Clean Water Act (33

Engineers dredged or fill material into nationwide) USC 1344)
waters of the United States
(including wetlands and
washes)

Federal Aviation Structures exceeding 200 Determination of No Hazard to Air Objects Affecting

Administration (FAA)

feet

Navigation and confirmation of
achieved height

Navigable Air Space (49
USC 44718; 14 CFR 77)

FAA

Required lighting on turbines

Review and approval of selective
lighting

FAA Advisory Circular
70/7460-1M Obstruction
Marking and Lighting
(FAA 2020)
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Other Applicable Federal, State, and Local Authorities

Federal Regulations

U.S. Department of Energy NEPA Implementing Procedures (10 CFR 1021)

U.S. Department of Energy Compliance with Floodplain and Wetland Environmental Review
Requirements (10 CFR 1022)

Interagency Cooperation - Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended (50 CFR 402)
Protection of Historic Properties (36 CFR 800)
General (Clean Air Act) Conformity Regulations (40 CFR 93(b))

Federal Executive Orders and Guidelines

Executive Order (EQO) 13990, January 2021: Protecting Public Health and the Environment and
Restoring Science To Tackle the Climate Crisis

EO 13927, June 2020: Accelerating the Nation's Economic Recovery From the COVID-19
Emergency by Expediting Infrastructure Investments and Other Activities

EO 13175, November 2000: Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribal Governments
EO 13834, May 2018: Efficient Federal Operations

EO 12898, February 1994: Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority
Populations and Low-Income Populations

EO 11990, May 1977: Protection of Wetlands
EO 11988, May 1977: Floodplain Management

Secretarial Order (SO) 3399: Department-wide Approach to the Climate Crisis and Restoring
Transparency and Integrity to the Decision-Making Process

SO 3403: Joint Secretarial Order on Fulfilling the Trust Responsibility to Indian Tribes in the
Stewardship of Federal Lands and Waters

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Land-Based Wind Energy Guidelines (U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service 2012), providing recommendations on measures to avoid, minimize, and compensate for
effects to fish, wildlife, and their habitats

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Wind Turbine Guidelines Advisory Committee Recommendations
(submitted to the Secretary of the Interior) (Wind Turbine Guidelines Advisory Committee 2010)

State and Local Requirements

The following is a list of state and local regulatory and permitting requirements:

2019 Memorandum of Agreement Between the State of Idaho and the United States Department
of the Interior Bureau of Land Management Idaho State Office, which establishes a framework to
coordinate sage-grouse management (State of Idaho and BLM 2019)

Idaho State Historic Preservation Office, National Historic Preservation Act Section 106
Consultation
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e Idaho Department of Environmental Quality water quality permitting:
o Section 401 Water Quality Certification

o ldaho Pollutant Discharge Elimination System stormwater construction general permit, to
include a stormwater pollution prevention plan and spill prevention and response procedures

o Groundwater well installation permit
e Idaho Department of Water Resources water right application
o Joint Application for Stream Channel Alteration Permit
e |daho Department of Lands right-of-way or easement
¢ Idaho Transportation Department encroachment permit and oversize/overweight permit
o Highway district licenses or permits to cross road easements or rights-of-way
e State and local taxes
e County building permits
e Jerome County special use permit with height variance
e Minidoka County special use permit
e Lincoln County conditional use permit
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ISSUES ANALYZED IN BRIEF

Substantive issues within the scope of the Lava Ridge Wind Project environmental impact statement
(EIS) that were identified through internal and external scoping and used to develop alternatives are
addressed in EIS Chapter 3, Affected Environment and Impacts, and summarized in the project scoping
report (SWCA Environmental Consultants [SWCA] 2021). Preliminary issues not analyzed in detail in
the EIS and supporting rationale are described in this appendix.

Issues that were identified but did not warrant further detailed analysis are issues
e where the resource in question is not present in the analysis area,

e where applicant-committed measures or other mitigation would reduce impacts below
significance,

e that are analyzed in other National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) documents and tiered to in
the Lava Ridge Wind Project EIS, or

e where the impact context is so low that a detailed analysis was not needed to determine
significance.

Table App3-1 presents issues analyzed in brief (AIB) and the rationale for not analyzing them in detail.
For project reference, these issues have been assigned AIB numbers. Though issues AIB may be affected
by the project, effects would be relatively minor in comparison with the issues analyzed in detail. In
compliance with 40 Code of Federal Regulations 1502.2(b), the EIS “discuss[es] impacts in proportion to
their significance” and has “only brief discussion of other than significant issues.”

As described in EIS Section 1.7 (Relationship to Statutes, Regulations, and Other NEPA Documents), the
EIS tiers to the Bureau of Land Management’s (BLM’s) Final Programmatic Environmental Impact
Statement on Wind Energy Development on BLM-Administered Lands in the Western United States (BLM
2005a), which identifies and discusses potential effects on various resources during construction,
operation and maintenance, and decommissioning of a wind energy facility. Though the Monument
Resource Management Plan (BLM 1986, as amended) was excluded from being amended by the Record
of Decision - Implementation of a Wind Energy Development Program and Associated Land Use Plan
Amendments (BLM 2005b), potentially for a variety of reasons (as described in Appendix B of BLM
[2005Db]), the BLM (2005a) analysis includes the area managed by the BLM Shoshone Field Office
(SFO). Therefore, the BLM (2005a) analysis and the BLM (2005b) best management practices (BMPs)
are relevant for the Lava Ridge Wind Project EIS. The EIS uses conclusions and BMPs from BLM
(2005a) and BLM (2005b), as appropriate. These conclusions and BMPs are referenced below in the
supporting rationale for not analyzing some preliminary issues in detail in the EIS. Potential site-specific
effects and effects not disclosed in detail in BLM (2005a) are discussed in Chapter 3 of the EIS. A
complete list of applicant-committed measures and other mitigation that would be implemented for the
project are in EIS Appendix 4 (Mitigation).
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Table App3-1. Preliminary Issues Analyzed in Brief and Supporting Rationale

Issue Number Preliminary Issue

Why AIB?

Supporting Rationale

Avian How would the project
AIB-1 affect avian habitat?

Mitigation would
reduce impacts

below significance.

Analyzed in other
NEPA documents.

BLM (2005a) discloses effects to general habitat for avian species resulting from the construction and
operation of a wind energy facility (BLM 2005a:5-35 to 5-85), which include direct habitat loss, reduced
habitat quality, and avoidance of habitats due to noise and human disturbance. Preconstruction surveys
were completed to characterize avian use in the siting corridors (WEST 2021a, 2021b), and MVE would
prepare and implement a Bird and Bat Conservation Strategy (see Appendix M of Magic Valley Wind
Energy, LLC’s (MVE'’s). Lava Ridge Wind Project Plan of Development [MVE 2022]) to minimize effects on
avian species (applicant-committed measure 137). MVE would minimize ground disturbance and
infrastructure and would avoid, minimize, or mitigate impacts to environmental sensitive areas and habitat
for special-status species (applicant-committed measures 1-4, 12, 14, 17, 136, 138, and 139; BLM-required
measures D, E, F, and J; see EIS Appendix 4). Applicant-committed measures to bury overhead lines when
practicable (measures 29 and 30), minimize lighting (measures 20-24), avoid or minimize the potential for
introduction or spread of nonnative plants (measures 97—105), reduce dust (measures 110-116), avoid or
minimize erosion (measures 120-134), minimize noise (measure 92), and reclaim habitats after ground
disturbance (measures 161-164) would further minimize effects to avian habitat. BLM-required measure P
and additional project-specific measures a, c—i, k, r, gqg, and rr would further reduce impacts to avian
habitats. Habitat impacts would the same as those disclosed in BLM (2005a:5-35 to 5-85).

Avian How would noise and

AIB-2 human activity from
project construction
and operation affect
nesting birds?

Mitigation would
reduce impacts

below significance.

Analyzed in other
NEPA documents.

BLM (2005a) discloses effects to wildlife (including birds) from construction of a wind energy facility,
including direct injury or mortality of wildlife such as nesting birds and ground-nesting birds in particular
(BLM 2005a:5-43). Continuous noise from construction equipment may have negative impacts on nesting
birds up to 2,500 feet from the source, and noise from heavy truck traffic may have negative impacts up to
250 feet from project access roads (BLM 2005a:5-45). Noise from blasting can cause displacement and
brood abandonment. The potential for injury, mortality, and disturbance from noise, and the corresponding
effects to populations of impacted avian species, increases with the size of the facility. Species that are
uncommon (such as many special-status species) are more likely to experience population-level effects than
more abundant species. Human presence may also disturb and displace birds similar to noise. Project noise
levels at known raptor nests was modeled (SWCA 2022a). General construction noise levels at the closest
occupied raptor nest would be 69.6 A-weighted decibels (dBA) equivalent noise level (Leq); this nest would
be 445 feet from a proposed access road segment. The existing background noise level for the siting
corridors is assumed to be 19.3 dBA, the level for unoccupied open rangeland (SWCA 2022a). Helicopters
and blasting would have sound levels that would be higher than general construction noise. Helicopters
could produce noise in the range of 89 to 93 dBA as close as 100 feet to helicopter staging areas. The
typical noise generated by blasting operations is 94 dBA at 50 feet (Corbisier 2003). Blasting and helicopter
use would only occur during daytime hours of construction (7:00 a.m.—7:00 p.m.).
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Issue Number

Preliminary Issue

Why AIB?

Supporting Rationale

MVE would implement the Bird and Bat Conservation Strategy (Appendix M of MVE [2022]) to minimize
effects on avian species during construction (applicant-committed measure 137). Tree or vegetation clearing
would occur outside the migratory bird nesting season to the extent practicable (applicant-committed
measure 139). Tree or vegetation clearing performed during the nesting season would be done under the
supervision of a compliance monitor who would identify nests for avoidance prior to construction. Active
nests would me marked/staked with the appropriate buffer, and construction activities would not occur until
a biologist determines the nest is no longer active (applicant-committed measure 139). Preconstruction nest
clearance procedures and non-disturbance buffers are described in Appendix P of MVE (2022). More
restrictions would apply to eagle and other raptor nests (applicant-committed measures 144-148). The BLM
would also require that MVE follow nest buffer distances for migratory birds as outlined in IDIB-2020-014
(BLM 2020) during the nesting seasons outlined in therein (additional project-specific measure I). The BLM
would also require targeted preconstruction surveys for burrowing owl (additional project-specific measure
m) so that nests can be appropriately buffered during construction. Given that construction would be
temporary (2 years), and avoidance and minimization measures would be implemented, effects to breeding
and nesting birds during construction would be minimized and would be no greater than that disclosed in
BLM (BLM 2005a:5-41-5-45).

BLM (2005a) also identifies and discusses potential effects to birds from increased operational noise (BLM
2005a:5-53-5-75). This analysis concluded that the effect of turbine noise would be minimal and difficult to
distinguish from background noise at distances greater than 82 feet from the base of the turbine. Modeled
operational noise levels would exceed 10 dBA above existing background levels at 29 of the 68 raptor nests
analyzed in the 6.8-mile noise analysis area (SWCA 2022a). The maximum sound level increase at the
closest occupied raptor nest to a turbine (a common raven within 0.5 mile) would be 30.6 dBA Leq and 28.4
dBA day-night average sound level over background levels.

Impacts to eagles and greater sage-grouse are analyzed in detail in EIS Sections 3.3.3 (Eagles) and 3.3.4
(Greater Sage-Grouse).

Avian How would the Mitigation would BLM (2005a) discloses the increased potential for direct mortality of wildlife species related to presence and
AlB-3 increase in project- reduce impacts increased use of new roads on the landscape (BLM 2005a:5-64-5-69). A 25-mile-per-hour (mph) speed limit
related traffic affect the  below significance. on non-public project access roads would minimize potential avian collisions with project traffic, and MVE
risk of direct avian Analyzed in other would place speed limit signs along construction roads (applicant-committed measure 33). Speed limits on
mortality? NEPA documents. BLM roads would be designed to reduce vehicle/wildlife collisions (BLM-required measure N). Additionally,
implementation of the measures included in the Eagle Conservation Plan (Appendix T of MVE [2022]) (such
as carcass removal) would reduce the presence of attractants for scavengers, including raptor species,
along project roads. With these measures in place, the increased direct mortality of raptor species from
project traffic would be similar to that disclosed in BLM (2005a:5-64—-5-69).
Avian What collision and Mitigation would Where practicable, collector lines would be installed underground, and any aboveground collector and
AlB-4 electrocution risks do reduce impacts transmission lines would be constructed in compliance with Avian Power Line Interaction Committee

overhead powerlines
pose to raptors?

below significance.

Analyzed in other
NEPA documents.

guidelines, which provide specific engineering standards to reduce risk of electrocution and collision
(applicant-committed measures 29 and 30). MVE would also use tubular structures for collector lines, where
practicable, to deter perching (applicant-committed measure 143). As required by the Idaho and Southern
Montana Greater Sage-Grouse Approved Resource Management Plan Amendment (BLM 2015), MVE
would be required to equip aboveground facilities (including buildings and other structures where birds could
perch or nest) with structures or devices that discourage perching or nesting or raptors and ravens (BLM-
required measure K). In consideration of these requirements, the potential for raptor electrocution would be
no greater than that disclosed in BLM (2005a:5-64—5-66).
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Issue Number

Preliminary Issue

Why AIB?

Supporting Rationale

Avian and bats
AIB-5

How would the project
affect migration
patterns of birds and
bats?

Impact context is so
low that detailed
analysis is not
needed to determine
significance.

Analyzed in other
NEPA documents.

BLM (2005a:5-72) concluded that migrating birds and bats are expected to fly around individual structures
or around or over a wind energy facility site and continue their migratory movement. (Impacts to migratory
birds and bats from collisions with facility structures are addressed in EIS Section 3.3.2.2, Impacts, Avian
Population and in Section 3.3.1.2, Impacts, Bat Population and Roosting Habitat). Deviating from a straight
fight path to avoid a wind energy facility can increase the energetic cost of migration, but the additional
distance traveled (on the scale of a few hundred yards) is negligible in comparison to the overall distance
travelled during migration (on the scale of hundreds or thousands of miles) (Masden et al. 2009). The
construction of multiple facilities along a migratory route increases the cumulative impacts to bird
populations and contributes, in a small manner, to the overall impact on bird and bat populations from wind
energy. Therefore, effects to bird and bat migration patterns would be no greater than that disclosed in BLM
(2005a:5-72). The presence of a wind energy project could disrupt movements of terrestrial wildlife,
particularly during migration, which is addressed in Section 3.18 (Wildlife).

Bats How would installation Impact context is so Bat fatalities are rare at stationary structures, and at wind energy facilities, bat fatalities have not been
AlB-6 of tall structures (such low that detailed reported at nonoperational turbines or meteorological (met) towers (Arnett et al. 2007; Gehring 2011).
as meteorological [met]  analysis is not Therefore, installation of tall stationary structures would unlikely increase bat fatality rates or effect
towers) affect bat needed to determine  populations in the region. The effects of turbine operations on bat populations are described in detail in
populations? significance. Section 3.3 (Avian and Bat Species).
Bats Would an increase in Not present in the White nose syndrome (WNS) was first detected in far southeastern Idaho in 2022, was detected further to
AlB-7 human access to analysis area. the west in Washington in 2015 (WNS Response Team 2022a), but has not been detected in the vicinity of
roosting habitat Impact context is s0 the siting corridors. Existing accessible roosting habitat (caves) is heavily disturbed and showed no
increase the risk for low that detailed evidence of bat use (WEST 2021c, 2022a). Although new access road construction and existing access
spread of white-nose analysis is not road improvement may occur in the vicinity of Wilson Butte Cave and Kimama Cave, these caves are
syndrome? needed to determine alrea_d)_/ (_easny acce_s_snble, a_nd an increase in human use would not be expected._For other mapped_ caves in
significance. the vicinity of t_hg siting corrl_dors, n(_)_change_ in access would occur under the action alternatives. Given the
lack of bat activity at caves in the siting corridors and the ongoing human disturbance at larger, well-known
caves, the action alternatives would not increase human access to bat roosting habitat, and the risk of
spread of WNS would remain unchanged. However, the potential for WNS to affect bats that occur in the
siting corridors in the future is considered in the cumulative impacts analysis for bat populations (see
Section 3.3.2.2).
Bats How would project Mitigation would BLM (2005a) discloses effects to foraging resources and habitat use for bat species resulting from the
AIB-8 noise and human reduce impacts construction and operation of a wind energy facility (2005a:5-35-5-85), which include temporary avoidance

presence affect bat
habitat use?

How would project

lighting affect bat
foraging habitat?

below significance.

Analyzed in other
NEPA documents.

of foraging habitat where construction or maintenance activities are occurring. Bats often roost on structures
where anthropogenic noise is high (e.g., highway bridges and underpasses), and roosting bats have shown
low sensitivity to anthropogenic noises and the ability to quickly adapt to new sources of noise (Keeley and
Tuttle 1999; Luo et al. 2014). Thus, noise during construction and operation is unlikely to notably impact the
quality of bat roosting habitat in the siting corridors. Impacts related to noise and human presence during
construction and operation would the same as those disclosed in BLM (2005a:5-44, 5-45, 5-56, and 5-57).

Empirical data indicate that bat activity is reduced in artificially lit areas (Mathews et al. 2015), even though
artificial lighting may attract their insect prey. Turbine lighting does not appear to have an effect on collision
risk for bats (Arnett et al. 2007; American Wind Wildlife Institute [AWWI] 2016; Gehring 2011). Other
potential sources of project light include occasional use of nighttime lighting during peak construction and
permanent lighting installed at substation and operation and maintenance facilities. MVE would minimize the
use of nighttime lighting and would implement design features, such as motion-activated and shielded
lighting, to minimize the total lit area (applicant-committed measures 20—24). Therefore, the effect to bat
foraging habitat would be minimal.
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Issue Number

Preliminary Issue

Why AIB?

Supporting Rationale

Cultural
AlIB-9

Would the project lead
to increased dust and
thus potential for
impacts to cultural
resources?

Mitigation would
reduce impacts
below significance.

New project roads and traffic could generate dust; dust is likely to settle in close proximity to where it is
generated, and thus could affect cultural resources near project access roads. Dust abatement measures
would be implemented before and during any surface clearing, excavation, or blasting activities and would
be used for all unpaved, unvegetated surfaces. MVE would develop a Dust and Emissions Control Plan
(applicant-committed measure 110 and Appendix O of MVE [2022]). Roads would be watered at intervals
sufficient to control dust (applicant-committed measure 111). Roads that would be subject to frequent use or
particularly susceptible to dust erosion may be improved through the application of gravel or aggregate
mixtures, or may be treated with a palliatives (applicant-committed measure 112).

MVE would implement a 25-mph speed limit for project vehicles on non-public project roads during all
phases to minimize impacts related to fugitive dust (applicant-committed measure 33). The BLM would
require MVE to implement dust control measures during all project phases (additional measure a) and would
require additional dust control measures (additional measures c—i), such as covering loads and stockpiles,
minimizing drop heights when moving soil, and adaptively managing so that off-site transport of visible dust
plumes is eliminated. In addition, blasting would be avoided on days when wind speed exceeds 25 mph.
With these measures in place, the likelihood of impacts to cultural resources from fugitive dust generated by
vehicle use is low.

Human health
and safety

AIB-10

Would project activities

change the potential for

risks of accidents or
injuries to worker
health and safety?

Mitigation would
reduce impacts
below significance.

All project activities would be conducted in compliance with applicable federal and state occupational safety
and health standards (e.g., the Occupational Health and Safety Administration’s Occupational Health and
Safety Standards and 29 Code of Federal Regulations 910 and 1926), which would minimize impacts to
worker health and safety. MVE would develop a health and safety program as part of the Health and Safety
Plan (MVE [2022] Appendix F) that identifies all applicable federal and state occupational safety standards,
establishes safe work practices for each task, establishes fire safety evacuation procedures, and defines
safety performance standards (e.g., electrical system standards and lightning protection standards).

Human health
and safety

AIB-11

How would the project
impact emergency
responders that serve
the project vicinity?

Impact context is so
low that detailed
analysis is not
needed to determine
significance.

During the 2-year construction and decommissioning periods, an estimated 400 to 850 non-local workers
could relocate to the tri-county region. This would be an 0.8% to 1.7% increase in total population of the tri-
county area and would not be large enough to result in noticeable changes to the demand or capacities of
emergency responders in the tri-county area.

Aerial search and rescue or medical response would not be precluded in the project vicinity. Aerial
emergency response could occur in the vicinity of project infrastructure at the pilot’s discretion. Pilots would
assess situation-specific risk when flying emergency response aircraft. For this analysis, we assume there
would be some reduction in aerial emergency response in and near the siting corridors and that aerial
emergency response that does occur may take longer because flight paths may need to be broken up or
require more turns.

Potential impacts to local aerial fire responders are addressed in EIS Section 3.7 (Fire and Fuels
Management).

Effects to first responder communication pathways are addressed in EIS Section 3.8 (Land Use and Realty).
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Issue Number

Preliminary Issue

Why AIB?

Supporting Rationale

Human health
and safety

AlIB-12

How would the project
contribute to
electromagnetic fields
(EMF) and corona
exposures to workers
and the public?

Mitigation would
reduce impacts
below significance.

The project would be designed to minimize electromagnetic interference where practical; MVE would comply
with applicable Federal Communications Commission regulations (applicant-committed measure 27). In the
event the project results in electromagnetic interference, MVE would work with the owner of the impacted
communications system(s) to resolve the problem (applicant-committed measure 28). BLM (2005a:5-33)
discloses the potential public safety hazards associated with construction, operation, and maintenance of a
wind energy facility, including EMF exposure, but indicates that these hazards can be effectively mitigated.
As recommended in BLM (2005a:5-34), project infrastructure would be set back from residences and
occupied buildings in accordance with applicable siting regulations (applicant-committed measure 25).
Therefore, public exposure to EMFs would be effectively avoided or minimized. See Section 3.9.2.2
(Impacts, Physiological Effects to Livestock Grazing); electric and magnetic fields have not been shown to
have harmful impacts to livestock.

Human health
and safety

AIB-13

Would project activities
change the potential for
risks of accidents or
injuries to public health
and safety?

Mitigation would
reduce impacts
below significance.

BLM (2005a:5-33) discloses the potential public safety hazards associated with construction, operation, and
maintenance of a wind energy facility, but indicates that these hazards can be effectively mitigated. As
recommended in BLM (2005a:5-34), wind turbines and other infrastructure would be set back from
residences in accordance with applicable siting regulations (applicant-committed measure 25). MVE would
further develop a detailed Health and Safety Plan (MVE [2022] Appendix F) that would establish safety
policies and procedures for preventing, identifying, and responding to accidents or emergency situations
during construction, operation, maintenance, and decommissioning activities. Therefore, risks to public
health and safety would be effectively avoided or minimized.

Land use and
realty

AIB-14

How would the addition
of tall structures pose
hazards to pilots during
aerial crop dusting or
other aerial operations;
how would flight
mission efficiency be
affected?

Impact context is so
low that detailed
analysis is not
needed to determine
significance.

Crop dusting operations would not be precluded in the project vicinity. Aerial crop dusting could occur in the
vicinity of project infrastructure at the pilot’s discretion, though the tall structures would add hazards. Pilots
would assess situation-specific risk when flying crop dusting or other small aircraft. For this analysis, it is
assumed that there would be some reduction in aerial crop dusting in and near the siting corridors, and aerial
crop dusting that does occur may take longer because flight paths may need to be broken up or require more
turns. Because some crops have a narrow application window for herbicides or pesticides due to the need to
target a specific growth stage, temperature, or moisture, the project may delay a critical application of a crop
protection product and affect crop productivity. The project would not preclude crop dusting but would
increase hazards for pilots, could reduce aerial application efficiency, and may affect aerial application
timing.

Because the project turbines and met towers would exceed heights of 200 feet above ground level, the
turbines would be marked or lighted per Federal Aviation Administration guidelines and an approved lighting
plan to adequately warn aircraft pilots of the obstructions at night.

Land use and
realty

AlIB-15

Would the presence of
new structures impact
any areas of critical
environmental concern
(ACECs) that have
been Congressionally
designated for their
visual values?

Not present in the
analysis area.

None of the ACECs within 30 miles of the project vicinity were congressionally designated for visual values.
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Issue Number

Preliminary Issue

Why AIB?

Supporting Rationale

Livestock How would the project Mitigation would As per MVE (2022) Appendix S (Grazing Coordination Plan), range improvement functionality would not be
grazing affect the functionality reduce impacts degraded from the existing condition. Any project changes to range improvements would maintain
AIB-16 of range improvements  below significance. functionality (including stock watering, fences, and cattle guards) and would be coordinated with the
during the allotment permittees and the BLM prior to project construction activities and would be paid for by MVE. As deemed
grazing period? necessary, this would include MVE paying for resource surveys (e.g., botany, wildlife, archaeology) prior to
range improvement modification or construction. Therefore, impacts to range improvements would be
effectively mitigated.
Mineral Would construction of Not present in the The BLM reviewed existing data sources and determined that there are no known locatable minerals located
resources the project limit or analysis area. in the siting corridors. To avoid conflict between the project and locatable mineral claims during evaluation of
AlB-17 restrict access to Impact context is so MVE’s right-of-way (ROW) application, the BLM temporarily segregated a 106,556-acre area from locatable
locatable minerals in low that detailed mineral entry (see legal descriptions in MVE [2022] Appendix B). These acres are unavailable for up to
and around the analysis is not 4 years for locatable mineral entry, until the BLM completes review of MVE’'s ROW application. Once the
project? needed to determine  BLM has reached a decision regarding MVE’s ROW application, the siting corridors would be available for
significance. locatable mineral entry.
Mineral Would the project limit Impact context is so There are saleable minerals in the siting corridors—volcanic (basalt) and quaternary sediments—none of
resources or restrict access to low that detailed which are desirable or rare. During project construction, MVE would balance their use of excavated and fill
AlB-18 saleable minerals analysis is not materials within the siting corridors, following approval of their ROW application.
(materials such as needed to determine  The project would not preclude the extraction of saleable materials outside of the siting corridors.
gravel and rock significance. Applications for saleable minerals on BLM public lands would be evaluated when requests are received.
quarries, for example)
available from BLM
public lands in and
around the project?
Mineral Would construction of Not present in the The BLM reviewed existing data sources and determined that there are no known leasable minerals located
resources the project limit or analysis area. in the siting corridors.
AIB-19 restrict access to

leasable minerals in
and around the
project?
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Issue Number

Preliminary Issue

Why AIB?

Supporting Rationale

Noise How would noise Impact context is so There is no local noise ordinance that applies to the siting corridors. BLM (2005a) states that “Proponents of
AIB-20 generated by the low that detailed a wind energy development project shall take measurements to assess the existing background noise levels
project affect schools analysis is not at a given site and compare them with the anticipated noise levels associated with the proposed project”
and other sensitive needed to determine  (BLM 2005a:5-27). MVE has prepared a noise technical report (SWCA 2022a) that satisfies programmatic
receptors? significance. suggestions and has been used to inform the EIS analysis for resources that have the potential to be
impacted by noise, including biological resources (greater sage-grouse leks and raptor nests), livestock,
human health (residences and schools), and cultural resources. Schools are addressed here; other sensitive
receptors and resources potentially affected by project noise are evaluated in detail in their respective EIS
sections and in Avian AlIB-2.
Potential noise impacts from construction activities would be temporary and intermittent because
construction would be transient and last approximately 3 to 5 weeks at any given location. The 1-hour Leq at
the closest residence would be 60.6 dBA during daytime hours (i.e., 7:00 a.m.—7:00 p.m.). The closest
identified school is located approximately 355 feet north of Idaho Highway 24 and approximately 7 miles
northwest of the closest turbine. Estimated noise levels for an hourly vehicle traffic level of 400 at a 355-foot
distance are 64.2 dBA Leq. The increase from existing conditions is estimated to be between 0.9 and 10.5
dBA at the closest school. Noise levels at this school from construction of project access roads would be
32.2 dBA. Because of the 7-mile distance between this school and the nearest turbine, project operation
noise would not affect the school (SWCA 2022a).
Paleo How would ground Mitigation would The potential for paleontological resources in igneous geologic units is very low. Approximately 98% of the
AlB-21 disturbance associated  reduce impacts siting corridors for all the action alternatives is mapped as basalt (46,966—82,971 acres, depending on the
with the project below significance. alternative); the likelihood for paleontological resources (including trace fossils) to occur within basalt is very
physically affect known low. (There are no known previously documented tree molds in the siting corridors, and their potential to
or unknown occur in basalt is very low.) The Paleontological Resources Treatment Plan (see Appendix Q in MVE [2022];
paleontological and applicant-committed measure 95) includes a measure on how to handle unanticipated significant fossil
resources in areas with discoveries during construction (applicant-committed measure 96).
mapped igneous Known paleontological localities in the siting corridors are limited to caves. Because project infrastructure
geology (basalt)? would avoid known caves and lava tubes within the mapped basalt, impacts to fossils in these areas would
not occur. MVE would conduct additional preconstruction geotechnical studies to avoid subsurface lava
tubes in the future with project infrastructure placement.
Based on MVE’s commitment to avoid caves and lava tubes, the low fossil-bearing potential of the affected
igneous geologic units, and the implementation of the Paleontological Resources Treatment Plan (MVE
[2022] Appendix Q), impacts to paleontological resources in areas with mapped igneous geology would be
effectively avoided, minimized, or mitigated.
Paleo How would concrete Not present in the Exposed or near-surface paleontological resource areas of current scientific interest are not known within the
AlB-22 foundations for turbines  analysis area. analysis area. However, if paleontological resources are present and unknown in areas with Quaternary-age

and other infrastructure
affect access for
scientific research to
unknown
paleontological
resources in areas with
Quaternary-age
mapped geology?

Impact context is so
low that detailed
analysis is not
needed to determine
significance.

mapped geology, they could be covered by concrete used for infrastructure foundations (starting with
construction) and remain inaccessible. The project would result in up to 18 acres of concrete foundations.
Foundations for aboveground infrastructure would be removed to a minimum of 3 feet below surrounding
grade; however, foundations deeper than 3 feet would remain in place, thus paleontological resources below
them would never be accessible again. However, 731 acres (98%) of these resources in the analysis area
would remain accessible.
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Issue Number Preliminary Issue

Why AIB?

Supporting Rationale

How would human
access throughout the
project affect the risk of
looting or vandalism of
known or unknown
paleontological
resources?

Paleo
AlIB-23

Mitigation would
reduce impacts

below significance.

It is possible the increased public access could increase the risk of illegal activities such as looting and
vandalism of paleontological resources in the project vicinity. Paleontological resources are known to occur
in caves and may occur in Quaternary-age deposits in the project vicinity. Public access would likely be
limited during construction and decommissioning because of heavy project traffic. New and improved project
roads could increase public access during operation and following reclamation.

The majority of the Quaternary-age deposits are covered by vegetation or standing water. Because of their
low likelihood of surface exposures, it is unlikely these resources would be affected by looting and
vandalism.

Regarding paleontological resources present in caves, no project actions would occur within 0.25 mile of
cave resources (additional project-specific measure z). Although human access would increase in the vicinity
of the project, improved access would not be provided to cave resources. The Paleontological Resources
Treatment Plan (see Appendix Q of MVE [2022]; applicant-committed measure 95) includes a measure that
project staff would be trained regarding unauthorized collection of paleontological resources from public land.
With the implementation of these measures, the risk of looting or vandalism of paleontological resources
would be effectively minimized or avoided.

Paleo
AlIB-24

How would ground
disturbance at material
source areas not yet
determined (associated
with project
decommissioning and
reclamation) physically
affect known or
unknown
paleontological
resources in areas with
Quaternary-age
mapped deposits?

Mitigation would
reduce impacts

below significance.

If these not-yet-determined material source areas are located on BLM public lands, a future evaluation would
be necessary to determine their potential to contain paleontological resources. If deemed necessary, a
monitoring and inadvertent discovery plan would be developed to reduce the likelihood these resources
would be destroyed.
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Issue Number

Preliminary Issue

Why AIB?

Supporting Rationale

Recreation How would the project Not present in the Per BLM (2005a), “impacts on recreational resources would be considered significant if they occurred in a
AIB-25 affect dispersed analysis area. high-density, concentrated, developed recreation site or facility, or include (1) noise impacts; (2) dust or air
recreatiop_al Impact context is so quality impacts; or (3) visual impacts, particularly if such impacts occurred in remote settings and
opportunities gr]q low that detailed landscapes” (BLM 2005a:5-89).
setting for activities analysis is not There are no designated recreation facilities or developed recreation sites, such as hiking trails or
such as driving for needed to determine  campgrounds, in the vicinity of the siting corridors. Although opportunities for dispersed recreation activities
pleasure, photography,  gjgnificance. such as driving for pleasure, photography, dispersed camping, horseback riding, hiking, wildlife viewing,
dispersed camping, photography, and winter recreation occur in the siting corridors, recreational use is low when compared to
horseback riding, other public lands in the region (e.g., Craters of the Moon National Monument and Preserve [CRMO]).
hiking, wildlife viewing, During construction (approximately 2 years) and decommissioning (approximately 2 years), project activities
photography, and may reduce opportunities for dispersed recreation. During operation (up to 30 years), project roads would
winter recreation? improve access to the area for dispersed recreational opportunities; however, some recreation users may
avoid the project vicinity during operation in favor of other less developed areas.
Impacts to hunting and trapping access and opportunities and off-highway vehicles (OHV) opportunities and
experiences are addressed in EIS Section 3.12 (Recreation); many of the impacts to access, opportunities,
and experiences discussed in Section 3.12 would apply to other dispersed recreation uses. Increased project
noise may impact wildlife as evaluated in detail in the wildlife and avian EIS sections (Sections 3.3 and 3.18).
Impacts to visual resources and air quality are discussed in Section 3.16 (Visual Resources) and Section 3.2
(Air Quality) of the EIS. Applicant-committed measures would be implemented to minimize noise (measures
86-93) and air emissions (measures 110-116) during construction (see Tables App4-2h and App4-2k in EIS
Appendix 4). Operational noise impacts (see SWCA [2022a]) would be under U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA)-recommended thresholds for residences but could still adversely affect the quality of
dispersed recreational experiences. During operation, increased ambient noise levels and visual changes to
the landscape may result in some recreation users avoiding the area during the life of the project (estimated
to be 34 years). Since dispersed recreation use is low and measures would be implemented to minimize or
avoid impacts to these types of recreation, impacts are expected to be low.
Recreation How would the project Impact context is so See supporting rationale provided in AIB-39. The project vicinity is currently open to public motorized access
AIB-26 impact public low that detailed year-round. Motorized use provides access for dispersed recreation and hunting areas. Construction

motorized access?

analysis is not
needed to determine
significance.

Mitigation would

reduce impacts
below significance.

(approximately 2 years) and decommissioning (approximately 2 years) activities would temporarily limit
motorized access in the siting corridors. During the 30-year operation, roads in the area would be open to
motorized use. The issued ROW would include a stipulation that requires MVE to maintain the roads and
accommodate public access of the road network. Existing routes would be improved, and there would be an
overall increase in the total miles of motorized routes available for motorized access; however, some
motorized recreation users (i.e., OHV users) may avoid the area in favor of areas with more primitive routes.
See AIB-52 and AIB-54 for additional information on project road maintenance and access.

Effects to public access for hunting, trapping, and OHV users are addressed in EIS Section 3.12
(Recreation); these effects would apply equally to all public users.
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Issue Number

Preliminary Issue

Why AIB?

Supporting Rationale

Recreation How would the project Not present in the There are no SRMAs in the vicinity of the project. The North Rim SRMA is located approximately 8 to 10
AIB-27 impact special analysis area. miles southwest of the project and is separated from the siting corridors by private lands. The Magic
recreation Reservoir SRMA is located farther from the area, approximately 17 miles to the northwest. These SRMAs
management areas are not typically accessed through the siting corridors. Effects to these SRMAs would be limited to visual
(SRMA) and the effects and are discussed in EIS Section 3.16 (Visual Resources).
recreational
opportunities for which
these areas were
established?
Recreation How would the Impact context is so In addition to their cultural, geological, and biological importance, caves in the project vicinity are also
AlB-28 project’s increased low that detailed recreational points of interest. No project actions would occur within 0.25 mile of cave resources (additional

motorized access
affect recreational uses
of cave resources?

analysis is not
needed to determine
significance.

Mitigation would
reduce impacts
below significance.

project-specific measure z). This would protect recreational uses associated with caves. As described above,
public motorized access to cave locations in the project vicinity may be restricted during construction (up to 2
years) and decommissioning (up to 2 years) but would increase during operation and reclamation via the
new and improved project roads.

Socioeconomics
AIB-29

How would the project
contribute to changes
or degradations to
resources that would
affect hunting
spending?

Impact context is so
low that detailed
analysis is not
needed to determine
significance.

Recreation activities that generate revenue in the vicinity of the project consist of hunting opportunities.
Hunting generates revenue through the purchase of Idaho Department of Fish and Game (IDFG) permits or
through the support of one local Burley Field Office outfitter business that operates in the analysis area.
Hunting would only be restricted during project construction and decommissioning (estimated to be 2 years
for each phase). When compared to the total area available for hunting in the region (approximately 836,675
acres open to public hunting within the two game management units [GMUs] [52A and 53] intersected by the
project), the extent of project-related impacts on hunting opportunities is not expected to result in measurable
changes to revenues for the local oultfitter, or in the number of hunting permits purchased. The area that the
outfitter would be restricted from during construction represents less than 1% of the total area covered by the
ouftfitter’s permit.

Soil and geology
AIB-30

Are earthquakes of
concern in the vicinity
of the project and if not,
why?

Impact context is so
low that detailed
analysis is not
needed to determine
significance.

Earthquake stability concerns are AIB due to the relatively thick basalt geologic units in the vicinity of the
project. No known earthquakes have occurred within 20 miles of the project vicinity. Earthquakes
occasionally occur north, near the Sawtooth Range, but faulting is relatively stable in the vicinity of the
project.

Soil and geology
AlIB-31

Is the surface geology
in the siting corridors
suitable for the
proposed project
infrastructure? Is
collapse/subsidence a
concern, and if not,
why?

Mitigation would
reduce impacts
below significance.

Project components would be sited based on preconstruction geotechnical studies and geologic hazards,
including avoiding areas with subsidence risk. The siting corridors are underlain by relatively thick basalt
geologic units, which are not prone to collapse or subsidence. MVE would complete the geotechnical study
after an alternative is selected and before construction. The study would inform project infrastructure
placement and allow for the avoidance of areas with risk of collapse or subsidence.

App3-11



Lava Ridge Wind Project Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Appendix 3. Issues Analyzed in Brief

Issue Number

Preliminary Issue

Why AIB?

Supporting Rationale

Soil and geology
AlIB-32

How would the project
affect hydric soils in the
siting corridors and
how many acres would
be affected?

Impact context is so
low that detailed
analysis is not
needed to determine
significance.

Mitigation would
reduce impacts
below significance.

There are 12,021 to 25,200 acres of hydric soils in the siting corridors depending on the action alternative;
1,215 (10%) to 2,722 (11%) acres of these soils may be impacted by project work areas or infrastructure
areas. Because the proportion of potentially affected areas would be low, this issue is AIB. MVE would
design the project to avoid wetlands and low areas, where hydric soils are present, to the extent practicable
(applicant-committed measure 120 and 124). In addition, a 100-foot no-ground-disturbance buffer would be
applied to all wetlands, streams, and riparian areas (applicant-committed measure 133). If disturbance to
wetlands cannot be avoided, MVE would prepare site-specific plans and measures to mitigate impacts.
These plans would be incorporated into MVE (2022) prior to issuance of a notice to proceed.

Soil and geology
AlB-33

How would the project
affect prime and unique
farmland or productive
sails in the vicinity of
the project and how
many acres would be
affected?

Impact context is so
low that detailed
analysis is not
needed to determine
significance.

Mitigation would
reduce impacts
below significance.

The Farmland Protection Policy Act stipulates that federal agencies minimize impacts on farmland. In Idaho,
the U.S. Department of Agriculture, the state, or local government resource agencies designate prime
farmland and farmland of statewide or local importance. This is generally land that has the best combination
of physical and chemical characteristics for producing food, feed, forage, fiber, and oilseed crops and is
available for these land uses.

There are 22,010 to 35,043 acres of prime farmland, if irrigated, or farmland of statewide importance, if
irrigated, in the siting corridors (depending on the action alternative) (Natural Resources Conservation
Service 2020). Approximately 1,722 to 2,800 acres (7%—8%) of these soils would be disturbed for project
work areas (i.e., would receive interim reclamation before decommissioning) and roughly 522 to 985 acres
(2%—3%) would be disturbed for infrastructure (i.e., throughout the life of the project). Because the proportion
of potentially affected areas would be low, this issue was not retained for detailed analysis. If it is not
possible for MVE to design the project to completely avoid these areas, MVE would minimize or mitigate
impacts to prime farmland and farmland of statewide importance as determined by the BLM.

Soil and geology
AIB-34

How would project
activities impact wind
and water erosion and
deposition?

Mitigation would
reduce impacts
below significance.

Wind erosion and deposition are described in AIB-61 (Would the project lead to increased dust and thus
potential for impacts to the surface water quality?)

Water erosion and deposition are described in AIB-60 (How would the project affect surface water quality
through stormwater runoff or disruption of soils and sediments?).

The BLM would require that all applicant-committed measures are implemented throughout the life of the
project (additional measure a).

Soil and geology
AIB-35

Could project
construction increase
the potential for
landslides in the project
vicinity?

Impact context is so
low that detailed
analysis is not
needed to determine
significance.

Mitigation would
reduce impacts
below significance.

With thick basalt and shallow topsaoil, the potential for landslides in the analysis area is low; however, one
landslide (of debris material) has occurred in the siting corridors for Alternatives B, C, and E (Adams and
Breckenridge 1991). Approximately 4% of the siting corridors is on unstable soils or steep slopes (Natural
Resources Conservation Service 2020). MVE designed the project to avoid areas with steep or unstable
slopes, where practical (applicant-committed measure 126), and would avoid blasting in areas with potential
for landslides or rockslides (applicant-committed measure 87). Unstable slopes and local factors that can
induce slope instability would be identified (applicant-committed measure 131). Excavations would be
performed in a manner that would minimize slopes where practical. Special construction techniques would
be used where necessary in areas of steep slopes, erodible soil, and stream channel crossings. Therefore,
no additional analysis is needed.

App3-12



Lava Ridge Wind Project Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Appendix 3. Issues Analyzed in Brief

Issue Number

Preliminary Issue

Why AIB?

Supporting Rationale

Transportation How would the Impact context is so Operation traffic would primarily consist of passenger vehicles or light duty trucks for personnel accessing
AIB-36 project’s operation low that detailed the site for routine operation and maintenance. Approximately two heavy haul vehicles would be required for
traffic impact the analysis is not crane deliveries per year. Primary public roads that would be used to access the project site include
condition and needed to determine  Interstate 84, U.S. Highway 93, Idaho Highway 24, and Idaho Highway 25. Total operations traffic is
maintenance of major significance. expected to average 26 to 38 trips per day (depending on the action alternative) and range from 26 to 134
public roads? trips per day. This level of traffic is not expected to cause deterioration of public roadways. Project access
roads would be maintained by MVE throughout the life of the project.
Transportation How would the Mitigation would MVE would be required to obtain permits from the appropriate state and local jurisdictions for transportation
AlB-37 weight/load reduce impacts of oversized and heavy loads. Through these permitting authorities, MVE would be required to follow all
characteristics of below significance. requirements for traffic control and other traffic and safety BMPs, as required by the permitting agencies.
project truck traffic MVE would coordinate with the Idaho Transportation Department and the local highway districts regarding
impact the existing the need for repairs to roadways following project construction. If any impacts occur to existing major public
major public roads? roads, MVE would be required to address those impacts. These requirements would be disclosed as part of
MVE'’s Road Design, Traffic, and Transportation Plan (Appendix J of MVE [2022]).
Transportation How would project road Impact contextisso  The issued ROW would include a stipulation that requires MVE to maintain the roads and permit public
AlB-38 use on BLM lands low that detailed access of the road network. The BLM does not currently provide for winter maintenance of the road network;
affect maintenance of analysis is not however, MVE may conduct winter maintenance as part of its maintenance program. Per MVE'’s Road
the roads, including needed to determine  Design, Traffic, and Transportation Plan (Appendix J of MVE [2022]), project access roads would need to
winter maintenance? significance. provide all-weather access and would require periodic maintenance throughout the life of the project. Certain
natural events, such as winter storms and major rainfall events, may require immediate access road
maintenance. Typical maintenance activities include monitoring, blading, surface replacement, dust
abatement, spot repairs, slide removal, ditch cleaning, culvert cleaning, litter cleanup, weed control, and
snow removal. Key maintenance considerations would include regular inspections, reduction of ruts and
holes, maintenance of crowns and outslopes to keep water off the road, replacement of surfacing materials,
clearing of sediment blocking ditches and culverts, and weed control. Roads negatively affected by
construction would be returned to preconstruction condition (applicant-committed measure 34). All existing
public roads that are used or improved by MVE during the course of construction would be left in a condition
that is as good as or better than their condition when the construction period begins (applicant-committed
measure 39). MVE engineers would develop snow removal guidelines for winter road maintenance that
would avoid impacts to drainage features, wetlands, and water quality (additional project-specific measure
yy). The guidelines would include measures to maintain road drainage, protect the road surface, and dispose
of snow in areas away from drainages and wetlands.
Transportation How would Impact contextis so  As stated in MVE’s Road Design, Traffic, and Transportation Plan (Appendix J of MVE [2022]), given the
AIB-39 construction equipment  low that detailed proximity of the UPRR rail line to the siting corridors, efficiencies in turbine component delivery could be

or material delivery via
the Union Pacific
Railroad (UPRR) rail
lines impact rail traffic
and rail conditions?

analysis is not
needed to determine
significance.

realized by transporting these parts to the project by rail. A number of existing sidings in the project vicinity
are being explored for use as intermodal yards where components delivered by rail are transferred to semi-
trailers to complete the delivery to a construction staging yard or individual work area. The locations in
consideration for potential intermodal yards are located on private land in the vicinity of Shoshone and
Minidoka, Idaho. If rail delivery is used, it would be coordinated and permitted through UPRR. Effects to the
UPRR rail operation are not anticipated.
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Issue Number

Preliminary Issue

Why AIB?

Supporting Rationale

Vegetation
AIB-40

Would project ground
disturbance cause the
introduction and spread
of weeds and other
invasive plant species?

How would the
introduction of weeds
and invasive species
affect revegetation
success?

Mitigation would
reduce impacts

below significance.

Analyzed in other
NEPA documents.

Project traffic and ground disturbance could increase vectors for invasive species introduction and spread in
the siting corridors. The presence of weeds and invasive species may decrease reclamation success by out-
competing planted species within revegetated areas. Applicant-committed measures (Table App4-2 in EIS
Appendix 4) to prevent the introduction or spread of weeds and nonnative species (measures 97—-105),
including implementation of a Weed Management Plan (Appendix R of [MVE] 2022), would minimize the
likelihood of introduction and spread of nonnative species. These measures include the use of weed-free
seed mixes and mulch, cleaning of vehicles and machinery, and the use of a BLM-approved herbicide plan.
MVE would restore ground-disturbance areas using native seed mixes that incorporate pollinator plant
species (applicant-committed measure 99). Interim reclamation would be irrigated if necessary for
establishing seedlings more quickly. Mulching techniques would be used to expedite reclamation and to
protect soils (required mitigation measure Q). Reclamation areas would be monitored until the success
criteria is met or up to 5 years following the initial reclamation activities (applicant-committed measure 164).
All mitigation measures are detailed in EIS Appendix 4.

To further reduce impacts, the BLM would require additional measures to reduce the likelihood of
introduction and spread of nonnative species. Additional measure a would require MVE to implement all
applicant-committed measures (Table App4-2 in EIS Appendix 4) regardless of the project phase (i.e.,
construction, operation, or decommissioning) if those measures would reduce impacts to resources.
Additional measure qq would require that equipment, machinery, and vehicles would be inspected prior to
entry onto BLM public land. Under measure rr, MVE would be responsible for controlling of weeds and
nonnative invasive plants that result from construction, use, or maintenance authorized in their ROW grant.
MVE must coordinate with the BLM Authorized Officer and/or local authorities for acceptable weed control
measures (within limits imposed in the grant stipulations) prior to implementing weed treatments.
Restoration in accordance with the Reclamation Plan (see Appendix E of MVE [2022]) would reduce the
amount of disturbed habitat at any one time by completing interim reclamation in work areas, which would
reduce the potential for the introduction of noxious or invasive weeds. With these measures in place, the
potential for the project to introduce or spread weeds and invasive plants would be low and, therefore the
potential influence of these species on revegetation would also be low. This issue is also evaluated in detail
in BLM (2005a:5-38-5-77) and does not need to be reanalyzed.

Vegetation
AlIB-41

How would project
ground disturbance
affect vegetation
cover?

Mitigation would
reduce impacts

below significance.

Analyzed in other
NEPA documents.

The project would disturb 10% to 11% of the siting corridors (depending on the alternative), which would be
reclaimed and revegetated following construction and again following decommissioning (applicant-
committed measure 164). This is the approximate level of impacts that was analyzed in BLM (2005a:5-38)
(i.e., ground disturbance would be 10% or less of the project area), and thus does not need to be
reanalyzed.

Vegetation removal would be minimized to the extent possible (applicant-committed measures 1, 4, 109).
Work areas would receive interim reclamation to be revegetated and stabilized in accordance with the
project’s Reclamation Plan (Appendix E of MVE [2022]). Work areas and infrastructure areas would be
reclaimed after decommissioning. MVE would work with the BLM to avoid, minimize, and/or mitigate for
impacts to environmentally sensitive areas to the greatest extent feasible (applicant-committed measure 3).
Reclamation areas would be monitored until the success criteria is met or up to 5 years following the initial
reclamation activities.
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Issue Number Preliminary Issue Why AIB? Supporting Rationale
Vegetation How would the project Not present in the BLM (2005a) states that construction (BLM 2005a:5-49), operation (BLM 2005a:5-75 and 5-77), and
B affect threatened and analysis area. decommissioning (BLM 2005a:5-77) of wind projects could affect threatened and endangered plant species
AlB-42
endangered plant Mitigation would due to habitat loss, the introduction of invasive species, direct injury/mortality, erosion and runoff, fugitive
species? reduce impacts dust, and/or exposure to contaminants. The regulatory requirements of the Endangered Species Act (ESA)
below significance. stipulate that surveys, avoidance, and mitigation measures must be implemented prior to project

construction to avoid impacts to threatened and endangered plant species. This issue is AIB because no
threatened and endangered plant species have been identified or are known to occur in the siting corridors,
and MVE would implement appropriate measures to avoid impacts if threatened and endangered plant
occurrences are identified during preconstruction surveys (applicant-committed measures 106 and 107).
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Issue Number Preliminary Issue Why AIB? Supporting Rationale

Vegetation How would vegetation Impact context is so The presence of turbines could impact vegetation phenology because of changes in ground-level

AlB-43 phenology, and low that detailed temperatures and humidity levels due to air mixing and turbulence from the turbines (Roy et al. 2004). Up to
subsequently analysis is not 400 turbines may be constructed in the analysis area under Alternative B.
pollinators and plant needed to determine  gisting literature indicates that ground-level temperature impacts from turbine operation range from
reproductive success, significance. decreased production or abundance of vegetation to increased abundance and cover of vegetation. Most
be affected by changes published studies regarding impacts of wind farms on land surface temperatures only deal with the effects
to ground-level on localized climatic conditions. These studies largely find that wind farms raise ambient temperatures at
temperatures from night and lower air temperatures during the day due to air mixing caused by turbulence from the turbines;

turbine operation? the studies do not discuss impacts on vegetation phenology (Roy et al. 2004; Tang et al. 2017; Xu et al.

2019). A study from the Gobi Desert in China, which included actual field sampling of vegetation, showed
increased vegetation growth surrounding wind turbines, including plants in better physiological state and
increased plant density (Xu et al. 2019). This study showed that the impacts on vegetation may be present
out to 295 feet (90 meters) from the wind turbine location (Xu et al. 2019). Another study from China used
remote sensing data and concluded that vegetation growth within 1.9 miles (3 kilometers) of wind turbines
was decreased compared to vegetation 1.9 to 5.6 miles (3-9 kilometers) from turbines, possibly due to
decreased soil moisture downwind of turbines (Tang et al. 2017). Additionally, a study of wind farms in
Indiana found that wind turbines both warm and dry the air as the air passes through a wind farm, which
could prevent frost formation, potentially creating a longer growing season for vegetation in the vicinity
(Henschen et al. 2011).

Though temperature is widely considered to be the dominant factor controlling spring phenology in
temperate ecosystems (Keenan et al. 2019) and can affect the green-up period and blooming time of plants
(Zohner 2019), there are no studies that have directly examined the effects to vegetation phenology from
temporary, localized changes in surface air temperature caused by wind turbines. The response of
vegetation to other sources of warming (such as climate change and urban heat islands) cannot be
generalized because there are large differences apparent between species, locations, and populations;
because the response to temperature changes is affected by other factors such as photoperiod, humidity,
dormancy requirements, and the timing of warming; and because there are other confounding variables that
independently affect vegetation phenology such as changes in precipitation regimes and the relative
concentrations of atmospheric gases (Cleland et al. 2007; Keenan et al. 2019; Zohner 2019). Therefore,
predicting how vegetation phenology in the analysis area would respond to changes in ground-level
temperatures from turbine operations has much uncertainty.

If the results from Xu et al. (2019) from the Gobi Desert are extrapolated, the project could impact the
phenology of the surrounding vegetation, likely in the form of warmer temperatures in the winter and
potentially a longer growing season; however, these impacts would occur in a small proportion of the
analysis area (i.e., areas within 295 feet of the turbine locations). If the maximum number of turbines is
constructed, approximately 2,511 acres (3%) of the analysis area could experience impacts to vegetation
phenology under Alternative B. This estimate is based on the maximum area impacted in one study (Xu et
al. 2019) and may vary depending on wind speed and vegetation type. Impacts would be lower for the other
action alternatives since there would be fewer turbines: 2,373 acres for Alternative C, 1,758 acres for
Alternative D, and 1,689 acres for Alternative E. Because data regarding the response of vegetation to wind
facilities show varied outcomes (increased growth in one study and decreased growth in another, the effects
of the Lava Ridge Wind Project are likely to be variable and site-specific.

Because 7.2 acres around each turbine would be disturbed during construction and decommissioning,
vegetation that may be affected by warmer temperatures would already be disturbed and is accounted for in
calculations of impacts to native upland plant communities (see EIS Section 3.15.2).
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Issue Number

Preliminary Issue

Why AIB?

Supporting Rationale

Waste How would hazardous Mitigation would MVE would develop and implement a hazardous materials management plan and a waste management plan

AlB-44 materials and wastes reduce impacts as part of the Health and Safety Plan (Appendix F of (MVE [2022]) (applicant-committed measures 67, 68,
generated by the below significance. and 78). These plans would address storage, use, transportation, and disposal protocols and BMPs, as well
project be managed? as inspection and training protocols and emergency response procedures for hazardous materials and
Would they exceed wastes (applicant-committed measures 69, 70, and 72-77). These plans would evaluate existing capacities
capacities of approved and include MVE’s commitment to work with Lincoln, Jerome, and Minidoka Counties and the State of I[daho
disposal facilities? to identify disposal facilities, if additional capacities are deemed necessary in the future.

Waste How would solid Mitigation would MVE would develop and implement a waste management plan as part of the Health and Safety Plan

AlB-45 wastes generated by reduce impacts (Appendix F of (MVE [2022]) that would address storage, use, transportation, and disposal protocols

the project (packaging
materials and
employee-generated
wastes) be managed?
Would they exceed
capacities of approved
disposal facilities?

below significance.

(applicant-committed measure 78). These plans would evaluate existing capacities and include MVE'’s
commitment to work with Lincoln, Jerome, and Minidoka Counties and the State of Idaho to identify disposal
facilities, if additional capacities are deemed necessary in the future. MVE has confirmed that one regional
landfill has ample capacity and lifespan to accept solid waste from the project during all project phases.

Wetlands and
waters

AIB-46

How would inadvertent
spills or leaks from the
storage or application
of herbicides or the use
or production of
hazardous materials
and wastes during
construction and
operation affect surface
water or groundwater
quality?

Mitigation would
reduce impacts

below significance.

MVE would develop and implement a hazardous materials management plan and a waste management plan
as part of the Health and Safety Plan (Appendix F of (MVE [2022]) and a Spill Prevention, Control, and
Countermeasures Plan (Appendix G of (MVE [2022]) to minimize and avoid the potential risk of surface and
groundwater contamination from inadvertent spills and leaks (applicant-committed measures 67, 68, and 76).
These plans would address storage, use, transportation, and disposal protocols, as well as inspection and
training protocols and emergency response procedures (applicant-committed measures 69 and 70 and 72—
77). Secondary containment shall be provided for all on-site hazardous materials and waste storage,
including fuel (applicant-committed measure 71). With these plans and prevention measures in place, the
risk of potential impacts to surface and groundwater quality from inadvertent leaks or spills would be low.

MVE would comply with the applicable federal and state laws and regulations concerning the use of
herbicides and other similar substances in all activities/operations (applicant-committed measure 98). Prior
to the use of herbicides, MVE would obtain from the BLM a written approval of a plan showing the type and
quantity of material to be used, pest(s) to be controlled, method of application, location of storage and
disposal of containers, and any other information deemed necessary. Herbicides would not be permanently
stored on public lands, and applicator(s) would hold a current applicator’s license or be under the direct
supervision of a licensed applicator. MVE would provide an annual report to the BLM to report type and
quantities of herbicides applied to public lands. The BLM would require that standard operating procedures
from Appendix B of BLM (2007) and Appendix A of BLM (2016), as amended, would be followed to ensure
that risks to human health and the environment from herbicide treatment actions would be kept to a minimum
(BLM-required measure Z).
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Issue Number

Preliminary Issue

Why AIB?

Supporting Rationale

Wetlands and
waters

AlB-47

How would the project
affect surface water
quality through
stormwater runoff or
disruption of soils and
sediments?

Mitigation would
reduce impacts

below significance.

MVE would develop a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (Appendix D of MVE [2022]) for the site to
ensure compliance with applicable regulations, and the potential for off-site migration of contaminated
stormwater or increased soil erosion would be minimized (applicant-committed measure 117). The
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan would provide temporary and permanent sediment and erosion control
designs and would identify practices to control erosion and sediment and treat and monitor stormwater (if
necessary). MVE’s applicant-committed measures to help control erosion during construction (measures
117-132) (see EIS Appendix 4) would avoid or minimize sedimentation and stormwater runoff from the
project. Erosion controls that comply with county, state, and federal standards would be applied. Where
practical, access roads would be designed so that changes to surface water runoff are avoided and erosion
is not initiated. Access roads would be designed to be located away from drainage bottoms and avoid
wetlands, if practical. If drainage bottoms and wetlands cannot be avoided, appropriate design features
would be used to reduce erosion and sedimentation. Additional project-specific measure a would require that
all MVE’s stormwater and erosion measures be implemented throughout the life of the project. With these
measures in place, surface water would not likely be affected by stormwater runoff or sedimentation.

Wetlands and
waters

AlIB-48

Would the project lead
to increased dust and
thus potential for
impacts to the surface
water quality?

Mitigation would
reduce impacts

below significance.

New project roads and traffic could generate dust; dust is likely to settle in close proximity to where it is
generated, and thus could affect surface water where roads cross drainages or where roads are immediately
upstream or upwind of a drainage. Dust abatement measures would be implemented before and during any
surface clearing, excavation, or blasting activities and would be used for all unpaved, unvegetated surfaces.
MVE would develop a Dust and Emissions Control Plan (applicant-committed measure 110 and Appendix O
of MVE [2022]). Roads would be watered at intervals sufficient to control dust (applicant-committed measure
111). Roads that would be subject to frequent use or particularly susceptible to dust erosion may be
improved through the application of gravel or aggregate mixtures, or may be treated with a palliatives
(applicant-committed measure 112).

MVE would implement a 25-mph speed limit for project vehicles on non-public project roads during all
phases to minimize impacts related to fugitive dust (applicant-committed measure 33). The BLM would
require MVE to implement dust control measures during all project phases (additional measure a) and would
require additional dust control measures (additional measures c—i), such as covering loads and stockpiles,
minimizing drop heights when moving soil, and adaptively managing so that off-site transport of visible dust
plumes is eliminated. In addition, blasting would be avoided on days when wind speed exceeds 25 mph.
With these measures in place, the likelihood of impacts to water quality from fugitive dust generated by
vehicle use is low.

Wetlands and
waters

AlIB-49

Would groundwater be
contaminated from
wind turbine generator
foundation construction
(e.g., excavation and
blasting impacts to
surface and
groundwater)?

Mitigation would
reduce impacts

below significance.

MVE would gain a clear understanding of the local hydrogeology as determined by Idaho Department of
Water Resources (additional project-specific measure bbb). Areas of groundwater discharge and recharge
and their potential relationships with surface waterbodies shall be identified prior to blasting and excavating.
If construction activities near aquifer recharge areas cannot be avoided, they would be closely monitored to
reduce the potential for contamination of said aquifer. The project would be designed to avoid creating
hydrologic conduits between two aquifers during foundation excavation and other activities (applicant-
committed measure 123). These measures are expected to prevent contamination of groundwater from
excavation or blasting.

Wetlands and
waters

AIB-50

How will the project
impact floodplain
function?

Not present in the
analysis area.

There are no mapped floodplains in the siting corridors (Federal Emergency Management Agency 2020).
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Issue Number

Preliminary Issue

Why AIB?

Supporting Rationale

Wetlands and
waters

AIB-51

Would the project
impact surface water
volumes due either to
withdrawals or to an
increase of non-
permeable surfaces?

Impact context is so
low that detailed
analysis is not
needed to determine
significance.

The project would result in 9.5 to 13.5 acres of non-permeable surfaces (concrete surfaces or building roofs),
depending on the action alternative. This would be less than 0.1% of the siting corridors and even less of the
individual watersheds in which the non-permeable surfaces would be constructed. Therefore, because the
additional volume of runoff from these surfaces would be small, and applicant-committed measures 125 and
127 (see EIS Appendix 4) would further minimize changes to surface water runoff and maintain water
conveyance flows, the effects would be small enough to be discountable.

The project would not use surface water during any phase; therefore, there would not be impacts to surface
water quantity.

Wetlands and
waters

AIB-52

How would project
construction and
operation affect
riparian habitats?

Impact context is so
low that detailed
analysis is not
needed to determine
significance.

Less than 0.5% of the siting corridors for all the action alternatives is riparian habitats (U.S. Geological
Survey and U.S. Department of Agriculture 2013). MVE would avoid riparian areas to the extent practical;
however, full avoidance may not be practical (applicant-committed measures 133 and 136). If disturbance in
such areas cannot be avoided, MVE would prepare site-specific plans and measures to mitigate impacts.
These plans would be incorporated into MVE (2022) and submitted for approval by the BLM prior to issuance
of a notice to proceed. Because MVE would avoid or mitigate for riparian habitats where practical, this issue
was not retained for detailed analysis.

The extent of riparian habitats in and near the siting corridors and potential effects to species that use those
habitats are analyzed in detail in EIS Section 3.18.3 (Amphibians), Section 3.11.3 (Monarch Butterfly), and
Section 3.3.3 (Avian Populations). The extent of and effects to wetlands and open water are analyzed in
detail in Section 3.17 (Water and Wetland Resources).

Wilderness
AIB-53

How would project
construction and
operation affect
wilderness areas?

Not present in the
analysis area.

Impact context is so
low that detailed
analysis is not
needed to determine
significance.

The nearest wilderness area to the turbine siting corridors is the Craters of the Moon Wilderness Area,
located 28 miles northeast.

As described in EIS Section 3.16 (Visual Resources), a 30-mile buffer of the siting corridors was used to
analyze potential visual impacts based on the project components, the existing landscape characteristics,
and visibility of project elements; this area is where potential visual effects from the project may be discerned
by the casual observer. The Craters of the Moon Wilderness Area is almost entirely outside the 30-mile
buffer of the siting corridors; therefore, project components are not likely to be visible at this distance. In
addition, the analysis presented in EIS Section 3.16 (Visual Resources) concludes that there would be no
overall change to the scenic quality rating for the background zone (20-30 miles from siting corridors).
Section 3.16.2 also evaluates potential impacts to CRMO dark night skies from aviation safety lighting the
turbines would have.

The Air Quality Technical Report for the Lava Ridge Wind Project analyzed potential plume visibility in the
national monument portion of CRMO (which overlaps the wilderness area) to determine if project-related
emissions would cause any visibility impairment (SWCA 2022b). Results of the analysis found that project
construction would not cause a visible plume that would cause any visibility impairment inside CRMO.

The Noise Technical Report for the Lava Ridge Wind Project modelled noise levels during construction and
operation of the project (SWCA 2022a). Based on noise modeling results, construction noise would not be

perceptible approximately 6.8 miles or greater from the siting corridors, and operational noise would not be
perceptible approximately 2.2 miles or greater from the siting corridors. Therefore, the Craters of the Moon
Wilderness Area would not be affected by project-related noise.

Given the distance of the Craters of the Moon Wilderness Area to the siting corridors, the project would not
be visually or audibly perceptible from within the wilderness area; therefore, the project would have no effect
on the Craters of the Moon Wilderness Area.
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Issue Number Preliminary Issue Why AIB? Supporting Rationale

Wildlife How would changes in Analyzed in other BLM (2005a) identifies and discloses the potential for increased public access to cause an increase in legal

AIB-54 hunter access via new NEPA documents. and illegal take of wildlife (including big game) during operation of a wind energy facility, which may
or improved roads temporarily reduce the abundance or distribution of some wildlife species (BLM 2005a:5-53-5-54). Although
affect big game it is assumed that illegal take would increase as a result of improved access, the magnitude of this effect
populations? cannot be reasonably estimated. A detailed discussion of the project’s effects on recreation and hunting

access is provided in Section 3.12 (Recreation) of the EIS. As described in this section, the project would
increase the mileage of existing roads in the siting corridors (within GMUs 52A and 53) by up to 121%,
which would improve public (and hunter) access within these GMUs during operation. Though this would
increase hunter access in the analysis area, it is unlikely to lead to changes in overall take of big game
species. It is more likely that the increased disturbance associated with road construction, improvement, and
use would lead to a long-term shift in the distribution of big game species within the analysis area. Impacts
to big game species population distribution are described in detail in Section 3.18 (Wildlife) of the EIS.
Effects to big game populations directly related to increased hunter access would be the same as disclosed
in BLM (2005a).

Wildlife How would the project Not present in the Suitable in-stream fish habitat is not present in the siting corridors. MVE would implement a Stormwater
AIB-55 affect fish species and analysis area. Pollution Prevention Plan (Appendix D of MVE [2022]) and a Spill Prevention, Control, and
associated in-stream Mitigation would Countermeasures Plan (Appendix G of MVE [2022]) to minimize the risk of downstream effects to fish-
habitat? reduce impacts bearing waterways outside the siting corridors (applicant-committed measures 117 and 76). Access roads
below significance. would be designed to minimize stream crossings where feasible and be located away from drainage

bottoms and avoid wetlands, if practical (applicant-committed measures 121, 129, and 133). If drainage
bottoms and wetlands cannot be avoided, appropriate design features would be used to reduce erosion and
sedimentation (applicant-committed measure 124). Riparian areas would be avoided to the extent practical
(applicant-committed measure 136). Therefore, the action alternatives are unlikely to have a detectable
impact on fish species or in-stream habitat.
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Issue Number

Preliminary Issue

Why AIB?

Supporting Rationale

Wildlife
AlB-56

How would the
potential introduction or
spread of nonnative
plant species affect the
quality of existing
wildlife habitat?

Mitigation would
reduce impacts

below significance.

Analyzed in other
NEPA documents.

As described in BLM (2005a), the construction of a wind energy facility may introduce invasive nonnative
vegetation in disturbed areas, which could result in long-term impacts to native plant communities that
reduce the quality of habitat for wildlife (BLM 2005a:5-43). During operation, increased access for OHVs
and dispersed recreation may lead to further spread of invasive vegetation and a commensurate reduction
in habitat quality for wildlife (BLM 2005a:5-69). Site-specific effects to native vegetation are addressed in
Section 3.15 (Vegetation) of the EIS. Applicant-committed measures (Table App4-2 in EIS Appendix 4) to
prevent the introduction or spread of weeds and nonnative species (measures 97—105), including
implementation of a Weed Management Plan (Appendix R of MVE [2022]), would minimize the likelihood of
introduction and spread of nonnative species. These measures include the use of weed-free seed mixes
and mulch, cleaning of vehicles and machinery, and the use of a BLM-approved herbicide plan. MVE would
restore ground-disturbance areas using native seed mixes that incorporate pollinator plant species
(applicant-committed measure 99). Interim reclamation would be irrigated if necessary for establishing
seedlings more quickly. Mulching techniques would be used to expedite reclamation and to protect soils
(required mitigation measure Q). Reclamation areas would be monitored until the success criteria is met or
up to 5 years following the initial reclamation activities (applicant-committed measure 164). All mitigation
measures are detailed in EIS Appendix 4.

To further reduce impacts, the BLM would require additional measures to reduce the likelihood of
introduction and spread of nonnative species. Additional measure a would require MVE to implement all
applicant-committed measures (Table App4-2 in EIS Appendix 4) regardless of the project phase (i.e.,
construction, operation, or decommissioning) if those measures would reduce impacts to resources.
Additional measure qq would require that equipment, machinery, and vehicles would be inspected prior to
entry onto BLM public land. Under measure rr, MVE would be responsible for controlling of weeds and
nonnative invasive plants that result from construction, use, or maintenance authorized in their ROW grant.
MVE must coordinate with the BLM Authorized Officer and/or local authorities for acceptable weed control
measures (within limits imposed in the grant stipulations) prior to implementing weed treatments.
Restoration in accordance with the Reclamation Plan (see Appendix E of MVE [2022]) would reduce the
amount of disturbed habitat at any one time by completing interim reclamation in work areas, which would
reduce the potential for the introduction of invasive weeds. With these measures in place, the potential for
the project to introduce or spread weeds and invasive plants would be low; therefore, the potential of these
species to degrade wildlife habitats would also be low. This issue is also evaluated in detail in BLM
(2005a:5-38-77) and does not need to be reanalyzed.
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Issue Number

Preliminary Issue

Why AIB?

Supporting Rationale

Wildlife
AIB-57

How would herbicide
use impact wildlife?

Mitigation would
reduce impacts
below significance.

Analyzed in other
NEPA documents.

MVE’s Weed Management Plan (Appendix R of MVE [2022]) would provide herbicide management
techniques (applicant-committed measure 97). MVE would comply with the applicable federal and state laws
and regulations concerning the use of herbicides and other similar substances in all activities/operations,
including the standard operating procedures described in the 2007 and 2017 BLM vegetation treatments
using herbicides programmatic EISs (BLM 2007, 2016) (applicant-committed measure 98 and BLM-required
measure Z). Prior to the use of herbicides, MVE would obtain from the BLM a written approval of a plan
showing the type and quantity of material to be used, pest(s) to be controlled, method of application,
location of storage and disposal of containers, and any other information deemed necessary. Herbicides
would not be permanently stored on public lands, and applicator(s) would hold a current applicator’s license
or be under the direct supervision of a licensed applicator. MVE would provide an annual report to the BLM
to report type and quantities of herbicides applied to public lands. As described in BLM (2005a), with the
implementation of proper spill control procedures (applicant-committed measures 67-77), exposure to
contaminants such as herbicides may impact individuals, but exposures large enough to result in
population-level effects are not expected under normal facility operations (BLM 2005a:5-68-5-69). Thus,
with the implementation of applicant-committed measures and BLM-required measures, the effects of
herbicide use on wildlife would be minimal and would be unlikely to result in population-level effects for
wildlife in the analysis area.

Wildlife
AIB-58

Would dust from
project roads affect
vegetation, wildlife, and
invertebrates?

Mitigation would
reduce impacts
below significance.

Analyzed in other
NEPA documents.

BLM (2005a) discloses the potential effects of fugitive dust on vegetation and wildlife (BLM 2005a:5-40-5-
44), which include injury and mortality of vegetation and respiratory effects to wildlife. The analysis
concludes that any effects from fugitive dust would be confined to the immediate vicinity of the wind energy
facility. MVE would implement dust abatement measures during construction (see Table 4-2k in EIS
Appendix 4 and the Dust and Emissions Control Plan [Appendix O of MVE [2022]) and a 25-mph speed limit
for project vehicles on non-public project roads during all phases to minimize impacts related to fugitive dust
(see Section 3.2 [Air Quality]). The BLM would require MVE to implement its dust control measures during
all project phases (additional measure a) and would require additional dust control measures (additional
measures c—i) to further minimize impacts related to fugitive dust. With these measures in place, the risk for
direct mortality or injury to vegetation and wildlife (including invertebrates) from fugitive dust generated by
vehicle use would be the same as disclosed in BLM (2005a).

Wildlife
AIB-59

How would project
infrastructure and
equipment increase the
risk of predation to
wildlife by perching
avian species? How
would the project affect
predator populations in
the analysis area? How
would the presence of
new infrastructure
increase predator
access corridors and
increase predation on
general wildlife?

Mitigation would
reduce impacts
below significance.

Impact context is so
low that detailed
analysis is not
needed to determine
significance.

As analyzed in BLM (2005a:2-13), MVE would be required (as per the Idaho and Southern Montana Greater
Sage-Grouse Approved Resource Management Plan Amendment [BLM 2015]) to design project facilities to
discourage perching or nesting by birds, including birds of prey (applicant-committed measure 143 and
BLM-required measure K). In addition, if postconstruction monitoring indicates the need for adaptive
management to address impacts to wildlife or birds, the addition of or modification to anti-perching and anti-
nesting devices on project facilities would be considered (applicant-committed measures 150 and 157).
MVE would bury collector lines where practicable (applicant-committed measure 29), which would also
reduce options for perching predators. In consideration of these requirements, the risk for increased
predation of wildlife by avian predators would be the same as those disclosed in BLM (2005a). Impacts on
predator populations would be similar to those described for general wildlife in AIB-10.

Project siting corridors are largely located along or in the vicinity of existing roads, and the landscape
consists of relatively open sagebrush that otherwise would not present a movement barrier for predator
species. Therefore, the presence of project facilities on the landscape would not increase access for
predators.
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Preliminary Issue

Why AIB?

Supporting Rationale

Wildlife
AlB-60

How would the project
affect wildlife habitat
and territory use?

Analyzed in other
NEPA documents.

BLM (2005a) discloses effects to foraging resources and territory use for wildlife species resulting from the
construction and operation of a wind energy facility (BLM 2005a:5-35-5-85), which include the long-term
loss of habitat within turbine, building, and access road footprints, and a long-term decrease in habitat
quality within utility and transmission line corridors. Wildlife may also be displaced from suitable habitat due
to noise and increased human presence. A detailed discussion of effects to big game habitat and territory
use is provided in Section 3.18.2 (Big Game Habitats and Populations) and effects to the movement of
general wildlife species are discussed in Section 3.18.1 (Wildlife Movement). Any additional project-specific
disclosure of effects to foraging habitat and/or migratory and territory use for general wildlife would not
exceed the level of effects included in BLM (2005a).

Wildlife
AlIB-61

How would the project
affect elk habitat and
population distribution?

Impact context is so
low that detailed
analysis is not
needed to determine
significance.

Elk herds in southern Idaho are generally robust, and populations are limited more by depredation control
than by habitat suitability. EIk populations in the siting corridors and vicinity comprise small numbers of
resident individuals. This population is being actively managed to maintain or reduce resident populations,
with the goal of reducing competition for forage with mule deer and agricultural conflicts (Edelmann 2022).
As elk in the project vicinity are year-round residents and population numbers are being actively managed
by IDFG, the project would be unlikely to have a measurable effect on elk populations.

Wildlife
AlIB-62

How would loss or
fragmentation of prey
habitat and populations
affect kit fox?

Not present in the
analysis area.

There are no modern records of kit fox (Vulpes macrotis) (a special-status species) in the vicinity of the
siting corridors, and the species is rarely observed in Idaho (IDFG 2020; Meaney et al. 2006). The only
record in the vicinity is a pre-historic skull fragment (IDFG 2020). Therefore, the project would have no effect
on kit fox prey or habitat.
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BAT SPECIES ANALYZED IN BRIEF

Seventeen bat species were assessed for potential impacts from the project in the EIS (see Section 3.3.1.1.2, Bat Populations). Thirteen of these
species were determined to have a low likelihood of population-level effects and were not analyzed further in the EIS. These species and the
documentation for the low-likelihood of population-level effects are provided in Table App3-2.

Table App3-2. Bat Species Analyzed in Brief and Supporting Rationale

Common Name
(Scientific Name)

Special-Status/Conservation
Designations*

Life History Requirements

Potential for Occurrence

Collision Likelihood and
Potential for Population-Level
Effects

Big free-tailed bat
(Nyctinomops macrotis)

Bureau of Land Management (BLM)
—none

Idaho Administrative Code (IDAPA)
- PNG

Idaho Fish and Game (IDFG) —
none

NatureServe state population rank
(NS-S) — SNA

NatureServe global population rank
(NS) - G5

Western Bat Working Group
(WBWG) — none

Ranges from South America into
the southwestern United States,
though it has been detected as far
north as British Columbia, Canada;
migrates south during winter
(Arizona Game and Fish
Department [AGFD] 2011a; WBWG
2022a); does not hibernate (WBWG
2022a).

Typically uses cracks in cliffs for day
and night roosts but has also been
found roosting in buildings, caves,
and tree cavities. Maternity colonies
are also found in crevices in cliffs
and may be used year after year.

Mainly inhabits rugged, rocky
habitats in arid landscapes, typically
at lower elevations but as high as
8,500 feet above mean sea level
(amsl). Associated vegetation
communities include desert shrub,
woodlands, and evergreen forest
(AGFD 2011a; WBWG 2022a).

Shrub-steppe habitat for foraging is
present in the siting corridors but
preferred roosting sites (i.e., cliffs)
are not present. The siting corridors
are at the far northern limits of the
species’ known geographic range,
and it had not been detected in
Idaho prior to the observation during
the first year of project acoustic
monitoring surveys (WEST 2021d).
The species was not detected again
during the second year of surveys
(WEST 2022a), and the observation
in the first year may represented a
vagrant individual. Therefore, big
free-tailed bats have a low potential
to occur in the siting corridors.

Population trend:

Unknown but likely stable (AGFD
2011a; Hammerson 2016).

Population size:
Unknown but considered
uncommon; at least 100,000
(AGFD 2011a; Hammerson 2016).

Collision likelihood:

Low — only 13 big free-tailed bat
fatalities (0.1% of all recorded
fatalities) have been documented
at existing U.S. wind energy
facilities for which data are
available (Allison and Butryn
2020b), and collision with turbines
is not considered to be a major
threat to the species (Hammerson
2016; WBWG 2022a).

Big free-tailed bats are unlikely to
occur in the siting corridors and
have a low likelihood of colliding
with turbines; thus few, if any,
fatalities would be expected.
Therefore, population-level effects
to the big free-tailed bat are highly
unlikely.

California bat
(Myotis californicus)

BLM — none
IDAPA - PNG
IDFG — none
NS-S - S3

Ranges from southeastern Alaska
and southern British Columbia,
Canada, south through much of the
western United States, Mexico, and
Guatemala; migratory behavior is
not well understood, but individuals

Shrub-steppe habitat for foraging
California bats is present in the
siting corridors, and the species
was recorded at the lava crater
roost site (WEST 2022a). Other
roosting features may be present in

Population trend:
Unknown but apparently stable
(AGFD 2004a; Schmidly and
Bradley 2016). Although California
bats hibernate in caves, WNS has
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(Scientific Name)

Special-Status/Conservation
Designations*

Life History Requirements

Potential for Occurrence

Collision Likelihood and
Potential for Population-Level
Effects

NS - G5
WBWG — medium

are recorded in Idaho and other
areas in the north of its range during
winter (Hayes and Wiles 2013;
IDFG 2022a). Found year-round in
most of northern Idaho and at
scattered locations in southern
Idaho (IDFG 2022a).

Uses crevices and cavities in trees,
rock crevices, caves, mines,
buildings, bridges, and shrubs for
day and night roosting, and even
roosts directly on the ground. Uses
many of the same sites for maternity
colonies, but some populations
show a preference for exfoliating
tree bark. Hibernates alone or in
small groups in buildings, caves,
and mines; has also been found
hibernating in lava tubes (Hayes
and Wiles 2013).

Inhabits deserts, canyons, shrub-
steppe, arid grasslands, and dry
interior forests, as well as moister
coastal and montane forests,
riparian woodlands, and mountain
meadows. In arid regions, presence
is commonly dependent on the
availability of water (Hayes and
Wiles 2013).

the siting corridors, but roosting was
not documented at any of the lava
features and caves surveyed
(WEST 2021c). The species has
also been documented at CRMO
approximately 10 miles northwest of
the siting corridors (Stefanic 2021).
Therefore, California bats have a
moderate potential to occur in the
siting corridors year-round.

not been detected in the species,
possibly because it does not
gather in large groups to
hibernate (WNS Response Team
2022b).

Population size:
Unknown but considered common
to abundant in some regions
(Hayes and Wiles 2013; Schmidly
and Bradley 2016). At least
100,000 individuals (Hammerson
2015a).

Collision likelihood:

Low — only a single California bat
fatality (< 0.1% of all recorded
fatalities) has been documented
at existing U.S. wind energy
facilities for which data are
available (Allison and Butryn
2020b), and collision with turbines
is not considered to be a major
threat to the species (Hammerson
2015a; WBWG 2022a).

Although California bats occur in the
siting corridors, they have a low
likelihood of colliding with turbines
and a large, stable population.
Therefore, population-level effects
to the California bat are highly
unlikely.

BLM -S
IDAPA - PNG
IDFG — none
NS-S - S3
NS - G5
WBWG - low

Canyon bat
(Parastrellus hesperus)

Southwestern Idaho is at the
northern limit of the species’ range;
distribution is closely tied to surface
water resources. Year-round
resident; does not migrate over long
distances (Hayes and Wiles 2013).

Uses rock crevices, mines, caves,
boulder piles, and occasionally
humanmade structures as day-night
roosts and maternity roosts. May
also roost in trees, shrubs, and
small mammal burrows. Hibernates
in mines and caves during winter

Rocky canyons are not present in
the siting corridors or immediate
vicinity, and although the species
was recorded during the second
year of acoustic monitoring surveys,
it was not detected at the lava crater
roost site (WEST 2022a). Other
roosting features may be present in
the siting corridors, but roosting was
not documented at any of the lava
features and caves surveyed
(WEST 2021c). The species is also

Population trend:
Stable or slowly declining (AGFD
2004b; Cannings and Hammerson
2022a). Although canyon bats
hibernate in caves, WNS has not
been detected in the species,
possibly because it does not
gather in large groups to
hibernate (Colorado Bat Working
Group [CBWG] 2018; WNS
Response Team 2022b).

Population size:
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Common Name
(Scientific Name)

Special-Status/Conservation
Designations*

Life History Requirements

Potential for Occurrence

Collision Likelihood and
Potential for Population-Level
Effects

(AGFD 2004b; Hayes and Wiles
2013).

Inhabits deserts, woodlands, and
shrublands, but canyon
environments with cliffs are
preferred. Forages over lava beds
and along canyons, streambeds,
and water holes, but never far from
their roosts. During hibernation, may
arise on warm winter days to forage
(AGFD 2004b; Hayes and Wiles
2013).

believed to occur at CRMO
(Stefanic 2021).

Unknown but certainly larger than
100,000; one of the most common
bats in the desert southwest
(Cannings and Hammerson
2022a; Hayes and Wiles 2013).

Collision likelihood:

Low — only 5 canyon bat fatalities
(< 0.1% of all recorded fatalities)
have been documented at existing
U.S. wind energy facilities for
which data are available (Allison
and Butryn 2020b), and collision
with turbines is not considered to
be a major threat to the species
(Cannings and Hammerson
2022a; CBWG 2018; Hayes and
Wiles 2013).

Although canyon bats occur in the
siting corridors, they have a low
likelihood of colliding with turbines
and a large, stable population.
Therefore, population-level effects
to the canyon bat are highly
unlikely.

Fringed bat
(Myotis thysanodes)

BLM — none
IDAPA - PNG
IDFG — none
NS-S - S3
NS - G4
WBWG - high

Ranges from southern Canada
south through the western United
States and into southern Mexico
(AGFD 2011b; Hayes and Wiles
2013). Distribution in Idaho mainly
limited to the western half of the
state, but also in far northeastern
Idaho (IDFG 2022b). Some
migratory movements occur, but
also hibernates within summer
range (Hayes and Wiles 2013).

Day roosts and maternity colonies
occur in trees, snags, rock crevices,
mines, caves, and buildings. Trees
are preferred throughout much of its
range, but rock crevices are used
more frequently in arid habitats.
Male roost sites are less well
understood but have been
documented in basalt cliffs. Caves,

Shrub-steppe habitat for fringed
bats is present in the siting corridors
but preferred foraging habitats (i.e.,
woodlands) are not present. The
species was recorded during both
years of acoustic monitoring
surveys but was not detected at the
lava crater roost site (WEST 2021d,
2022a). Other roosting features may
be present in the siting corridors,
but roosting was not documented at
any of the lava features and caves
surveyed (WEST 2021c).

Population trend:
Unknown but probably slowly
declining. Fringed bats hibernate
in caves, and WNS has recently
been detected in the species
(WNS Response Team 2022b)
and may threaten the species in
the future as the fungus that
causes the disease continues to
spread west into its range (CBWG
2018).

Population size:
Unknown; generally uncommon to
rare across much of its range, but
locally common (Hayes and Wiles
2013). Presumably exceeds
10,000 and may exceed 100,000
(Cannings and Hammerson
2022b).
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Special-Status/Conservation
Designations*

Life History Requirements

Potential for Occurrence

Collision Likelihood and
Potential for Population-Level
Effects

mines, rock crevices, buildings, and
bridges are used as night roosts.
Hibernacula occur in caves mines
and buildings (Hayes and Wiles
2013).

Inhabits a variety of plan
communities including desert scrub,
dry grasslands, and shrub-steppe at
elevations below 9,350 feet amsl.
Also occurs in moist coastal forests
and riparian woodlands but prefers
drier woodlands (e.g., pinyon-
juniper, ponderosa pine). Prefers to
forage in forests or along forest
edges. Foraging sites are usually
within 1 mile of roost sites but may
be as far as 4 miles (Hayes and
Wiles 2013).

Collision likelihood:

Low — there are no documented
fringed bat fatalities at existing
U.S. wind energy facilities for
which data are available (Allison
and Butryn 2020b), and collision
with turbines is not considered to
be a major threat to the species
(Cannings and Hammerson
2022b).

Although fringed bats occur in the
siting corridors, they have a low
likelihood of colliding with turbines
and few, if any, fatalities would be
expected Therefore, population-
level effects to the fringed bat are
highly unlikely.

Long-legged bat
(Myotis volans)

BLM-S

IDAPA — PNG
IDFG — none
NS-S - S3

NS - G4

WBWG — medium

Ranges extends from central
Mexico northward through the
western United States (including
Idaho) and Midwest into Canada
and southeastern Alaska. Year-
round resident does not migrate
long distances (Hayes and Wiles
2013).

Day roosts under loose bark and in
crevices and hollows of live trees
and snags; also in rock crevices,
stream banks, buildings, bridges,
caves, and mines. Night roosts are
often under bridges, though
buildings, caves, and mines are
also used. Maternity colonies are
usually in snags, but live trees, rock
crevices, mines, and buildings are
also used. Maternity colonies
typically relocate to new roosts
every few days. Mines, caves, and
lava tubes are used for hibernation;
may hibernate individually or in
small colonies (Hayes and Wiles
2013).

Although preferred habitat
(coniferous forest) is not present,
dry rangeland and shrub-steppe
habitats in the siting corridors may
be used by long-legged bat,
especially near the two irrigation
canals. Only a single long-legged
bat pass was recorded during the
second year of project acoustic
monitoring surveys, and none were
recorded in the first year, but not all
Myotis calls could be differentiated
to species level (WEST 2021d,
2022a). The species was not
detected at the lava crater roost site
(WEST 2022a). Other roosting
features may be present in the
siting corridors, but roosting was not
documented at any of the lava
features and caves surveyed
(WEST 2021c). The species has
also been documented at CRMO
approximately 10 miles northwest of
the siting corridors (Stefanic 2021).

Population trend:
Unknown but apparently stable or
slowly declining (Cannings 2022;
Hayes and Wiles 2013). Long-
legged bats hibernate in caves,
and WNS has recently been
detected in the species and may
threaten the species in the future
as the fungus that causes the
disease continues to spread west
into its range (Neubam and
Siemers 2021; WNS Response
Team 2022b).

Population size:
Unknown but common to
abundant in much of the western
United States; most likely exceeds
100,000 (Cannings 2022; Hayes
and Wiles 2013).

Collision likelihood:

Low — only a single long-legged
bat fatality (< 0.1% of all recorded
fatalities) has been documented
at existing U.S. wind energy
facilities for which data are
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Occurs mainly in coniferous forests
but also inhabits deciduous riparian
forests and dry rangeland. Can be
scarce or absent in shrub-steppe
habitats where they are more likely
to be found near watercourses
(Hayes and Wiles 2013).

available (Allison and Butryn
2020b), though it was estimated
that 200 long-legged bats were
killed by collisions with turbines
between 2000 and 2011; collision
with turbines is not considered to
be a major threat to the species
(Cannings 2022).

Although long-legged bats occur in
the siting corridors, they have a low
likelihood of colliding with turbines
and a large, stable population.
Therefore, population-level effects
to the long-legged bat are highly
unlikely.

Mexican (or Brazilian) free- BLM — none
tailed bat IDAPA — none
(Tadarida brasiliensis)
IDFG — none
NS-S — SNA
NS - G5
WBWG — none

Extremely broad range
encompassing much of North,
Central, and South America and the
Caribbean Islands (AGFD 2004c;
WBWG 2022a). Reaches the
northern limits of its range in the
western United States in Oregon,
Nevada, and Utah.

Highly colonial; maternity colonies
range in size from a few hundred to
20 million individuals. Day and
maternity roosts are usually located
in caves and rock crevices on cliff
faces, but also in abandoned mines
and tunnels, under bridges, and in
buildings and bat houses. Females
select warmer sites for maternity
roosts. Does not hibernate.

Migrates to large, warm caves in the

southwestern United States during
winter (AGFD 2004c; WBWG
2022a).

Found in desert scrub and
coniferous forests most commonly
in arid, low-elevation regions, but
also in montane habitats at
elevations up to 9,850 feet amsl|
(AGFD 2004c; WBWG 2022a).

Habitat in the siting corridors may
be suitable for Mexican free-tailed
bats, but potential roosting features
are limited and, other than the lava
crater roost site, do not appear to
be used by bats currently (WEST
2021c). The siting corridors are at
the northern limit of the species’
range, and there are very few
records of the species from Idaho.
The nearest documented
occurrence is from the Little Wood
River Valley, more than 22 miles
west of the siting corridors (IDFG
2022b; Stefanic 2021). Therefore,
Mexican free-tailed bats have a low
potential to occur in the siting
corridors.

Population trend:

Unknown but likely stable or
slowly declining; major declines
may have occurred prior to 1995
(AGFD 2004c; Hammerson
2015b). The fungus
Pseudogymnoascus destructans
has been detected in the species,
but characteristic signs of WNS
have not been developed (WNS
Response Team 2022b).

Population size:
Unknown and likely overestimated
historically, but greatly exceeds
1,000,000 (AGFD 2004c;
Hammerson 2015b).

Collision likelihood:

High — Mexican free-tailed bats
are the fourth-most commonly
recorded fatality (7.3% of all
recorded fatalities) at existing U.S.
wind energy facilities for which
data are available (Allison and
Butryn 2020b).

Although Mexican free-tailed bats
have a high likelihood of colliding
with turbines, they are unlikely to
occur in the siting corridors and few,
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if any, fatalities would be expected.
Therefore, population-level effects
to the Mexican free-tailed bat are
highly unlikely.

Pallid bat
(Antrozous pallidus)

BLM-S

IDAPA — PNG
IDFG — none
NS-S - S3

NS - G4

WBWG — medium

Ranges across most of western
North America, including far western
and southern Idaho. Year-round
resident; does not migrate long
distances (Hayes and Wiles 2013;
IDFG 2022b).

Roosts alone or in groups of up to
200. Rock crevices and overhangs,
large snags, and decadent tress are
preferred for day roosts, but caves,
mines, bridges, and other
humanmade structures are also
used. These features are also used
for maternity roosts, but site-
selection is influenced by the
thermal requirements of each stage
of reproduction. Bridges are
commonly used as night roosts, as
are dark enclosed spaces such as
tree cavities, garages, and other
structures, but trees and rock
crevices may also be used. Winter
roosting habitat is not well
understood, but hibernation in
buildings, rock crevices, mines, and
caves has been documented.
Typically hibernates alone or in
small groups (Hayes and Wiles
2013).

Primarily inhabits drier habitats such
as deserts, canyon lands, shrub-
steppe, and dry forests but also
riparian forest and oak woodland.
Commonly associated with rock
outcrops, cliffs, and water sources.
Forages from the air for insects on
the ground in sparsely vegetated
areas (Hayes and Wiles 2013).

Sparsely vegetated shrub-steppe
and water sources (i.e., the two
irrigation canals) in the siting
corridors provide foraging habitat for
the pallid bat. The species was
recorded during the second year of
project acoustic monitoring surveys
but was not detected at the lava
crater roost site (WEST 2022a).
Other roosting features may be
present in the siting corridors, but
roosting was not documented at any
of the lava features and caves
surveyed (WEST 2021c). The
species has also been documented
at CRMO approximately 10 miles
northwest of the siting corridors
(Stefanic 2021).

Population trend:
Unknown; likely stable in the
southwest but declining elsewhere
(Committee on the Status of
Endangered Wildlife in Canada
[COSEWIC] 2000; Hammerson
2015c; Hayes and Wiles 2013).
WNS and the P. destructans
fungus have not been detected in
pallid bats (WNS Response Team
2022b).

Population size:
Unknown but considered fairly
common, especially in arid
southwest (COSEWIC 2000;
Hayes and Wiles 2013). At least
10,000 individuals but likely much
more (Hammerson 2015c).

Collision likelihood:

Low — there are no documented
pallid bat fatalities at existing U.S.
wind energy facilities for which
data are available (Allison and
Butryn 2020b; WEST 2021e), and
collision with turbines is not
considered to be a major threat to
the species.

Although pallid bats occur in the
siting corridors, they have a low risk
of colliding with turbines and a small
but relatively stable population.
Therefore, population-level effects
to the pallid bat are highly unlikely.
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Spotted bat
(Euderma maculatum)

BLM-S
IDAPA — PNG
IDFG — none
NS-S - S3
NS - G4
WBWG - low

Found throughout much of western
North America, though the core of
its range is in the southwestern
United States. In Idaho, can be
found in the southwestern portion of
the state and at scattered locations
further north. It is unknown whether
spotted bats hibernate in the
summer range or migrate southward
or to lower elevations (Hayes and
Wiles 2013).

Roosts (day, night, and maternity)
primarily in the crevices of steep
cliffs but has been documented in
caves and buildings. Winter
behavior and hibernacula are poorly
understood (Hayes and Wiles
2013).

Can be found in a variety of habitats
from desert and shrub-steppe to
montane coniferous forest and
meadows. Presence of high, sheer
cliffs is more important than
vegetation type (Hayes and Wiles
2013).

Steep cliffs are not present in the
siting corridors and surrounding
region, and it is unlikely spotted
bats roost or forage in the siting
corridors. The nearest record of the
species is from the Twin Falls area,
approximately 7 miles west of the
siting corridors (IDFG 2022b).
Therefore, it is unlikely that spotted
bats occur in the siting corridors.

Population trend:
Unknown but probably stable or
slowly declining (Hammerson
2015d; Hayes and Wiles 2013)

Population size:
Unknown; rare in most areas but
locally common (Hayes and Wiles
2013; Luce and Keinath 2007); at
least 2,500 individuals and
probably more than 10,000
(Hammerson 2015d)

Collision likelihood:

Low — there are no documented
pallid bat fatalities at existing U.S.
wind energy facilities for which
data are available (Allison and
Butryn 2020b; WEST 2021e) and
collision with turbines is not
considered to be a major threat to
the species.

Spotted bats are unlikely to occur in
the siting corridors and have a low
likelihood of turbine collisions; thus
few, if any, fatalities would be
expected. Therefore, population-
level effects to the spotted bat are
highly unlikely.

Townsend’s big-eared bat
(Corynorhinus townsendii)

BLM-S
IDAPA — PNG
IDFG — Tier 3
NS-S - S3
NS - G4
WBWG - high

Found throughout western North
America. Populations are distributed
throughout Idaho but concentrated
on the Snake River Plain in
conjunction with a high number of
caves in lava formations (IDFG
2017). Does not migrate over long
distances, but males may disperse
across long distances (Hayes and
Wiles 2013).

Most day and maternity roosts are
in caves, mines, abandoned
buildings, and attics, but bridges,
rock crevices, lava tubes, and large
hollowed-out trees are also used.

Shrub-steppe habitat for foraging
Townsend’s big-eared bats is
present in the siting corridors. The
species was recorded during both
years of acoustic monitoring
surveys and was detected at the
lava crater roost site (WEST 2021d,
2022a). Other roosting features may
be present in the siting corridors,
but roosting was not documented at
any of the lava features and caves
surveyed (WEST 2021c). The
majority of the Idaho population
roosts and hibernates at CRMO

Population trend:
Unknown but steady declines
throughout the western United
States with significant declines in
some areas (Cannings and
Hammerson 2022c; Hayes and
Wiles 2013). WNS and the P.
destructans fungus have not been
detected in Townsend'’s big-eared
bats (WNS Response Team
2022b).

Population size:

Unknown but occurs at low
densities across its range (Hayes
and Wiles 2013). Certainly
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Moves between multiple roost sites
but has specific microclimate
requirements and returns to the
same roost sites year after year.
Caves, mines, buildings, culverts,
and bridges are used for night
roosts. Hibernacula occur mainly in
caves, mines, lava tubes, and
occasionally in buildings. Usually
hibernates alone or in small groups
but rarely in colonies of more than
1,000 (Hayes and Wiles 2013).

Occupies a broad range of habitats
including coniferous and hardwood
forests, riparian areas, deserts,
grasslands, shrub-steppe, and
agricultural areas. The largest
known populations are associated
with lava flows (Hayes and Wiles
2013; IDFG 2017).

approximately 10 miles northwest of
the siting corridors (Stefanic 2021).

exceeds 10,000 individuals and
probably exceeds 100,000
(Cannings and Hammerson
2022c).

Collision likelihood:

Low — there are no documented
Townsend’s big-eared bat
fatalities at existing U.S. wind
energy facilities for which data are
available (Allison and Butryn
2020b; WEST 2021e). Concerns
have been raised that mortality
from turbine collisions may pose a
threat to the species in the future
as wind energy development
expands further into its primary
range in the southwestern United
States (Cannings and
Hammerson 2022c).

Although Townsend’s big-eared
bats occur in the siting corridors,
they have a low likelihood of
colliding with turbines and few, if
any, fatalities would be expected.
Therefore, population-level effects
to the Townsend'’s big-eared bat are
unlikely.

Western long-eared bat
(Myotis evotis)

BLM-S

IDAPA — PNG
IDFG — none
NS-S - S3

NS - G5

WBWG — medium

Range includes much of western
North America, from southwest
Canada through Idaho and the
western United States, and into
central Mexico and the Baja
Peninsula. Year-round resident;
does not migrate long distances
(Hayes and Wiles 2013).

Day roosts are located beneath
loose bark on trees, snags, stumps,
and downed logs, as well as in
buildings, rock crevices, tree
cavities, caves, and mines. Tall,
wide conifer snags with exfoliating
bark that are close to water are
used for maternity roosts. Stumps
and rock crevices may be used

Suitable shrub-steppe habitat and
water sources for foraging western
long-eared bat are present in the
siting corridors. Other than the lava
crater roost site, lava features in the
siting corridors do not appear to be
used by bats; other potential roost
sites may be present (WEST
2021c). The species was not
recorded during project acoustic
monitoring surveys, but not all
Myotis calls could be identified to
species level (WEST 2021d,
2022a), and the species has been
documented at CRMO
approximately 10 miles northwest of
the siting corridors (Stefanic 2021).

Population trend:
Unknown; stable to slightly
declining (Cannings 2021; Hayes
and Wiles 2013). Western long-
eared bats hibernate in caves,
and WNS has recently been
detected in the species and may
threaten the species in the future
as the P. destructans fungus
continues to spread west into its
range (Bachen et al. 2018; WNS
Response Team 2022b).

Population size:

Unknown but relatively common
(Hayes and Wiles 2013); probably
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Common Name
(Scientific Name)

Special-Status/Conservation
Designations*

Life History Requirements

Potential for Occurrence

Collision Likelihood and
Potential for Population-Level
Effects

where snags are lacking. Caves,
mines, and possibly buildings are
used for night roosts and winter
hibernacula. Hibernating individuals
have also been found in lava tubes
(Hayes and Wiles 2013).

Most commonly associated with
conifer forests ranging from drier
ponderosa pine to humid coastal
forests, but also found in shrub-
steppe, chaparral, and agricultural
lands, if suitable roosting sites and
water sources are available.
Presence of broken rock
outcroppings and snags is more
important than vegetation type
(Hayes and Wiles 2013).

Therefore, western long-eared bats
have a moderate potential to occur
in the siting corridors year-round.

exceeds 100,000 (Cannings
2021).

Collision likelihood:

Low — western long-eared bats
account for < 0.01% of recorded
fatalities from turbine collisions
(Arnett and Baerwald 2013), and
collision with turbines is not
considered to be a major threat to
the species (Hammerson et al.
2017).

Although western long-eared bats
may occur in the siting corridors,
they have a low likelihood of
colliding with turbines and a large,
relatively stable population.
Therefore, population-level effects
to the western long-eared bat are
highly unlikely.

Western red bat
(Lasiurus blossevillii)

BLM —none
IDAPA — none
IDFG — none
NS-S — SNA
NS - G4
WBWG — none

Broad range from southern British
Columbia, Canada, south through
much of the western United States
and Mexico and into Central
America and western South
America; highly migratory but can
be found hibernating in the
southwestern United States during
winter (AGFD 2011c; WBWG
2022a). Mostly absent from the
Great Basin (Quirk 2017).

Roosts (day, night, and maternity)
solitarily in the foliage of trees or
shrubs, and occasionally in caves.
Day roosts are usually in edge
habitats adjacent to streams, open
fields, or orchards. Has been found
hibernating under leaf litter (AGFD
2011c; WBWG 2022a).

Strong preference for riparian
woodlands and other wooded
areas; appears to be highly
dependent on cottonwoods

The siting corridors are at the far
northern limit of the species’ range,
and riparian woodland habitat is not
present. There have been a limited
number of acoustic detections in
Idaho, but it has never been netted
in the state (Stefanic 2021) and was
not recorded during project acoustic
monitoring surveys (WEST 2021d,
2022a). Therefore, western red bats
have a low potential to occur in the
siting corridors.

Population trend:
Unknown; likely stable to slowly
declining, but historical declines
may have been large
(Hammerson 2015e).

Population size:
Unknown; presumably exceeds
10,000 and probably exceeds
100,000 (Hammerson 2015e).

Collision likelihood:

Low — only 18 western red bats
fatalities (0.1% of all recorded
fatalities) have been documented
at existing U.S. wind energy
facilities for which data are
available (Allison and Butryn
2020b), and collision with turbines
is not considered to be a major
threat to the species.

Western red bats are unlikely to
occur in the siting corridors and
have a low likelihood of turbine
collisions; thus few, if any, fatalities
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(Populus spp.) during migration
(AGFD 2011d; WBWG 2022a).

would be expected. Therefore,
population-level effects to the
western bat are highly unlikely.

Yuma bat
(Myotis yumanensis)

BLM -S
IDAPA — PNG
IDFG — none
NS-S - S3
NS - G5
WBWG - low

Occurs throughout western North
America, including all of Idaho.
Does not migrate long distances
(Hayes and Wiles 2013).

Buildings, bridges, cliff crevices,
caves, mines, and trees are used as
day roosts, especially when located
near water. Maternity colonies with
as many as 10,000 individuals are
located in buildings, caves, mines,
and under bridges and piers. Night
roosts have been found on porches,
in buildings, and under bridges, and
are often returned to year after year.
Hibernacula are poorly
documented, but caves, lava tubes,
and humanmade structures are
used (Hayes and Wiles 2013).

Inhabits moist and dry forests,
riparian areas, grasslands, shrub-
steppe, and deserts but are closely
associated with rivers, streams,
ponds, and lakes. Forages over
water and along shorelines at sites
up to 13 kilometers from roosts
(Hayes and Wiles 2013).

The two irrigation canals provide the
highest quality foraging habitat for
Yuma bat in the siting corridors. The
species was recorded during both
years of acoustic monitoring
surveys but was not detected at the
lava crater roost site (WEST 2021d,
2022a). Other roosting features may
be present in the siting corridors,
but roosting was not documented at
any of the lava features and caves
surveyed (WEST 2021c). The
species is also known to occur at
CRMO approximately 10 miles
northwest of the siting corridors
(Stefanic 2021).

Population trend:
Unknown but likely stable or
slightly declining (Hammerson
2015¢g). WNS has recently been
confirmed in Yuma bats (WNS
Response Team 2022b), but large
population declines have not
occurred yet. WNS may pose a
greater threat to the specie as the
fungus that causes the disease
continues to spread west into its
range (Bachen et al. 2018; CBWG
2018).

Population size:

Unknown but locally abundant
(Hayes and Wiles 2013)

Collision likelihood:

Low — Only 3 Yuma bat fatalities
have been documented at existing
U.S. wind energy facilities, all in
Idaho (WEST 2022d). Collision
with turbines is not considered to
be a major threat to the species
(Hammerson 2015g).

Although Yuma bats occur in the
siting corridors, they have a low
likelihood of colliding with turbines
and few, if any, fatalities would be
expected. Therefore, population-
level effects to the Yuma bat are
highly unlikely.

* Special-Status/Conservation Designation Key

BLM

IDAPA 13.01.06
(Idaho
Classification of
Wildlife listing)

S = Shoshone Field Office sensitive species

PNG = Protected Nongame
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IDFG

NS-S or NS

WBWG Regional
Bat Species
Priority Matrix
(WBWG 2022b)

Tier 1 SGCN are highest priority for the State Wildlife Action Plan and represent species with the most critical conservation needs, i.e., an early-warning list of taxa that may be
heading toward the need for ESA listing.

Tier 2 SGCN are secondary in priority and represent species with high conservation needs— that is, species with longer-term vulnerabilities or patterns suggesting management
intervention is needed but not necessarily facing imminent extinction or having the highest management profile.

Tier 3 SGCN include a suite of species that do not meet the above tier criteria, yet still have conservation needs. In general, these species are relatively more common, but
commonness is not the sole criterion and often these species have either declining trends rangewide or are lacking in information.

G = Refers to the global population of a species.

T = Refers to the subspecific or variety taxonomic level (used in conjunction with Grank); uses numeric ranks 1-5 in the same way that G and S ranks are applied.
S = Refers to the subnational (state) population of a species, subspecies, or variety.

X = presumed extinct or extirpated (S rank).

H = Historical; Possibly extinct.

For both G and S ranks the following numerical definitions apply:

1 = Critically Imperiled — at very high risk of extirpation in the jurisdiction due to very restricted range, very few populations or occurrences, very steep declines, severe threats, or other
factors.

2 = Imperiled — at high risk of extirpation in the jurisdiction due to restricted range, few populations or occurrences, steep declines, severe threats, or other factors.

3 = Vulnerable — at moderate risk of extirpation in the jurisdiction due to a fairly restricted range, relatively few populations or occurrences, recent and widespread declines, threats, or
other factors.

4 = Apparently Secure — at fairly low risk of extirpation in the jurisdiction due to an extensive range and/or many populations or occurrences, but with possible cause for some concern
as a result of local recent declines, threats, or other factors.

5 = Secure — at very low or no risk of extirpation in the jurisdiction due to a very extensive range, abundant populations, or occurrences, with little to no concern from declines or
threats.

S#S#, G#G3 = Range Rank — a numeric range rank (e.g., S2S3 or G1G3) is used to indicate uncertainty about the exact status of a taxon. Ranges cannot skip more than two ranks
(e.g., S1S4 is not permissible).

Low = indicates that most of the existing data support stable populations of the species, and that the potential for major changes in status in the near future is considered unlikely.
Medium = this designation indicates a level of concern that should warrant closer evaluation, more research, and conservation actions of both the species and possible threats. A lack
of meaningful information is a major obstacle in adequately assessing these species' status and should be considered a threat.

High = based on available information on distribution, status, ecology, and known threats, this designation should result in these species being considered the highest priority for
funding, planning, and conservation actions. Information about status and threats to most species could result in effective conservation actions being implemented should a
commitment to management exist. These species are imperiled or are at high risk of imperiliment.
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AVIAN SPECIES ANALYZED IN BRIEF

Forty-two avian species were assessed for potential impacts from the project in the EIS, (see Section 3.3.2, Avian Populations). Thirty-eight of
these species were determined to have a low likelihood of population-level effects and were not analyzed further in the EIS. These species and the
documentation for the low-likelihood of population-level effects are provided in Table App3-3.

Table App3-3. Special-Status Avian Species Analyzed in Brief and Supporting Rationale

Common Name
(Scientific Name)

Special-Status and Conservation
Designations*

Life History Requirements

Potential for Occurrence

Collision Likelihood and Potential for
Population-Level Effects®

American avocet
(Recurvirostra
americana)

Bureau of Land Management (BLM)
-S

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(USFWS) -BCC

Idaho Administrative Code (IDAPA)
- PNG

Idaho Fish and Game (IDFG) —
none

NatureServe state population rank
(NS-S) — S3B, S3M

NatureServe global population rank
(NS) -G5

Can be found in suitable
habitats throughout Idaho during
migration and along the Snake
River Plain during the summer
breeding season (Cornell
University 2022).

Forages in shallow fresh and
saltwater wetlands, ponds, and
impoundments. Nests on dikes
and islands with little to no
vegetation. During winter, also
uses mudflats, tidal lagoons,
sewage ponds, rice fields, and
flooded pastures (Cornell
University 2022).

The species has been recorded
at Wilson Lake Reservoir and
other locations within 4 miles of
the siting corridors (eBird 2022),
and suitable habitat is present
in the siting corridors, especially
in years when playas are
inundated. Therefore, there is a
moderate potential for the
species to occur in the siting
corridors during the summer
breeding season.

Bird Conservation Region (BCR) 9
population trend:

+ 0.1% (1969-2019), high confidence
- 1.1% (1993-2019), moderate confidence

BCR 9 population size:
Unknown.
North American population size:
460,000 (BirdLife International [BLI] 2022)

Although American avocets may occur in the
siting corridors, the species has not been
documented as a fatality at any existing U.S.
wind energy facilities for which data are
available (Allison and Butryn 2020a).
Therefore, the likelihood of American
avocets colliding with turbines is low, and
few (if any) fatalities would be expected.
Given this, there would be a low potential for
effects to their population in BCR 9.

American golden-plover
(Pluvialis dominica)

BLM —none
USFWS - BCC
IDAPA - PNG
IDFG — none
NS-S - S1M
NS - G5

Breeds in far northern Canada
and Alaska and overwinters in
South America. Only occurs in
Idaho during fall migration
(Cornell University 2022).

During migration, feeds in
lagoons and estuaries. Flocks
also gather in native prairie,
pastures, sod farms, farmland,
mudflats, and shorelines during
migration (Cornell University
2022).

The species has been recorded
at Wilson Lake Reservoir and
other locations within 4 miles of
the siting corridor (eBird 2022),
and migratory stopover habitat
is present when playas are
inundated. Therefore, there is a
moderate potential for the
species to occur in the siting
corridors during the fall
migratory season.

BCR 9 population trend:
No data (1969-2019)
- 8.1 (1993-2019), low confidence
BCR 9 population size:
Unknown
North American population size:
200,000 (American Bird Conservancy
[ABC] 2022)

Although American golden-plovers may
occur in the siting corridors, the species has
not been documented as a fatality at any
existing U.S. wind energy facilities for which
data are available (Allison and Butryn

App3-35



Lava Ridge Wind Project Draft Environmental Impact Statement
Appendix 3. Issues Analyzed in Brief

Common Name
(Scientific Name)

Special-Status and Conservation
Designations*

Life History Requirements

Potential for Occurrence

Collision Likelihood and Potential for
Population-Level Effects?

2020a). Therefore, the likelihood of
American golden-plovers colliding with
turbines is low, and few (if any) fatalities
would be expected. Given this, there would
be a low potential for effects to their
population in BCR 9.

American white pelican BLM-S In 2015, breeding pairs nested Although breeding habitat for BCR 9 population trend:
(Pelecanus USFWS — BCC at_three Iocati_ons in I_daho: tr_u_e pelican is not presenF in the 2.0 (1969-2019), moderate confidence
erythrorhynchos) IDAPA — PNG Minidoka National Wildlife siting corridors, the_spemes 4.4 (1993-2019), moderate confidence
Refuge (NWR), Blackfoot passes through during ] o
IDFG — Tier 2 Reservoir, and Island Park migration, and five individuals ~ BCR 9 population size:
NS-S — S3B Reservoir (IDFG 2017). were recorded at one point- Unknown
NS — G4 Nests in colonies predominantly ~count location in the spring North American population size:
on isolated, permanent islands ~ during the first year of project 180,000 (BLI 2016)
in freshwater lakes and avian use surveys (WEST ' i ) )
managed reservoirs. It typically 2021a). All flights occurred Although American white pelicans pass
winters on shallow coastal bays within the rotor-swept height through the siting corridors, there have only
inlets. and estuaries in areas " (RSH) (WEST 2022c). been 7 documented pelican fatalities (0.1%
Wheré the minimum January of all recorded fatalities) at existing U.S.
temperature stays above 4 wind energy facilities for which data are
degrees Celsius (40 degrees available (Alllsqn a_nd Butryn ZOZQa). _
Fahrenheit). Pelicans marked in Therefore, the likelihood of American white
Idaho winte.r on reservoirs and pelicans colliding with turbines is low, and
large rivers that remain ice-free few (if any) fatalities would be expected.
(IDFG 2017) Given this, there would be a low potential for
' effects to their population in BCR 9.
Black tern BLM — none Most of the breeding population  Breeding habitat for black terns  BCR 9 population trend:
(Chlidonias niger) USFWS — BCC is located in the n_orthern and !s present in the siting corridors - 8.1 (1969-2019), moderate confidence
IDAPA — PNG southeastern portions of the in years when playas are - 6.6 (1993-2019), moderate confidence
state (IDFG 2017). inundated, and the species has BCR 9 population size:
IDFG — Tier 2 Breeds semi-colonially (clusters been_ recordeq within 4 miles of .
NS-S — S2B of 11-50 nests) in shallow the siting corridors (eBird 2022). Unknown
NS — G4 freshwater marshes with Therefore, there is a moderate  N\orth American population size:

emergent vegetation (e.g.,
margins of lakes, ponds, rivers,
islands, or sloughs). As they
have low site fidelity, nesting
locations can vary widely each
year, depending on marsh
habitat conditions (IDFG 2017).

potential for the species to occur
in the siting corridors during the
summer breeding season.

500,000 (ABC 2022)

Although black terns may occur in the siting
corridors, the species has not been
documented as a fatality at any existing U.S.
wind energy facilities for which data are
available (Allison and Butryn 2020a).
Therefore, the likelihood of black terns
colliding with turbines is low, and few (if any)
fatalities would be expected. Given this,
there would be a low potential for effects to
their population in BCR 9.
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Collision Likelihood and Potential for
Population-Level Effects?

Black-throated sparrow
(Amphispiza bilineata)

BLM-S
USFWS - BCC
IDAPA — PNG
IDFG — none
NS-S - S2B
NS - G5

Breeding range reaches its
northern limits in southern Idaho
(Cornell University 2022).

Found in sparsely vegetated
desert scrub, including thorn
brush, cacti, chaparral,
mesquite, sagebrush, and
juniper. It is most often found on
desert uplands, alluvial fans,
and hillsides where thorny xeric
brush dominates, and
sometimes also in dry shrubby
washes, but avoids desert valley
floors (Cornell University 2022).
In Idaho, recorded in open
shrublands where dominant
shrubs were more than 50 cm
tall, in big sagebrush (Artemisia
tridentata), spiny hopsage
(Atriplex spinosa), and
horsebrush (Tetradymia spp.)
along with other shrubs.

Breeding habitat for black-
throated sparrows is present in
the siting corridors, and the
species has been recorded
within 4 miles of the siting
corridors. Therefore, there is a
moderate potential for the
species to occur in the siting
corridors during the summer
breeding season.

BCR 9 population trend:

0.6 (1969-2019), high confidence
- 3.9 (1993-2019), high confidence

BCR 9 population size:
7,200,000 (Partners in Flight [PIF] 2022)
North American population size:
62,000,000 (BLI 2022)

Although black-throated sparrows may occur
in the siting corridors, there have only been
4 documented black-throated sparrow
fatalities (< 0.1% of all recorded fatalities) at
existing U.S. wind energy facilities for which
data are available (Allison and Butryn
2020a). Although this could be in part due to
lower carcass detection rates for small
passerine species, there is evidence that
some sparrows avoid wind turbines (Shaffer
and Buhl 2016). Therefore, the likelihood of
black-throated sparrows colliding with
turbines is relatively low, and few (if any)
fatalities would be expected. Even if more
fatalities were to occur than expected, the
black-throated sparrow population in BCR 9
is very large, and there is a low potential for
population-level effects to occur.

California gull
(Larus californicus)

BLM — none
USFWS - BCC
IDAPA - PNG
IDFG — Tier 2B
NS-S — S3B, S2N
NS - G5

Nests in Idaho at four locations:
American Falls, Blackfoot, and
Island Park Reservoirs, and
Minidoka NWR. Can be found
year-round in southern and
western Idaho (IDFG 2017).

Nesting occurs almost
exclusively on barren or
sparsely vegetated islands in
natural lakes, reservoirs, and
rivers. In Idaho, they are
generally found nesting with
ring-billed gulls and/or double-
crested cormorants. Nest
scrapes are formed on the
ground. Will use a variety of
fairly open habitats for foraging,
including reservoirs, lakes,

Foraging habitat for California
gulls is present in the siting
corridors, but breeding habitat is
not. During the first year of
project avian use surveys, 182
individuals were recorded at 17
point-count locations. California
gulls accounted for as much as
17% of large bird use during the
spring, but only 7% during the
summer, less than 1% during
the winter, and none during the
fall (WEST 2021a). Only 14% of
California gull flights occurred
within the RSH (WEST 2022b).

BCR 9 population trend:

- 0.7 (1969-2019), high confidence
- 0.2 (1993-2019), high confidence

BCR 9 population size:
Unknown

North American population size:
414,000 (IDFG 2017)

Although California gulls occur in the siting
corridors, they rarely flew within the RSH,
and there is only a single documented
California gull fatality (< 0.1% of all recorded
fatalities) at existing U.S. wind energy
facilities for which data are available (Allison
and Butryn 2020a). Therefore, the likelihood
of California gulls colliding with turbines is
low, and few (if any) fatalities would be
expected. Given this, there would be a low
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Life History Requirements

Potential for Occurrence

Collision Likelihood and Potential for
Population-Level Effects?

irrigation canals, weirs, garbage
dumps, feed lots, irrigated
agricultural fields, and pastures
(IDFG 2017).

potential for effects to their population in
BCR 9.

Calliope hummingbird BLM — none Can be found throughout Idaho  Although breeding habitat for BCR 9 population trend:
(Selasophorus calliope) USFWS — BCC during the summer breeding Calliope_hummi_n_gbirds i_s not - 0.5 (1969-2019), moderate confidence
IDAPA — PNG season bu.t prefer_s hlghgr present in the siting corridors, - 0.2 (1993-2019), moderate confidence
elevations; overwinters in the species has been recorded ) :
IDFG — none Central America (Cornell in the siting corridors (eBird BCR 9 population size:
NS-S — S4B University 2022; IDFG 2022b).  2022; IDFG 2020). 1,400,000 (PIF 2022)
NS — G5 Breeding habitat consists of cool North American population size:
mountain enwronm_ents S'UCh as 4,500,000 (P”: 2022)
meadows, streamside thickets, ) N .
and forests recovering from fire A_It_hough (_:alllope hum_mlngblrds_ occur in the
or logging. Can be found at siting corridors, there is onIy_ a 5|_ngle .
lower elevations and in a wider documented calliope hun_n_mngblrd f_atgllty (<
variety of forested or shrubby 0.1% qf all recorded f_e_lt‘alltles) at existing
habitats during migration us. wind energy facilities for which data are
(Cornell University 2022). available (Allison and Butryn 2020a).
However, small hummingbird carcasses may
be particularly hard to detect, and it is
possible many more fatalities occur. The
calliope hummingbird population in BCR 9 is
relatively large and stable, and even a
relatively large number of fatalities from
turbine collisions would be a low potential for
population-level effects.
Caspian tern BLM — none The only current nesting Foraging habitat for Caspian BCR 9 population trend:
(Hydroprogne caspia) USFWS — none location in Idaho is chated at terns in present in the siting - 0.2 (1969-2019), moderate confidence
IDAPA — PNG Island Park Reservoir. As ' corr!dors in years when playas - 0.3 (1993-2019), moderate confidence
recently as 2007, the species are inundated, but breeding ) )
IDFG — Tier 2 also nested at Blackfoot, Magic, habitat is not. The species has ~ BCR 9 population size:
NS-S — S1B and Mormon Reservoirs, and at  been recorded at Wilson Lake Unknown
NS — G5 Bear Lake and Minidoka NWRs. Reservoir, less than 4 miles North American population size:

Occurs throughout the Snake
River Plain and eastern Idaho
during summer (IDFG 2017).

Generally nests on open, fairly
flat islands or islets of lakes,
reservoirs, and rivers. In Idaho,
the species appears to always
nest in mixed-species colonies,
particularly colonies with
California gulls. Nests are
placed on either bare ground or

from the siting corridors (eBird
2022). Therefore, there is a
moderate potential for the
species to occur in the siting
corridors during the summer
breeding season.

78,000 (Cornell University 2022)

Although Caspian terns may occur in the
siting corridors, the species has not been
documented as a fatality at any existing U.S.
wind energy facilities for which data are
available (Allison and Butryn 2020a).
Therefore, the likelihood of Caspian terns
colliding with turbines is low, and few (if any)
fatalities would be expected. Given this,
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(Scientific Name)

Special-Status and Conservation
Designations*

Life History Requirements

Potential for Occurrence

Collision Likelihood and Potential for
Population-Level Effects?

in shallow scrapes, and lined
with pebbles, grasses, mosses,
and other vegetation. The
species forages over lakes,
reservoirs, rivers, and sloughs
(IDFG 2017).

there would be a low potential for effects to
their population in BCR 9.

Clark’s grebe BLM — none In Idaho, the breeding Although breeding habitat for BCR 9 population trend:
(Aechmophorus clarkii) USFWS — BCC distrib_ution is_ primarily ' Clark_’§ grebe 'is not present i_n - 1.1 (1969-2019), high confidence
IDAPA — PNG assomatgd with t_he extenswe the siting corridors, th_e species - 0.8 (1993-2019), high confidence
Snake River drainage in the may pass through during ] -
IDFG — Tier 2 southern and southeastern parts migration and may use playas ~ BCR 9 population size:
NS-S — S2B of the state (IDFG 2017). and vernal pools when Unknown
NS — G5 Nests on freshwater lakes or inundated. The species has North American population size:
marshes with extensive open been recorded at Wilson Lake 11,000-21,000 (BLI 2022)
water, where they feed primarily ~R€servoir and other locations ' - _
on fish. They arrive at Idaho within 4 miles of the siting Although Clark’s grebe may occur in the
nesting areas in late April to corridors (eBird 2022). siting corridors, the species has not been
early May and are generally Therefore, there is a moderate dqcumented as a fatality atany existing U.S.
found in mixed species flocks potential for the species to occur wind energy facilities for which data are
with western grebes. They in the siting corridors during the  available (Allison and Butryn 2020a).
construct a floating platform summer breeding season. Therefore, the likelihood of Clark’s grebes
nest in emergent vegetation colliding with turbines is low, and few (if any)
protected from wind and waves. fatalities would be expected. Given this,
Clark’s grebes depart Idaho there would be a low potential for effects to
nesting sites between their population in BCR 9.
September and October (IDFG
2017).
Common loon BLM — none Commonly seen in Idaho during  Breeding habitat for common BCR 9 population trend:
(Gavia immer) USFWS — none migration. AItho_ugh they have Ioon_s is not present in _the siting - 0.5 (1969-2019), moderate confidence
IDAPA — PNG been observed in bregdmg corridors, but the'spec[es may - 0.4 (1993-2019), moderate confidence
plumage on 13 lakes in northern pass through during migration ] o
IDFG — Tier 2 and southeastern Idaho, few and use playas when inundated. BCR 9 population size:
NS-S — S1B. S2N instances of nesting are The species has been recorded Unknown
NS — G5 ' confirmed or can be inferred. In  at Wilson Lake Reservoir and North American population size:

the 1990s, nonflying juveniles
were observed at Priest Lake,
Upper Priest Lake, and the
Clark Fork Delta. In recent
years, adult pairs have been
observed at Island Park
Reservoir, and nests have been
found at Herman Lake (2012)
and Bonner Lake (2014—
although this nest was later
abandoned) (IDFG 2017).

other locations within 4 miles of
the siting corridors (eBird 2022).
Therefore, there is a moderate
potential for the species to occur
in the siting corridors from
spring through fall.

Unknown; global population size is
612,000-640,000 (BLI 2022)

Although common loon may occur in the
siting corridors, the species has not been
documented as a fatality at any existing U.S.
wind energy facilities for which data are
available (Allison and Butryn 2020a).
Therefore, the likelihood of common loons
colliding with turbines is low, and few (if any)
fatalities would be expected. Given this,
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Common Name Potential for Occurrence

(Scientific Name)

Special-Status and Conservation  Life History Requirements
Designations*

Requires clear, oligotrophic
lakes with an abundance of
small fish. Lakes are usually
larger than 22 acres in size and
below 5,905 feet amsl with
forested or rocky shorelines.
Nesting occurs in wind-
sheltered locations on islands,
floating bogs, marshes, muskrat
houses, logs, and artificial nest
platforms (IDFG 2017).

there would be a low potential for effects to
their population in BCR 9.

Common nighthawk BLM — none Breeds throughout North Sagebrush habitat for breeding  BCR 9 population trend:
(Chordeiles minor) USFWS — BCC America anc_j overwinters in common nighthe_lwks is present - 0.6 (1969-2019), high confidence
IDAPA — PNG South America; can be found_ in t_h(_e siting corridors, and 33 - 1.0 (1993-2019), high confidence
throughout most of Idaho during individuals were recorded at 18 ] :
IDFG — Tier 3 summer (IDFG 2017). point-count locations during the ~BER 9 population size:
NS-S — S4B Nests in sagebrush and first year of project avian use 3,000,000 (PIF 2022)
NS — G5 grassland habitat, open forests, ~SUrveys. Although use was North American population size:
woodland clearings, and rock relatively low, surveys did not 22,000,000 (PIF 2022)
outcrops. Lays eggs directly on ~ Occur in the evening when U ) .
the ground. nighthawks are most active Con_1mon nlghth_awks occurlln‘the siting
(WEST 2021a). All nighthawk corridors, occasionally fly within the RSH,
use occurred during summer, and account for 0.4% of all avian fatalities at
and only 15% of nighthawk existing U.S. wind energy facilities for which
flights occurred within the RSH  data are available (Allison and Butryn
(WEST 2021a, 2022b). 2020a). Therefore, common nighthawks
have a moderate risk of turbine collisions,
and some fatalities would be expected.
Although there has been a significant decline
in the common nighthawk population in BCR
9, the population is very large, and collisions
with turbines represent a very small source
of mortality for the species. Wind energy
development is not considered a major
threat to the species, and the potential for
population-level effects is low.
Flammulated owl BLM -S During summer, can be found in  The siting corridors are outside ~ BCR 9 population trend:
(Psiloscops flammeolus)  spws — BCC fo!'ested regions of Iqaho. the b.reeding range for the Unknown
Migrates south, possibly to species, and migratory stopover . .
IDAPA - PNG Central America, during winter  habitat is lacking. The nearest ~ BCR 9 population size:
IDFG — none (Linkhart and McCallum 2020).  record for the species is more 2,700 (PIF 2022)
NS-S — S3B Breeding habitat consists of dry ~ than 6 miles south of the North American population size:
NS — G4 montane forests of ponderosa nearest siting corridor (eBird 12,000 (PIF 2022)

pine (Pinus ponderosa) or other
large coniferous trees, often

2022). Therefore, flammulated
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(Scientific Name) Designations* Population-Level Effects?
interspersed with aspen owls have a low potential to Flammulated owls are unlikely to occur in
(Populus) or oak (Quercus). occur in the siting corridors. the siting corridors, and there are only 2
Nests in tree cavities, usually on recorded fatalities (< 0.1% of all recorded
middle or upper slopes of fatalities) at existing U.S. wind energy
mountains. Found at lower facilities for which data are available (Allison
elevations and in riparian areas and Butryn 2020a). Therefore, the likelihood
during migration, but prefers of flammulated owls colliding with turbines is
forested areas (Linkhart and low, and no fatalities would be expected.
McCallum 2020). Given this, there would be a low potential for
effects to their population in BCR 9.
Forster’s tern BLM — none Found throughout the Snake Large playas in the siting BCR 9 population trend:
(Sterna forsteri) USFWS — BCC River Plain _during summer and corrid(_)rs may provide suitable - 2.4 (1969-2019), moderate confidence
IDAPA — PNG |n‘the ‘remamder pf Idaho during _breedlng habitat when . - 2.0 (1993-2019), moderate confidence
migration. Overwinters along the inundated, and the species may ) :
IDFG — none California coast, in the pass through the siting corridors BCR 9 population size:
NS-S — S2B southeastern United States, and during migration, even when Unknown
NS — G5 in (_Zentr_al Amer!ca (Cornell ephemeral water features are North American population size:
University 2022; IDFG 2022b). dry. The species has been
recorded at Wilson Lake 120,000 (BLI 2022)

Inhabits freshwater, brackish,

and saltwater marshes during Reservoir and other locations A_It_hough I_:orster’s terns may occur in the
the summer breeding season. within 4 miles of the siting siting corridors, the species has not l:_)een
Nest along the marshy edges of corridors (eBird 2022), and documented as a fatality at any existing U.S.
small islands free from there is a single record directly ~ wind energy facilities for which data are
predators. Most nest colonies adjacent to the access corridor  available (Allison and Butryn 2020a).

along ID 24 (IDFG 2020). Therefore, the likelihood of Forster’s terns

occur in wetlands larger than 50 ; o~ . - - .
acres where there is plenty of Therefore, there is a moderate colliding with turbines is low, and few (if any)

open water for foraging, but potential for the species to occur fatalities would be expected. Given this,

colony locations change with in the siting corridors from the_re would _be a low potential for effects to
varying water levels and spring through fall. their population in BCR 9.
disturbance from storms or
human activity. Migrating terns
can be found in a wider variety
of wetland settings (Cornell
University 2022).
Franklin’s gull BLM — none Breeds in eastern Idaho at Bear  Although playas and vernal BCR 9 population trend:
(Leucophaeus pipixcan) USEWS — BCC Lake and Grays Lake NWRs, poc_)ls in the siting corridors are - 3.3 (1969-2019), low confidence
e acopmen ess  oomi i g en 0 1S83-2019). o concece
g Franklin’s gulls even . .
IDFG — Tier 3 (WMAs), and Oxford Slough when inundated, foraging BCR 9 population size:
NS-S — S3B Waterfowl Production Area. Can habitat is present, and the Unknown
NS — GAGS be found throughout Idaho species may also pass through  North American population size:
- during migration (IDFG 2017). the siting corridors during

migration. The species was 1,000,000-1,490,000 (BLI 2022)

observed during the second Although Franklin’s gulls occur in the siting
corridors, there is only a single documented

Nests exclusively in marshes.
Forms large colonies in areas
with fairly open emergent
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Collision Likelihood and Potential for

(Scientific Name) Designations* Population-Level Effects?
vegetation (particularly year of project avian use Franklin’s gull fatality (< 0.1% of all recorded
bulrush/cattail marshes) and surveys (WEST 2022b). fatalities) at existing U.S. wind energy
deep water. Nests are formed facilities for which data are available (Allison
on floating mats built on the and Butryn 2020a). Therefore, the likelihood
water’s surface, on muskrat of Franklin’s gulls colliding with turbines is
lodges, or on floating debris, low, and few (if any) fatalities would be
and are constructed of dead expected. Given this, there would be a low
marsh plants. Forages in potential for effects to their population in
marshes, irrigated agricultural BCR 9.
fields, pastures, and other field
habitats. Nest colonies change
locations in response to water
conditions and are often in
remote areas (IDFG 2017).
Grasshopper sparrow BLM -S In Idaho, the species is locally Open sagebrush steppe habitat BCR 9 population trend:
(Ammodramus USFWS — none abuno!ant during the summer for breedirjg grasshqpper N 0.0 (1969-2019), moderate confidence
savannarum) IDAPA — PNG bree_zdln_g season in sunabl_e_ sparrows is present |n_the siting - 2.7 (1993-2019), moderate confidence
habitat in the Palouse Prairie corridors, and 107 individuals ) :
IDFG — Tier 3 and the Snake River Plain. were recorded at 73 locations ~ BCR 9 population size:
NS-S — S3B Overwintering occurs in the during the first year of project 410,000 (PIF 2022)
NS — G5 southern United States, Mexico, avian use surveys. Grasshopper North American population size:

Central America, and the
Caribbean (IDFG 2017).

Breeds in a broad array of open
grasslands of intermediate
stature and age, including native
prairie, pastures, hayfields,
planted grasslands (e.g.,
crested wheatgrass), recently
burned sites, and open
sagebrush steppe. In the West,
the species prefers drier sites
with intermediate grass height,
patchy bare ground for foraging,
and sparse shrub cover, and is
more likely to occupy large
tracts of habitat than small
fragments (IDFG 2017).

sparrow use was highest in
spring but also occurred in

2022b).

summer and fall (WEST 2021a).
All grasshopper sparrow flights
occurred below the RSH (WEST

34,000,000 (PIF 2022)

Grasshopper sparrows occur in the siting
corridors and account for 0.3% of all
recorded fatalities at existing U.S. wind
energy facilities for which data are available
(Allison and Butryn 2020a). It is possible that
actual fatality rates could be higher due to
lower carcass detection rates for small
passerine species, but there is evidence that
some sparrows avoid wind turbines (Shaffer
and Buhl 2016). Therefore, grasshopper
sparrows have a moderate likelihood of
turbine collisions, and some fatalities would
be expected. Although there has been a
significant decline in the grasshopper
sparrow population in BCR 9 in recent years,
the population is somewhat large, and
collisions with turbines represent a very
small source of mortality for the species.
Wind energy development is not considered
a major threat to the species (Ruth 2015),
and the potential for population-level effects
is low.
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Green-tailed towhee BLM -S Summer range includes much of Open shrub-steppe habitat for BCR 9 population trend:
(Piplio chlorurus) USFWS — none southe_rn and_ eastern Idaho. breeding_tovyh_ees is present, 0.0 (1969-2019), high confidence
IDAPA — PNG Ov_erwmters in the sout'hern and four |nd|V|dua|§ were - 1.1 (1993-2019), high confidence
United States and Mexico recorded at two point-count ) :
IDFG — none (Cornell University 2022). locations during the first year of ~BCR 9 population size:
NS-S — S4B Green-tailed towhees breed ina Project av_ian use surveys; use 1,400,000 (PIF 2022)
NS — G5 range of mixed-species shrub occurred in all seasons except  North American population size:
communities, including open winter (WEST 2021a). All green- 4,800,000 (PIF 2022)
shrub-steppe, montane tailed towhee flights occurred O ' _
shrubland, and successional below the RSH (WEST 2022b).  Although green-tailed towhees occur in the
growth in disturbed coniferous siting corridors, they typically fly below the
forest. Green-tailed towhees RSH, and there have only been 2
use a variety of habitats during documented green-tailed_t_owhee fa_tal_ities (<
migration, including montane 0.1% of all recorded fatalities) at existing
areas, riparian woodlands, and U.S. wind energy facilities for which data are
upland desert, but they tend to available (AIIisqn a_nd Butryn 2020a)_.
use brushy areas at lower Therefore, the likelihood of green-tailed
elevations (Cornell University towhees colliding with turbines is low, and
2022). few (if any) fatalities would be expected.
Given this, there would be a low potential for
effects to their population in BCR 9.
Lesser yellowlegs BLM — none Can be found in suitable Playas and vernal pools in the BCR 9 population trend:
(Tringa flavipes) USFWS — BCC habitats at lower elevations siting corridors may provide - 1.0% (1969-2019), moderate confidence
IDAPA — PNG throughout westem and o mlgra;ory stopov_er habitat, - 1.2% (1993-2019), high confidence
southern Idaho during migration especially when inundated. The ! .
IDFG — none (Comell University 2022; IDFG  species has been recorded at ~ BCR 9 population size:
NS-S — S2M 2022b). Wilson Lake Reservoir and Unknown
NS — G5 Commonly breeds in boreal ;)r:her_tlpcatlon%wnhmé rg'lzeoszgf North American population size:
fores_t and forgst/tund_ra € siung corridors (eBir )- 400,000 (BLI 2022)
transition habitats. Migratory Therefore, there is a moderate _
stopover and wintering habitat potential for the species to occur A_It_hough I_esser yellowlegs may occur in the
use varies with rainfall: tidal flats N the siting corridors during siting corridors, the species has not been
may be frequented during the spring and fall migration. documented as a fatality at any existing U.S.
dry season, while adjacent W|n(_i energy facnmes for which data are
shallow lagoons and marshes available (Alllso_n and Butryn 2020a).
are used during the rainy The_rgfore,_the Ilkt_allhoc_)d of lesser yeIIo_wIegs
season. Flooded agricultural colliding with turbines is low, and few (if any)
lands, wet meadows, and fatalities would be expected_. Given this,
sewage ponds are also used the_re would be a low potential for effects to
(Cornell University 2022; their population in BCR 9.
USFWS 2022).
Lewis’s woodpecker BLM-S Range closely follows the The siting corridors are outside ~ BCR 9 population trend:
(Melanerpes lewis) USEWS — BCC distributﬁon o_f pondero_sa pine. the b_reeding range for the_ - 1.2 (1969-2019), moderate confidence
IDAPA — PNG Breeds in suitable habitat species, and forested habitats - 0.6 (1993-2019), moderate confidence

throughout Idaho except in the

are not present. The nearest
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IDFG — Tier 2 southeastern portion of the state record for the species is more BCR 9 population size:
NS-S — S3B (|DFG 2017) than 9 miles south of the closest 38,000 (P”: 2022)
; ; siting corridor (eBird 2022). ) . )
NS — G4 ﬁrgﬁ?r']’;% splgensdgefgsara;%gccur Therefore, Lewis’s North American population size:
forests, cottonwood riparian Woodp_eckers haV(_a a Iow_ _ 82,000 (PIF 2022)
forests, and aspen groves. The ~ Potential to occur in the siting Lewis’s woodpeckers are unlikely to occur in
species appears to prefer corridors. the siting corridors, and the species has not
nesting in large-diameter, well- been documented as a fatality at any
decayed snags in relatively existing U.S. wind energy facilities for which
open forests with a well- data are available (Allison and Butryn
developed understory. Nests 2020a). Therefore, the likelihood of Lewis’s
are sited in natural cavities or woodpecker colliding with turbines is low,
abandoned nest holes of and no fatalities would be expected. Given
primary excavators (IDFG this, there would be a low potential for
2017). effects to their population in BCR 9.
Loggerhead shrike BLM -S Summer breeding range Open shrubland for breeding BCR 9 population trend:
(Lanius ludovicianus) USFWS — none includes much of southern Iogge_r_head shrikes is present in - 0.9 (1969-2019), high confidence
IDAPA — PNG Idaho (IDFG 2022b). Fhe_ siting corridors, and 48 0.7 (1993-2019), high confidence
Inhabits open country with short  individuals were recorded at 12 BCR 9 population size:
IDFG — none vegetation and well-spaced point-count locations during the pop :
NS-S — S3 shrubs or low trees, particularly first year of project avian use 710,000 (PIF 2022)
NS — G4 those with spines or thorns. surveys. Use occurred during all - North American population size:
Frequents agricultural fields, seasons but showed a 7,000,000 (PIF 2022)
pastures, old orchards, riparian ~ Pronounced peak in spring o ) )
areas, desert scrublands, (WEST 2021a). All loggerhead  Although loggerhead shrikes occur in the
savannas, prairies, golf courses, shrike flights occurred below the  siting corridors, they typically fly below the
and cemeteries. Often seen RSH (WEST 2022b). RSH, and there have only been 13
along mowed roadsides with documented loggerhead shrike fatalities
access to fence lines and utility (0.1% of all recorded fatalities) at existing
poles. In the absence of trees or U.S. wind energy facilities for which data are
shrubs, they sometimes nest in available (Allison and Butryn 2020a).
brush piles or tumbleweeds However, it is possible that actual fatality
(USFWS 2022). rates could be higher due to lower carcass
detection rates for small passerine species.
Therefore, loggerhead shrikes have a
moderate likelihood of turbine collisions, and
some fatalities would be expected. Even if
more fatalities were to occur than expected,
the loggerhead shrike population in BCR 9 is
large and increasing, and the potential for
population-level effects is low.
Marbled godwit BLM — none Breeding range is primarily Wetland and grassland habitat BCR 9 population Trend:
(Limosa fedoa) USFWS — BCC Iimited_to northern grasslands of for migra_lting mar_bled quwits is - 0.5% (1969-2019), high confidence
IDAPA — PNG the United States and Canada, present in the siting corridors, - 0.8% (1993-2019), high confidence

though two small, isolated

and the species has been
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IDFG — none breeding populations occur recorded at Wilson Lake BCR 9 population size:

NS-S — S2M along the coast of James Bay in  Reservoir and other locations Unknown
Ontario and along the Alaska within 4 miles of the siting ) . )

NS - G5 Peninsula. Overwinters along corridors (eBird 2022). North American population size:
the Pacific and Atlantic coasts Therefore, marbled godwits 140,000-200,000 (Gratto-Trevor 2020)
south to Central America have a moderate potential to Although marbled godwits may occur in the
(Gratto-Trevor 2020). Can be occur in the siting corridors siting corridors, the species has not been
found through all but northeast  during the spring and fall documented as a fatality at any existing U.S.
Idaho during migration (IDFG migratory season. wind energy facilities for which data are
2017). available (Allison and Butryn 2020a).
Breeds in native grassland and Therefore, the likelihood of marbled godwits
wetland complexes, including colliding with turbines is low, and few (if any)
ephemeral and semipermanent fatalities would be expected. Given this,
wetlands, with short, sparsely to there would be a low potential for effects to
moderately vegetated their population in BCR 9.
landscapes. Can be found in a
variety of wetland types during
migration and forages in native
grasslands and hay fields
(Gratto-Trevor 2020).

Mountain quail BLM-S Occurs in mountain ranges of The siting corridors are beyond  BCR 9 population trend:
(Oreortyx pictus) USFWS - W western North America; western the known geographic range for 0.6 (1969-2019), moderate confidence
IDAPA — UGB Ldoar?r?elass?;rt:igmeme ) the species, and montane 2.4 (1993-2019), moderate confidence
ge of their habitat is not present. The ) )

IDFG — Tier 2 range. Populations are centered nearest record for the species s BCR 9 population size:

NS-S — S2 in the lower Salmon River more than 145 miles west of the 19,000 (PIF 2022)

NS — G5 Canyon and Hells Canyon along nearest siting corridor (eBird North American population size:

the Snake River. Small, isolated
populations likely occur in the
Boise Mountains and Bennett
Hills in southwest Idaho, and
near Dworshak Reservoir in
northern ldaho (IDFG 2017).

Found in brushy, early-
successional habitats, often
within coniferous forests and on
steep slopes. In the western
part of their range, habitat
requirements are largely met in
open or recently logged forest
and chaparral vegetation. Within
the more arid landscapes of
their eastern range, mountain
quail typically occur in dense
shrubs in steep riparian draws.

2022). Therefore, mountain
quail have a low potential to
occur in the siting corridors.

260,000 (PIF 2022)

Mountain quail are unlikely to occur in the
siting corridors, and only 10 fatalities (0.1%
of all recorded fatalities) have been
documented at existing U.S. wind energy
facilities for which data are available (Allison
and Butryn 2020a). Therefore, the likelihood
of mountain quail colliding with turbines is
low, and no fatalities would be expected.
Given this, there would be a low potential for
effects to their population in BCR 9.

App3-45



Lava Ridge Wind Project Draft Environmental Impact Statement
Appendix 3. Issues Analyzed in Brief

Common Name
(Scientific Name)

Special-Status and Conservation
Designations*

Life History Requirements

Potential for Occurrence

Collision Likelihood and Potential for
Population-Level Effects?

In all habitats, mountain quail
use areas of dense, tall shrubs
near water (IDFG 2017)

Northern goshawk BLM -S Can be found in southwestern Although mature forests for BCR 9 population trend:
(Accipiter gentilis) USFWS — none Idaho during the winter and breeding goshawks are not 0.0% (1969-2019), low confidence
IDAPA — PNG throughout the rest of the state  present in the siting corridors or +0.2% (1993-2019), low confidence
year-round (IDFG 2022b). surrounding region, the open } L
IDFG — none Generally prefers mature or old- Sagebrush steppe habitats are BCR 9 population size:
NS-S — S3 growth conifer, mixed suitable for foraging goshawks. 7,900 (PIF 2022)
NS — G5 hardwood-conifer, birch, or Thet[]e Isa S|rr1]gle |:ec$rr1q Otfha North American population size:
aspen forest for nesting. n_o_r érn g_os awk within the 210,000 (P”: 2022)
However, they have been found ~Siting corridors from 2002 )
to also be generalists in terms of (WEST 2022d). The species Although northern goshawks may occur in
the types and ages of forests has also been recorded at the siting corridors, thg species ha§ not been
they can use and can also be Wilson Lake Reservoir within 4 dqcumented as a fatallty at any existing u.s.
found in younger forests miles of the siting corridors Wln(_i energy faC|I|t|es for which data are
intermingled with mature trees (eBird 2022). Therefore, there is available (Alllso_n apd Butryn 2020a).
with high canopies for nesting. a moderate potential for the Therefore, the likelihood of northern
Sites near forest openings or species to occur in the siting gosh_awks coII|d|_n_g with turbines is low, and
edges for foraging also appear corridors. fe_vv (if any) fatalities would be expected_.
to be preferred. Aerial pursuit Given this, th‘ere woulq be‘ a low potential for
may occur along a forest floor or effects to their population in BCR 9.
in small woodland opening or
woodland edges and over large
open areas of sagebrush steppe
(USFWS 2022).
Northern harrier BLM — none Summer breeding range Year-round shrub-steppe habitat BCR 9 population trend:
(Circus hudsonius) USFWS — BCC extends from northern Alaska _for north_ern harr_iers is present - 0.1 (1969-2019), moderate confidence
IDAPA — PNG and Canada, south throu_gh in t_ht_a siting corridors, and 199 - 0.5 (1993-2019), moderate confidence
much of the West and Midwest  individuals were recorded at 70 . .
IDFG — none into Baja California. Winters point-count locations during the ~BCR 9 population size:
NS-S — S4 from far southwest Canada first year of project avian use 140,000 (PIF 2022)
NS — G5 through the continental United surveys; use occurred during all  North American population size:

States and into Central and
South America (Smith et al.
2020).

Breeds in open wetlands,
marshes, lightly grazed
pastures, old fields, and tundra
as well as adjacent upland
habitats including prairies,
grasslands, drained
marshlands, cold desert shrub-
steppe, and riparian woodlands.
Found in similar habitats during

seasons but was highest in the
winter and lowest in the spring
(WEST 2021a). More than 96%
of northern harrier flights
occurred below the RSH (WEST
2022Db). Although harrier nests
were not identified during
project raptor nest surveys,
harriers construct nests on the
ground in tall, dense vegetation,
which would have been difficult
to detect (WEST 2020, 2021b).

820,000 (PIF 2022)

Northern harriers are common in the siting
corridors, and there have been 20
documented northern harrier fatalities (0.2%
of all recorded fatalities) at existing U.S.
wind energy facilities for which data are
available (Allison and Butryn 2020a).
Despite these fatalities, harriers typically fly
below the RSH, and studies at operational
wind energy facilities have shown they have
a low likelihood of colliding with turbines
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migration and winter, but
especially common in Great
Basin shrub-steppe and Great
Plains grasslands (Smith et al.
2020).

(Whitfield and Madders 2006). Given this, a
small number of northern harrier fatalities
would be expected. Although the northern
harrier population in BCR 9 has been
declining, it remains relatively large, and
modeling has shown that direct mortality
from wind energy development is unlikely to
pose a threat to northern harrier populations
(Diffendorfer et al. 2021). Therefore, the
likelihood of population-level effects is low.

Olive-sided flycatcher BLM -S Breeds in northern Idaho and The siting corridors are outside ~ BCR 9 population trend:
(Contopus cooperi) USFWS — BCC can be found in all bgt far the b_reeding range for the - 1.1 (1969-2019), moderate confidence
IDAPA — PNG squthvyest Idaho plurlng‘ species, and migratory stopover 0.5 (1993-2019), moderate confidence
migration. Overwinters in habitat is not present. The ] )
IDFG — Tier 3 Panama and the Andes nearest record for the species is BCR 9 population size:
NS-S — S3B Mountains of South America more than 10 miles southwest of 120,000 (PIF 2022)
NS — G4 (Altman and Sallabanks 2020; the nearest siting co_rndo_r (eBird  North American population size:
IDFG 2017). 2022). Therefore, olive-sided
Typically nests in mid- to high- flycatchers have a low potential _1'909'000 (PIF 2022) _
elevation mixed conifer forests L0 occur in the siting corridors. Olive-sided flycatchers are unlikely to occur
along forest edges and in thg siting corridors, and only a si_ngle
openings, including burns and fatality (< 0.1% of all recorded fatalities) has
clear-cuts. They require tall, begn_recorded at existing U.S. _Wind energy
prominent trees and snags, facilities for which data are avallablt_a (Alllson
which serve as singing and and _Butryn 2020a). Therefor(_e, _the |I!(e||h00d
foraging perches, and of o[lve-slded flycatchers cqll_ldlng with
unobstructed air space for turbines is Io_w, anq no fatalities would be
hunting (IDFG 2017). Mainly expect_ed. Given this, ther_e would t_>e a low
uses mountain habitats during potential for effects to their population in
migration but can also be found BCR 9.
in lowland riparian forest
(Altman and Sallabanks 2020).
Pectoral sandpiper BLM — none Circumpolar breeding range that Wetland habitat for migrating BCR 9 population trend:
(Calidris melanotos) USFWS — BCC includes far northern Canada, pectoral sandpipers is present in Unknown, though may be declining
Alaska, and Russia. Primarily the siting corridors when playas (Farmer et al. 2020)
IDAPA — PNG ; ; ; ; ;
overwinters in South America, are inundated, and the species ) )
IDFG — none but also Australia and New has been recorded at Wilson BCR 9 population size:
NS-S — S2M Zealand (Farmer et al. 2020). Lake Reservoir and other Unknown
NS — G5 Scattered records from western  locations within 4 miles of the North American population size:

Idaho and the Snake River Plain siting corridors (eBird 2022).
during fall migration (IDFG Therefore, there is a moderate
2022D). potential for pectoral sandpipers
Breeds on arctic tundra in wet to occur in the siting corridors
and well-vegetated habitats. during the fall.

Can be found in a wider variety

500,000 (Farmer et al. 2020)

Although pectoral sandpipers may occur in
the siting corridors, the species has not been
documented as a fatality at any existing U.S.
wind energy facilities for which data are
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of freshwater and brackish
wetlands during winter and
migration, including marshes,
swamps, lakes, floodplains, wet
grasslands, sewage ponds, golf
courses, coastal lagoons, and
bays (Farmer et al. 2020).

available (Allison and Butryn 2020a).
Therefore, the likelihood of pectoral
sandpipers colliding with turbines is low, and
few (if any) fatalities would be expected.
Given this, there would be a low potential for
effects to their population in BCR 9.

Pinyon jay BLM -S Ranges throughout the western  The siting corridors are beyond  BCR 9 population trend:
(Gymnorhinus USFWS — BCC and §outhwestern Unite_d Sta_tes the typicgl year-round range for - 2.1 (1969-2019), high confidence
cyanocephalus) IDAPA — PNG and is a year-round resident in the species, and there are no - 2.3 (1993-2019), high confidence
southeastern Idaho, but may pinyon-juniper habitats in the ) o
IDFG — Tier 2 irrupt into northern Idaho ifthe  siting corridors or surrounding ~ BCR 9 population size:
NS-S — S3 pinecone crop they rely on fails  region. The nearest record for 310,000 (PIF 2022)
NS — G3 (IDFG 2017; Johnson and Balda th_e species is more than 13 North American population size:
2020). miles southwest of the nearest 760,000 (PIF 2022)
Closely tied to pinyon-juniper siting corrldqr (eBl_rd 2022). ' N
woodlands. It may also breed in Therefore, pinyon jays have a Does not occur, and no fatalities would be
sagebrush and ponderosa pine low potential to occur in the expected.
forests where these habitats are Siting corridors.
near pinyon-juniper. May begin
nesting in February (IDFG 2017;
Johnson and Balda 2020).
Ring-billed gull BLM — none Breeding range extends from Open habitats and irrigation BCR 9 population trend:
(Larus delawarensis) USFWS — none southern Canada sputh through canals for foraging ring-bjl_led - 1.5 (1969-2019), high confidence
IDAPA — PNG the far nqrthern United States guIIs_ are present in the_smng - 3.5 (1993-2019), high confidence
and interior northwest. corridors, and the species has o
IDFG — Tier 3 Overwinters along the Pacific been recorded at numerous BCR 9 population size:
NS-S — S2B. S2N and Atlantic coasts and in the locations within 1 to 4 miles of Unknown
NS — G5 southeastern United States, the siting corridors, including North American population size:

Mexico, and the Caribbean
(Pollet et al. 2020). Currently
breeds at three locations in
Idaho: Blackfoot and Island Park
Reservoirs, and Market Lake
WMA. Some populations remain
in Idaho year-round (IDFG
2017).

Breeds almost exclusively on
barren or sparsely vegetated
islands in natural lakes,
reservoirs, and rivers. Uses a
variety of fairly open habitats for
foraging, including reservoirs,
lakes, irrigation canals, weirs,
garbage dumps, feed lots,

Wilson Lake Reservoir (eBird
2022). Therefore, ring-billed
gulls have a moderate potential
to occur in the siting corridors
year-round.

2,550,000 (BLI 2022)

Although ring-billed gulls may occur in the
siting corridors, there have only been eight
documented ring-billed gull fatalities (0.1% of
all recorded fatalities) at existing U.S. wind
energy facilities for which data are available
(Allison and Butryn 2020a). Therefore, the
likelihood of ring-billed gulls colliding with
turbines is low, and few (if any) fatalities
would be expected. Given this, there would
be a low potential for effects to their
population in BCR 9.
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irrigated agricultural fields, and
pastures (IDFG 2017).

Sagebrush sparrow BLM -S Scattered distribution in Semi-open sagebrush habitat BCR 9 population trend:
(Artemisiqspiza USFWS — none soqthern and eastern Idahq for breedirjg sagebru;h 3 - 1.4 (1969-2019), high confidence
nevadensis) IDAPA — PNG _durlng the summer. Overwinters sparrows is presen_t in the siting 0.7 (1993-2019), high confidence
in the southern United States corridors, and two individuals } )
IDFG — Tier 2 and northern Mexico (IDFG were recorded at two point- BCR 9 population size:
NS-S — S3B 2017). count locations during the first 3,900,000 (PIF 2022)
NS — G5 Prefers semi-open habitats with ~ Y&ar of projectavian use = North American population size:
evenly spaced shrubs that are 3 SUrVeys; all use occurred during 5,400,000 (PIF 2022)
to 6 feet high. Closely the spring (WEST 2021a). All ' ' _ B
associated with big sagebrush sagebrush sparrow flights Sagebrush sparrows occur in the siting
in Idaho and throughout much of occurred below the RSH (WEST corridors, but the_y typlcally_ fly below the
its range but may use other 2022b). RSH, and there is only a single documented
shrub communities with sagebrush sparrow fatal@ty_(< 0.1% of all
appropriate vertical structure, recorded fatalities) at existing U.S. wind
density, and patchiness. In energy facilities for which data are ayailable
Idaho, breeding usually occurs (Allison anc_i Butryn 2020a). It is possible that
below 5,500 feet amsl but has actual fatality rates could be higher due to
been documented above 7,800 lower carcass detection rates for small
feet ams| (IDFG 2017). passerine species, but there is evidence that
some sparrows avoid wind turbines (Shaffer
and Buhl 2016). Therefore, sagebrush
sparrows have a moderate likelihood of
turbine collisions, and some fatalities would
be expected. Although there has been a
long-term decline in the sagebrush sparrow
population in BCR 9, it has been increasing
in recent years, and the population is very
large. Collisions with turbines represent a
very small source of mortality, and direct
mortality from wind energy development is
not considered a major threat to the species
(IDFG 2017). Therefore, the potential for
population-level effects is low.
Sage thrasher BLM -S In Idaho, they can be found in Sagebrush steppe for breeding  BCR 9 population trend:
(Oreoscoptes montanus) | Spws — BCC the southern half of the state sage thrashers is present in the - 0.5% (1969-2019), high confidence
IDAPA — PNG tightly associated with ) -Sltll.'lg corridors, and 93 - 1.6% (1993-2019), high confidence
sagebrush-steppe habitats. individuals were recorded at 35 ) )
IDFG — Tier 2 Overwinters in the southwestern  point-count locations during the ~BCR 9 population size:
NS-S — S3B United States and Mexico (IDFG first year of avian use surveys. 4,100,000 (PIF 2022)
NS — G4 2017). Sage thrasher use showed a North American population size:

Sagebrush-obligate species
dependent on large patches of
sagebrush steppe for successful

pronounced peak in summer but
also occurred in spring and fall
(WEST 2021a). All sage

6,400,000 (PIF 2022)
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breeding. Throughout the main
portion of the breeding range,
the species nests most
commonly in big sagebrush and
three-tip sagebrush (Artemisia
tripartita), and occasionally uses
other species, such as low

sagebrush (Artemisia arbuscula)

and rabbitbrush (Ericameria).
For nesting, it shows a strong

preference for shrubs at least 28

inches tall (IDFG 2017).

thrasher flights occurred below
the RSH (WEST 2022c).

Although sage thrashers occur in the siting
corridors, they typically fly below the RSH,
and there have only been six documented
sage thrasher fatalities (0.1% of all recorded
fatalities) at existing U.S. wind energy
facilities for which data are available (Allison
and Butryn 2020a). This may be in part due
to the relatively small number of facilities
studied in BCR 9, which supports
approximately 65% of the total sage thrasher
population. Therefore, sage thrashers have
a moderate likelihood of colliding with
turbines, and some fatalities would be
expected. Although the sage thrasher
population in BCR 9 has declined
significantly in recent years, it is still very
large. Collisions with turbines represent a
relatively small source of mortality, and
direct mortality from wind energy
development is not considered a major
threat to the species (IDFG 2017).
Therefore, the potential for population-level
effects is low.

BLM — none
USFWS — none
IDAPA - GBM
IDFG — Tier 3
NS-S - S3B
NS - G5

Sandhill crane
(Antigone canadensis)

Three crane populations occur
in Idaho. The Lower Colorado
River Valley Population breeds
in southwest Idaho from the
border with Nevada north to
New Meadows. The Rocky
Mountain Population breeds in
south-central and eastern Idaho.
Sandhill cranes in the Pacific
Coast Population use staging
areas in the Treasure and
Payette River valleys during
spring migration on their way to
nesting areas in southern
Alaska (IDFG 2017).

Found in well-watered river
valleys, marshes, and meadows
typically above 5,000 feet amsl.
Nests along the edge of cattail
and bulrush marshes in the wet
meadow-shallow marsh zones
and on islands. Following
nesting, cranes stage in nearby

Although the playas and vernal
pools in the siting corridors are
unlikely to be suitable for
breeding sandhill cranes even
when inundated, they may
provide migratory stopover
habitat. Two individuals were
recorded at one point-count
location during the first year of
project avian use surveys; all
use occurred during winter
(WEST 2021a). All sandhill
crane flights occurred within the
RSH (WEST 2022c).

BCR 9 population trend:

1.1 (1969-2019), high confidence
0.1 (1993-2019), high confidence

BCR 9 population size:
Unknown

North American population size:
726,000 (Collins et al. 2016)

Although sandhill cranes occur in the siting
corridors, the species has not been
documented as a fatality at any existing U.S.
wind energy facilities for which data are
available (Allison and Butryn 2020a).
Therefore, the likelihood of sandhill cranes
colliding with turbines is low, and few (if any)
fatalities would be expected. Given this,
there would be a low potential for effects to
their population in BCR 9.
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wetlands near cut grain (wheat
or barley) (IDFG 2017).

Sharp-tailed grouse, BLM -S Widespread in southeastern Year-round habitat for sharp- BCR 9 population trend:
including Columbian USFWS — none Idaho and also occurs in south-  tailed grouse is present, and - 1.2% (1969-2019), low confidence
sharp-tailed grouse IDAPA — UGB central Idah_o along the Neva(_ia there_ is a _sm_gle recp_rd of the - 1.0% (1993-2019), low confidence
(Tympanuchus border and in an isolated portion species within the siting ) o
phasianellus, IDFG — Tier 2 of western Idaho (IDFG 2017).  corridors from 1987 (eBird BCR 9 population size:
Tympanuchus NS-S — S3SNA) Inhabits a mosaic of agricultural ~ 2022)- 1,600 (PIF 2022)
phasianellus NS — G5T3 and rangeland communities. North American population size:
columbianus) Eatti)ve hﬁbitat is ch_a}ractedrized 760,000 (PIF 2022)
unchgrass prairie an . .
s?mlrub-bur?chgrapss rangelands in Although Columbian sharp-tailed grouse
good to excellent ecological occur in the siting corridors, there have only
condition for nesting and brood- been two documented sharp-tailed grouse
rearing habitat and tall fatalities (< 0.1% of all recorded fatalities) at
deciduous shrub thickéts in existing U.S. wind energy facilities for which
shrubby riparian zones data are available (Allison and Butryn
mountain shrub patche’s and 2020a). Therefore, the likelihood of
aspen stands for overwir’1tering Columbian sharp-tailed grouse colliding with
During spring, males gather at. turbines is low, and few (if any) fatalities
traditional Iek,sites that are would be expected. Given this, there would
typically located on low knolls, pe no potential for effects to their population
benches, and ridgetops slightly in BCR 9.
higher than surrounding terrain
(IDFG 2017).
Trumpeter swan BLM-S A resident population occurs in  Although the playas and vernal BCR 9 population trend:
(Cygnus bruccinator) USFWS — none eastern |daho and is part of the  pools in the siting corridors are No data (1969-2019)
IDAPA — GBM Greater YeIIows_tone breeding unllke_ly to be suitable for +1.1% (1993-2019), low confidence
flocks. Key nesting areas breeding trumpeter swans even ] o
IDFG — Tier 2 include Harriman State Park; when inundated, they may BCR 9 population size:
NS-S — S1B. S4N the Caribou—-Targhee National provide migratory stopover Unknown
NS — G4 Forest; Market Lake and Sand ~ habitat, and the species may North American population size:

Creek WMAs; and Camas,
Grays Lake, and Bear Lake
NWRs. In winter, migratory
swans from Canada mix with
resident U.S. flocks. Crucial
winter habitat occurs in the
Snake River, the Henrys and
South Forks of the Snake River,
and Teton River. Field-feeding
swan concentrations occur near
the lower Henrys Fork River
(Deer Parks WMA), the main
Snake River above American

pass through the siting corridors
even when ephemeral water
sources are dry. The species
has been recorded at several
locations within 1 to 4 miles of
the siting corridors, including
Wilson Lake Reservoir (eBird
2022). Therefore, trumpeter
swans have a moderate
potential to occur in the siting
corridors from spring through
fall.

76,000 (BLI 2022)

Although trumpeter swans may occur in the
siting corridors, the species has not been
documented as a fatality at any existing U.S.
wind energy facilities for which data are
available (Allison and Butryn 2020a).
Therefore, the likelihood of trumpeter swans
colliding with turbines is low, and few (if any)
fatalities would be expected. Given this,
there would be a low potential for effects to
their population in BCR 9.
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Falls Reservoir, Market Lake
WMA, and the lower Teton
River north of Newdale (IDFG
2017).

Nests on relatively undisturbed
natural and impounded
wetlands with slow and shallow
water. Nests are located on
islands, muskrat and beaver
houses, or exposed hummocks
and consist of mounds of
emergent vegetation that can
reach 9 to 12 feet in diameter.
During migration and winter, can
be found at a wider variety of
waterbodies (IDFG 2017).

Western grebe BLM — none
(Aechmophorus USFWS — BCC
occidentalis)
IDAPA — PNG
IDFG — Tier 2
NS-S - S2B
NS - G5

Can be found in wetland
habitats throughout Idaho during
the summer. In Idaho, the
species breeds along the Snake
River drainage in the southern
and southeastern parts of the
state, at Lake Cascade, and at
several locations in the
Panhandle. More than half of
the state’s population breeds at
Lake Cascade. Overwinters
along the Pacific coast (IDFG
2017).

Nests colonially on freshwater
lakes or marshes with extensive
open water, where they feed
primarily on fish. Constructs a
floating platform nest in
emergent vegetation protected
from wind and waves. They
arrive at ldaho nesting areas in
late April to early May and
depart in September and
October (IDFG 2017).

Although the playas and vernal
pools in the siting corridors are
unlikely to be suitable for
breeding western grebes even
when inundated, they may
provide migratory stopover
habitat, and the species may
pass through the siting corridors
even when ephemeral water
sources are dry. The species
has been recorded at several
locations within 1 to 4 miles of
the siting corridors, including
Wilson Lake Reservoir (eBird
2022). Therefore, western
grebes have a moderate
potential to occur in the siting
corridors from spring through
fall.

BCR 9 population trend:

- 1.1% (1969-2019), high confidence
- 0.8% (1993-2019), high confidence

BCR 9 population size:
Unknown

North American population size:
120,000-130,000 (BLI 2022)

Western grebes may occur in the siting
corridors, and there have been only nine
documented fatalities (0.1% of all recorded
fatalities) at existing U.S. wind energy
facilities for which data are available (Allison
and Butryn 2020a). There have also been
four documented western grebe fatalities at
existing wind energy facilities in Canada
(Environment and Climate Change Canada
[ECCC] 2021). Therefore, western grebes
have a low likelihood of colliding with
turbines, and few fatalities would be
expected. The North American population of
western grebes is relatively small and has
been declining in BCR 9, and concerns have
been raised as to the potential impacts of
fatalities at renewable energy facilities (both
wind and solar) (Conkling et al. 2022; ECCC
2021). Modeling indicates that population-
level effects to western grebes could occur
from as few as 1,000 additional deaths per
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year (Conkling et al. 2022), which is far
higher than the number of fatalities that
would be expected. Given this, there would
be a low potential for effects to their
population in BCR 9.

White-faced ibis
(Plegadis chihi)

BLM — none
USFWS — none
IDAPA - PNG
IDFG — Tier 2
NS-S - S2B
NS - G5

Over half of the western U.S.
populations breeds at six
locations in Idaho: Bear Lake
NWR, Duck Valley Indian
Reservation, Grays Lake NWR,
Market Lake WMA, Mud Lake
WMA, and Oxford Slough
Waterfowl Production Area. Can
be found in wetland habitats
throughout southern ldaho
during migration. Overwinters in
the far southern United States
and Mexico (Cornell University
2022; IDFG 2022b).

Colonial breeders that generally
nest in shallow marshes with
dense emergent vegetation. In
Idaho, most colonies are found
in hardstem bulrush
(Schoenoplectus acutus)/cattail
(Typha) marshes. Nest
platforms are constructed within
the bulrush, using bent-over
bulrush stalks and adjacent
upright stalks. The species
forages for aquatic and moist
soil invertebrates in shallowly
flooded wetlands and flood-
irrigated croplands. Alfalfa,
barley, and native hay meadows
are particularly important
foraging areas in Idaho and the
Intermountain West. After the
nesting season, the species
congregates by the thousands
to feed on the extensive
mudflats of American Falls
Reservoir (IDFG 2017).

Although breeding white-faced
ibis are unlikely to occur in the
siting corridors, the playas and
vernal pools may provide
suitable migratory stopover
habitat when inundated, and the
species may pass through even
when ephemeral water features
are dry. The species has been
recorded at several locations
within 1 to 4 miles of the siting
corridors, including Wilson Lake
Reservoir (eBird 2022).
Therefore, white-faced ibis have
a moderate potential to occur in
the siting corridors from spring
through fall.

BCR 9 population trend:

- 1.1 (1969-2019), high confidence
- 0.8 (1993-2019), high confidence

BCR 9 population size:
Unknown

North American population size:
1,200,000 (BLI 2022)

Although white-faced ibis may occur in the
siting corridors, there is only a single
documented white-faced ibis fatality (< 0.1%
of all recorded fatalities) at existing U.S.
wind energy facilities for which data are
available (Allison and Butryn 2020a).
Therefore, the likelihood of white-faced ibis
colliding with turbines is low, and few (if any)
fatalities would be expected. Given this,
there would be a low potential for effects to
their population in BCR 9.
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White-headed BLM -S Occurs throughout montane The siting corridors are beyond  BCR 9 population trend:
qud‘pecker USFWS — none coniferous f_orests of the the known geographic range of 1.8 (1969-2019), moderate confidence
(Picoides albolarvatus) IDAPA — PNG western L{nlted'States. Year- the species, and montane 2.1 (1993-2019), moderate confidence
round resident in western Idaho, coniferous forests are not } .
IDFG — Tier 3 but populations are localized present. The nearest record for ~BCR 9 population size:
NS-S — S2 and their range is fragmented the species is more than 31 50,000 (PIF 2022)
NS — G4 (IDFG 2017). miIe_s northea_st of the siting North American population size:
Endemic to pine-dominated corridors (eBIr_d 2022). 240,000 (PIF 2022)
forests in the mountainous Therefore, white-headed R )
regions of the West. In its woodpeckers have a low Whlte-‘headed_ woodpgckers are unlikely to
northernmost range, the species potential to occur in the siting occur in the siting corridors z?lnd have not
typically inhabits dry coniferous corridors. be_en_ documen_ted asa fatallty_a_lt any
forests dominated by stands of existing U.S._Wlnd energy facilities for which
multistoried and open-canopied, data are available (AII|sgn e}nd Butryn _
mature and old-growth 2020a). Therefore, the likelihood of white-
ponderosa pine (IDFG 2017). headed woodpeckers colliding with turbines
is low, and no fatalities would be expected.
Given this, there would be no potential for
effects to their population in BCR 9.
Willet BLM — none Can be found in suitable Playas and vernal pools in the BCR 9 population trend:
(Tringa semipalmata) USFWS — BCC habitats throughout southern siting cor_ridorg may be suitable - 0.3 (1969-2019), high confidence
IDAPA — PNG Idaho_durlng the summer _for breeding willets When 0.0 (1993-2019), high confidence
breeding season. Overwinters inundated, and the species may } )
IDFG — none on the Pacific and Atlantic pass through the siting corridors BCR 9 population size:
NS-S — S3B coasts (Cornell University even when ephemeral water Unknown
NS — G5 2022). Leaastut;ee:na::c%rr)/dezh:tSs'::\alcelre; North American population size:
\l?v:ﬁg?g (t)t;gubrrgerc?:]r?gnsde\z,avshc;r:é locations within 1 to 2 miles of 250,000 (Lowther et al. 2020)
they nest near marshes, the siting corridors (eBird 2022). ~ Although willets may occur in the siting
wetlands, prairie pothole ponds, Therefore, willets have a corridors, the species _has not beer_l _
and wet fields. Constructs moderate potential to occur in dqcumented as a _fatallty at any existing u.s.
scrape nests on the ground the siting corridors during the wind energy facilities for which data are
along the edges of ponds and summer breeding season. available (Alllso_n a_nd Butryn _2020a). o
seasonal wetlands. Winter Therefore, the likelihood of willets colliding
habitat consists of open with turbines is low, and few (if any) fatalities
beaches, shores, coastal would be expected. Given this, there would
marshes, and mudflats (Cornell pe no potential for effects to their population
University 2022). inBCR 9.
Willow flycatcher BLM -S Extensive summer breeding Although habitat for breeding BCR 9 population trend:
(Empidonax traillii) USFWS — none range that covers much of the yvillow f!ycatcher's is not present - 1.0 (1969-2019), moderate confidence
IDAPA — PNG _contm_ental United States, in thg siting corridors, the - 0.4 (1993-2019), moderate confidence
including all of Idaho, and far species may pass through ) :
IDFG — none southern Canada. Overwinters  during migration and has been ~ BCR 9 population size:
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in Central and South America
(Cornell University 2022).

Occupies areas with willows
(Salix) or other shrubs near
standing or running water. In the
Pacific Northwest, they also
breed in drier scrubby areas
(Cornell University 2022).

recorded at Wilson Lake
Reservoir and other locations
within 4 miles of the siting
corridors (eBird 2022).

880,000 (PIF 2022)
North American population size:
8,100,000 (PIF 2022)

Although willow flycatchers may occur in the
siting corridors, there have only been three
documented willow flycatcher fatalities (<
0.1% of all recorded fatalities) at existing
U.S. wind energy facilities for which data are
available (Allison and Butryn 2020a).
However, it is possible that actual fatality
rates could be higher due to lower carcass
detection rates for small passerine species.
Therefore, willow flycatchers have a
moderate likelihood of turbine collisions, and
some fatalities would be expected. The
willow flycatcher population in BCR 9 has
been declining but remains relatively large.
Collisions with turbines represent a relatively
small source of mortality, and direct mortality
from wind energy development is not
considered a major threat to the species
(Sedgwick 2020). Therefore, the potential for
population-level effects is low.

NS-S - S4B
NS - G5
Yellow-billed cuckoo, BLM -S
western distinct USEWS — LT
population segment
(Coccyzus americanus) IDAPA - PNG
IDFG — Tier |
NS-S - S1B
NS - G5

The species overwinters in
South America and breeds in
North America. These insect-
eating birds are becoming
increasingly rare in much of
their breeding range west of the
Continental Divide. They use a
variety of riparian habitats and
require large areas of riparian
habitat for nesting (USFWS
2021). In southern Idaho,
important habitat factors are
presence of surrounding native
vegetation (multi-storied riparian
woodland, such as cottonwood
forests) and consistent annual
water supply (Coates et al.
2019). Cuckoos typically require
larger habitat patches

(80 hectares or more) for
breeding but may nest in
patches of riparian vegetation

There is no yellow-billed cuckoo
breeding habitat in the siting
corridors. The siting corridors all
occur in upland habitats The
siting corridors are in IDFG
Region 4, which contains very
little suitable riparian habitat for
cuckoos outside the Big Wood
River Valley and Magic
Reservoir (Coates et al. 2019),
which are approximately 8 miles
and 30 miles from the siting
corridors, respectively.

There have been 31
observations of yellow-billed
cuckoo in the Magic Valley
region of Idaho since 1978
(IDFG 2020). All the
observations were obtained
either through protocol-level
surveys or incidental
observations (which may be

BCR 9 population trend:

-1.0 (1969-2019), moderate confidence
-0.4 (1993-2019), moderate confidence

BCR 9 population size:
Unknown

North American population size:
8,100,000 (PIF 2022)

Reliable estimates of the yellow-billed
cuckoo population in BCR 9 are not
available, but the estimates for most western
states range from a few dozen to a few
thousand individuals (PIF 2022), and the
population in Idaho is probably very small
(IDFG 2017).

The siting corridors occur in upland habitat
outside occupied western yellow-billed
cuckoo habitat. However, western yellow-
billed cuckoos may migrate through the area
of the siting corridors, which could result in a
risk of mortality with project infrastructure.
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Common Name

(Scientific Name)

Special-Status and Conservation
Designations*

Life History Requirements

Potential for Occurrence

Collision Likelihood and Potential for
Population-Level Effects?

as small as 20 hectares. Narrow
(less than 20 meters wide),
linear riparian strips are not
used for nesting but may be
used for foraging or migration as
long as they are not too distant
from larger patches of habitat
(Coates et al. 2019).

unconfirmed). Most of the
observations were from either
north of the analysis area in the
foothills of the Salmon River
Mountains (near Magic
Reservoir and the Big Wood
River) or south-southeast of the
analysis area along the Snake
River. These observations
occurred approximately 4 to 32
miles from the siting corridors
(at their closest point). The
species was not recorded during
avian use surveys or incidentally
in or around the analysis area.
Surveys between 2017 and
2019 concluded that cuckoos
probably do not regularly breed
in IDFG Region 4, but that
riparian habitat in this region
could still be important for
breeding and migratory cuckoos
(Coates et al. 2019).

The actual migratory pathway and height of
migration through the region is unknown.
Although western yellow-billed cuckoos
migrate to areas north of the siting corridors,
there are no suitable breeding habitats within
the siting corridors, and it is not reasonably
certain that cuckoos would take a migratory
pathway through the siting corridors or at a
height that would conflict with project
infrastructure. There are 81 yellow-billed
cuckoo fatalities that have been recorded at
existing wind energy facilities in the eastern
United States (WEST 2021a). None of the
recorded fatalities are attributed to the
western distinct population segment
(McCormack 2022). It is unknown whether
the lack of cuckoo fatalities in the western
United States is due to differences in the
flight height and behavior of western yellow-
billed cuckoos, due to differences in habitat
use, or due to the relatively small number of
studies at facilities in the western portion of
the cuckoo’s range.

Despite the collision risks posed by turbines
and met towers, yellow-billed cuckoos are
extremely rare in [daho and not reasonably
certain to occur in the siting corridors. The
BLM is undergoing ESA consultation with
the USFWS regarding yellow-billed cuckoo;
the consultation will be complete before the
project record of decision.

*Special-Status/Conservation Designation Key

BLM

USFWS

IDAPA
13.01.06

(Idaho
Classification of
Wildlife listing)

S = Shoshone Field Office sensitive species

BCC = Bird of Conservation Concern
LT = Listed Threatened
W = non-migratory bird watchlist

GBM = Game Bird Migratory
UGB = Upland Game Bird
PNG = Protected Nongame
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IDFG

NS-S and NS

Tier 1 SGCN are highest priority for the State Wildlife Action Plan and represent species with the most critical conservation needs, i.e., an early-warning list of taxa that may be heading
toward the need for ESA listing.

Tier 2 SGCN are secondary in priority and represent species with high conservation needs— that is, species with longer-term vulnerabilities or patterns suggesting management
intervention is needed but not necessarily facing imminent extinction or having the highest management profile.

Tier 3 SGCN include a suite of species that do not meet the above tier criteria, yet still have conservation needs. In general, these species are relatively more common, but commonness
is not the sole criterion and often these species have either declining trends rangewide or are lacking in information.

G = Refers to the global population of a species.

T = Refers to the subspecific or variety taxonomic level (used in conjunction with Grank); uses numeric ranks 1-5 in the same way that G and S ranks are applied.
S = Refers to the subnational (state) population of a species, subspecies, or variety.

X = presumed extinct or extirpated (S rank).

H = Historical; Possibly extinct.

For both G and S ranks the following numerical definitions apply:

1 = Critically Imperiled — at very high risk of extirpation in the jurisdiction due to very restricted range, very few populations or occurrences, very steep declines, severe threats, or other
factors.

2 = Imperiled — at high risk of extirpation in the jurisdiction due to restricted range, few populations or occurrences, steep declines, severe threats, or other factors.

3 = Vulnerable — at moderate risk of extirpation in the jurisdiction due to a fairly restricted range, relatively few populations or occurrences, recent and widespread declines, threats, or
other factors.

4 = Apparently Secure — at fairly low risk of extirpation in the jurisdiction due to an extensive range and/or many populations or occurrences, but with possible cause for some concern as
a result of local recent declines, threats, or other factors.

5 = Secure — at very low or no risk of extirpation in the jurisdiction due to a very extensive range, abundant populations, or occurrences, with little to no concern from declines or threats.

S#S#, G#G3 = Range Rank — a numeric range rank (e.g., S2S3 or G1G3) is used to indicate uncertainty about the exact status of a taxon. Ranges cannot skip more than two ranks (e.g.,
S1S4 is not permissible).

For birds, if a letter follows the number:
B = breeding — conservation status refers to the breeding population of the element in the nation or state.
N = non-breeding — conservation status refers to the non-breeding population of the element in the nation or state (e.g., wintering bird population).

M = migrant — migrant species occurring regularly on migration at particular staging areas or concentration spots where the species might warrant conservation attention. Conservation
status refers to the aggregating transient population of the nation or state.

T Trends reported as annual percent change over the time period. Data from Sauer et al. (2019).
*Trend reported for United States and Canada population due to lack of data at BCR 9 scale.
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INTRODUCTION

This appendix describes mitigation that was evaluated in the Lava Ridge Wind Project (project)
environmental impact statement (EIS). Four types of mitigation are described in this appendix (Table
App4-1), each detailed in a separate section. MVE’s applicant-committed measures are avoidance and
minimization (including design features) that are part of the design of the project. Other mitigation is
either required by Bureau of Land Management (BLM) policy or is specific to the project. If BLM policy
reflected within this appendix changes between this analysis and project initiation, those policy updates
would be made to Magic Valley Energy, LLC’s (MVE’s) right-of-way (ROW) authorization, as
necessary. For alternatives that may have significant impacts even if avoidance and minimization
measures are implemented, additional mitigation may be proposed.

Table App4-1. Types of Mitigation

Type of Measure Origin Applicable Alternatives Applicable Tables in
This Appendix

MVE'’s applicant- MVE (2022) (plan of development), U.S.  All Table App4-2

committed measures Fish and Wildlife Service (2022)

Mitigation required by BLM (2015) (the Idaho and Southern All Table App4-3

BLM policy* Montana Greater Sage-Grouse

Approved Resource Management Plan
Amendment [ARMPA], BLM (1989),
BLM (2007), BLM (2016a)

Additional project-specific BLM (2005a), BLM (2005b), U.S. Fish Alternatives C, D, and E Table App4-4
mitigation and Wildlife Service (2012), BLM IDT May also be considered as

mitigation for Alternative B

Compensatory mitigation BLM Proposed for alternatives Table App4-5
where significant residual
impacts are expected even
if applicant-committed
measures and other
avoidance and minimization
are implemented

* Measures from the historic properties management plan will be incorporated here for the final EIS.

MVE’S APPLICANT-COMMITTED MEASURES

MVE has incorporated applicant-committed measures (including design features) into their proposed
project, which are summarized in Table App4-2 and detailed with more context in the plan of
development (POD) (MVE 2022). The applicant-committed measures in Table App4-2 would be part of
any action alternative and were used to evaluate the impacts described in Chapter 3 (Affected
Environment and Impacts) of the project’s EIS. MVE may propose additional measures in subsequent
permitting phases.
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General

Table App4-2a. Applicant-Committed Measures — General

Measure Applicant-Committed Measure Location in POD Primary Affected
Number Resource or
Subject
1. The area of permanent disturbance (i.e. direct equipment footprint) Main body All
would be kept to a minimum. The area disturbed by construction-
related activities (i.e., footprint) would be kept to a minimum. The area
disturbed by operational-related activities (i.e., footprint) would be kept
to a minimum.
2. For site monitoring and testing, temporary disturbances resulting from Main body All
installation, removal, or maintenance activities would be limited and
resolved pursuant to applicable standards and project protocols.
3. MVE would work with the BLM to avoid, minimize, and/or mitigate for Main body All
impacts to environmentally sensitive areas to the greatest extent
feasible.
4. The number and size/length of roads, temporary fences, lay-down Main body All
areas, and borrow areas would be minimized to the extent feasible.
5. Inoperative turbines would be repaired, replaced, or removed in a Main body All
timely manner.
6. All personnel, including agency personnel, entering work areas would Appendix V- ECMP  All
be required to receive environmental and safety training prior to
entering. Training would emphasize compliance with all Project-wide
environmental and biological resource requirements including
stipulations in the ROW grant, special use authorizations, POD, NTP,
and other associated permits and conditions
7. All workers would be trained on the significance of cultural resources Appendix N - HPTP  Cultural resources
and the relevant federal regulations intended to protect them.
8. Training of on-site staff would be conducted during all project phases Appendix R — Biological resources,
to help identify noxious weed species for successful long-term NWMP fire and fuels

vegetation management.

management
livestock grazing,

General Biological Resources and Wildlife

Table App4-2b. Applicant-Committed Measures — General Biological Resources

Measure Applicant-Committed Measure Description Location in POD Primary Affected
Number Resource or
Subject

9. Meteorological towers would not be located in areas where ecological Main body Biological
resources, known to be sensitive to human activities, are present. resources
Installation of towers would be scheduled to avoid disruption of
breeding activities or other important wildlife behaviors.

10. Meteorological towers installed for site monitoring and testing would be ~ Main body Health and safety
inspected periodically for structural integrity.

11. The Project substations would be monitored occasionally for any Appendix M — Biological
potentially unusual wildlife impacts. BBCS resources
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Measure
Number

Applicant-Committed Measure Description

Location in POD

Primary Affected
Resource or
Subject

12.

Prior to construction, MVE would identify all potential habitat for
sensitive species relative to planned disturbances. Areas of potential
habitat where absence has not been confirmed and areas previously
un-surveyed would be targeted for construction clearance surveys.
Surveys would be conducted using species-specific protocols agreed
upon by the BLM to determine presence/absence, and would be
conducted within the appropriate survey window for each species to
the extent practicable based on the timing of issuance of the BLM
ROW grant for the project and construction schedules. If modifications
to construction occur outside the species-specific windows, MVE would
work with BLM to develop alternatives to minimize impacts to sensitive
species.

Appendix P — CMP

Biological
resources

13.

MVE would avoid surface disturbance at identified pygmy rabbit
burrows. If MVE determines avoidance is not feasible, taking into
account project design considerations and construction schedule,
construction would be allowed to proceed, and flushing of individuals
from burrows or relocation of individuals to suitable habitat would be
considered and coordinated with the BLM.

Appendix P — CMP

Special-status
wildlife

14.

Signs, flags, and/or fencing would be used to delineate and protect
sensitive environmental resources in the vicinity of construction
activities. Signs would be installed prior to construction to denote areas
temporarily closed to construction due to special status wildlife
breeding, nesting, or seasonal use range (determined with the
assistance of appropriate resource specialists); wetlands, drainages,
and invasive weed infestations adjacent to construction areas; closed
roads, and blasting areas.

Signage intended to protect a specific resource or the public would be
placed at or beyond the buffer zone or resource being protected. The
need for replacement or repair of exclusionary flagging or fencing
would be routinely monitored. Upon completion of construction, and
following clean-up and/or reclamation, all staking and flagging would
be removed.

Appendix K —
Flagging and
Fencing Plan

Biological
resources, cultural
resources, health
and safety,
special-status
wildlife

15.

Project staff would not approach or harass wildlife, would avoid all
wildlife to the greatest extent possible, and would minimize activities
that attract wildlife.

Appendix M —
BBCS

Biological
resources

16.

Occupied and good habitat for St. Anthony Sand Dune Tiger Beetle (as
identified in McCormack et al. 2020) would be marked for avoidance.
Where avoidance is not possible, field surveys would be conducted to
determine if the habitat is occupied. Project construction would avoid
any newly identified occupied habitat to the extent feasible. For
construction activities located within 0.6 mile of occupied habitat and
good habitat, silt fencing would be installed and maintained at the limits
of ground disturbance to minimize the risk of dispersing beetles
entering the work area.

Appendix P — CMP

Special-status
wildlife

17.

If feasible, existing roads and previously disturbed areas would be
used during operation and maintenance to minimize impacts to native
habitat.

Appendix M —
BBCS

Biological
resources
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Visual Resources, Lighting, and EMF

Table App4-2c. Applicant-Committed Measures — Visual Resources, Lighting, and EMF

Measure Applicant-Committed Measure Description Location in POD Primary Affected
Number or Origin Resource or
Subject

18. Project components would be designed to blend in with the Main body Visual resources
surrounding landscape which may include minimizing the profile of the
ancillary structures, burial of cables, and lighting. If situations occur
where MVE'’s design cannot blend into the landscape, such as
instances with safety concerns or the design would create an undue
environmental or engineering burden, MVE would utilize standard
designs that avoid drawing visual attention, such as avoiding vibrant
paint color or reflective surfaces.

19. Operators would reduce visual impacts during construction by clearly Main body Visual resources,
delineating construction boundaries and minimizing areas of surface biological
disturbance. Minimization efforts may include preserving vegetation to resources,
the greatest extent feasible; using undulating surface disturbance
edges; stripping, salvaging, and replacing topsoil; contoured grading;
controlling erosion; using dust suppression techniques as required;
and restoring exposed soils as closely as possible to their original
contour and vegetation.

20. The project would be permitted as necessary through the Federal Main body Visual resources,
Aviation Administration (FAA) for construction exceeding 200 feet biological
above ground level. Aviation hazard lighting would comply with FAA resources, land
requirements and strobed, minimume-intensity red lights would be use, transportation
installed on turbines at the Project, as recommended by the FAA and
USFWS (2012) to avoid attracting birds or bats.

21. With FAA’s approval, MVE would implement aircraft detection lighting Main body Visual resources,
systems [ADLS] for deployment at the project to mitigate the need for biological
continuous operation of the red flashing lights during night-time hours. resources
Flashing red lights would be designed to flash in unison and to
concentrate the beam in the horizontal plane, thus minimizing light
diffusion down to the ground.

22. All unnecessary lighting at the Project would be deactivated at nightto ~ Appendix M — Visual resources,
limit wildlife attraction, particularly migratory birds. BBCS biological

resources

23. Where practical, lighting at both the operation and maintenance Main body, Visual resources,
facilities and substations located within 0.5 mile of the turbines would USFWS (2012) biological
include at a minimum the following: resources
Lights with motion or heat sensors and switches would be used to
keep lights off when not required.

Outdoor facility lighting would be designed with light caps and/or
directed downward to minimize off-site glare.

The use of high-intensity lighting, steady-burning lights, or bright lights
such as sodium vapor, quartz, halogen, or other bright spotlights
would be minimized.

All internal turbine nacelle and tower lighting would be extinguished
when unoccupied.

Turbine doors would not have exterior lights installed at the entrance.

24. Ancillary structures would be designed in a manner that minimizes the ~ Main body Visual resources,
need for and amount of lighting where practical. biological

resources

25. MVE would use appropriate setback distances for turbine placementto  Main body Visual resources,

minimize potential impacts to surrounding residences and occupied
buildings. MVE would follow industry standard values for these
setback distances.

health and safety
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Measure Applicant-Committed Measure Description Location in POD Primary Affected
Number or Origin Resource or
Subject

26. MVE would file with the FAA the required FAA Obstruction Main body Land use and
Evaluation/Airport Airspace Analysis as early as possible to identify realty, health and
any air safety measures that would be required. MVE would continue safety
coordinating with FAA to ensure they are informed as design of the
Project is refined.

27. The project would be designed to minimize electromagnetic Main body Health and safety,
interference [e.g., impacts to radar, microwave, television, and radio land use and realty
transmissions] where practical. MVE would comply with applicable
Federal Communications Commission regulations.

28. In the event the project results in electromagnetic interference, MVE Main body Health and safety,

would work with the owner of the impacted communications system(s)
to resolve the problem.

land use and realty

Overhead Lines

Table App4-2d. Applicant-Committed Measures — Overhead Lines

Measure  Applicant-Committed Measure Description Location in POD Primary Affected
Number or Origin Resource or
Subject

29. Where practicable, collector lines would be installed underground to Main body, Eagles, biological
minimize eagle collision and electrocution risk associated with USFWS (2022) resources
aboveground lines. Any aboveground lines would be constructed in
compliance with APLIC (2006) standards.

30. MVE would design and construct all transmission lines and collector Appendix M — Avian species,
lines in compliance with Avian Power Line Interaction Committee BBCS, USFWS biological
(APLIC) standards (APLIC 2006, 2012) in order to reduce impacts to (2022) resources

avian species.

Roads and Traffic

Table App4-2e. Applicant-Committed Measures — Traffic and Fencing

Measure Applicant-Committed Measure Description Location in POD Primary Affected
Number or Origin Resource or
Subject
31. MVE would restrict motorized equipment, including worker Appendix J — All
transportation vehicles, to the designated and approved work limits or Transportation
as required to support specific tasks requiring travel outside of Plan, USFWS
developed work areas (e.g., tag line management). Project traffic (2022)
would be restricted to roads associated with the Project; use of
unimproved roads would be minimized to the extent possible.
32. On county- and state-maintained roads, caution signs would be posted  Appendix J — Transportation,
on roads, where appropriate, to alert motorists of construction and Transportation biological
warn them of slow traffic. Traffic control measures such as traffic Plan resources,

control personnel, warning signs, lights, and barriers would be used
during construction to ensure safety and to minimize traffic congestion.

livestock grazing
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Measure Applicant-Committed Measure Description Location in POD Primary Affected
Number or Origin Resource or
Subject

33. Construction personnel would be instructed and required to adhere to Appendix J — Biological
speed limits commensurate with road types, traffic volumes, vehicle Transportation resources, air
types, and site-specific conditions, to ensure safe and efficient traffic Plan, Appendix T quality, livestock
flow and to reduce wildlife collisions and disturbance and airborne — ECP, BLM grazing,
dust. Speed limit signs would be posted along access roads as (2015), USFWS transportation
necessary to reduce airborne fugitive dust. (2022)

Project personnel during all project phases would be required to drive
25 mph or less on non-public project roads, be alert for wildlife, and
use additional caution in low-visibility conditions when driving any
vehicle.

34. Roads negatively affected by construction would be returned to Appendix J — Transportation
preconstruction condition. Transportation livestock grazing,

Plan

35. Where road intersection improvements would be required to Appendix J — Transportation
accommodate extra-long vehicles, potential upgrades could include Transportation
placement of relocating signs, placement of temporary paving, and use  Plan
of flaggers, as needed. Upon completion of construction, most
intersection improvements would be restored to a condition sufficient
for the operations phase of the project. Intersection improvements
would be re-established during the operation and maintenance phase,
as needed, to accommodate large equipment (for example, replacing a
wind turbine blade).

36. Where practical, road design standards located in the BLM H-9113-1 Appendix J - Transportation
Roads Design Handbook (BLM 2011) and the Surface Operating Transportation
Standards for Oil and Gas Exploration and Development (DOI and Plan
DOA 2007) (i.e., the Gold Book) would be incorporated into road
design, construction, and maintenance.

37. In the event efficiencies can be gained in transporting project materials  Appendix J - Transportation
to site by rail, a Union Pacific Railroad rail line with several existing Transportation
sidings running parallel to Idaho Highway 24 may be used. Plan

38. The project would maximize use of existing roads, thus keeping new Main body, All
construction to a minimum. Appendix J -

Transportation
Plan, BLM (2015),
USFWS (2021a)

39. All existing public roads that are used or improved by MVE during the Appendix J - Transportation
course of construction would be left in a condition that is as good as or ~ Transportation
better than their condition when the construction period begins. Plan
Roadways identified for use would be videotaped and accompanied by
supporting notes prior to construction.

40. Carpooling among construction workers would be encouraged to the Appendix J - All
extent practical in order to reduce the number of vehicles entering and Transportation
exiting the site on a daily basis. Plan

41. MVE would coordinate with local planning authorities regarding Appendix J - Transportation,
increased traffic during the construction phase. Road construction and Transportation livestock grazing
use would be coordinated with right-of-way and special use Plan
authorization holders.

42. During construction, general public access to active work zones would Main body Health and safety,
be monitored and controlled to prevent public access during such transportation
times when it would not be safe for public on-road or off-road use.

43. Restricted access would be limited to short durations on access roads,  Main body Transportation,

or longer durations at discrete work areas. Access restrictions would
be coordinated with existing authorized right-holders within the siting
corridors.

livestock grazing
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Fencing and Range Improvements

Table App4-2f. Applicant-Committed Measures — Fencing and Range Improvements

Measure
Number

Applicant-Committed Measure Description

Location in POD
or Origin

Primary Affected
Resource or
Subject

44,

MVE would install the minimum amount of fencing needed to ensure the
safety and security of Project features and to provide for mitigation of
impacts to grazing operations. Where new project access roads cross
existing range fence and no new fence is planned adjacent to the new
roads, MVE would install cattle guards to reduce impacts to livestock
operations from the general public leaving gates open.

Main body

Livestock grazing,
biological
resources

45.

Temporary warning fences or barricades (consisting of warning tape,
barricades, plastic mesh, and/or warning signs) would be erected in
areas where public safety risks could exist and where site personnel
would not be available to control public access (e.g., excavated
foundation holes, electrical collection system trenches, unfinished
turbine bases). If the size of the excavation or hole presents a safety
concern and would be left overnight, a covering or fence may be placed
around it. Covers would be secured in place and would be strong
enough to prevent livestock or wildlife from falling through and into the
hole.

Project fences would only be installed as necessary. A chain-link fence
would be installed around the Operation and Maintenance facilities and
substations for safety. In instances where fences are meant to be a
barrier only to livestock or vehicles, wildlife friendly fencing would be
used. In other instances, security fencing would be used as necessary
to protect MVE property (e.g., Operation and Maintenance buildings,
substations) or prevent injury to non-MVE personnel, livestock, and
wildlife.

Main body

Livestock grazing,
biological
resources

46.

Where necessary to support efficient construction activities and reduce
the potential negative impacts to adjacent livestock operations, MVE
would work with BLM and grazing permittees to identify locations for
temporary installation of range fences along project access roads.

Appendix S —
Grazing Plan

Livestock grazing

47.

MVE may install water conveyance pipe along select project access
roads that can be utilized to support both project related water needs as
well as conveyance of water to support grazing operations and delivery
to stock troughs or water tanks.

Appendix S —
Grazing Plan

Livestock grazing

48.

MVE would install water storage tanks at strategic locations in the
project corridors to accommodate water use for the project activities,
stock water holding facilities, water sources for wildland fire vehicles,
and other beneficial uses in the project area.

Appendix S —
Grazing Plan

Livestock grazing,
fire and fuels
management

49.

MVE would implement a Grazing Coordination Plan which would
include detailed measures to reduce impacts to livestock grazing.

Main body,
Appendix S —
Grazing Plan

Livestock grazing
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Fire

Table App4-2g. Applicant-Committed Measures — Fire

Measure  Applicant-Committed Measure Description Location in POD Primary Affected
Number or Origin Resource or
Subject

50. A fire protection and prevention plan would be implemented and would Appendix F — Fire and fuels
outline responsibilities, notification procedures, fire prevention Health and Safety management
measures and precautions, fire suppression equipment, initial response  Plan
procedures, and post-fire rehabilitation strategies related to the Project.

51. The project team would be responsible for taking immediate steps to Appendix F — Fire and fuels
suppress a Project-related fire and would be responsible for post-fire Health and Safety = management
rehabilitation. The project team would take aggressive action to prevent  Plan
and suppress fires on and adjacent to the project areas. If a fire starts in
the project area, the project team would initiate and implement fire
suppression activities until relieved by the appropriate fire agencies.

Fire suppression personnel and equipment would be dispatched by the
project team within 15 minutes from the time a fire is reported.

52. All personnel would be advised of their responsibilities under the Appendix F — Fire and fuels
applicable fire laws and regulations. The project team would receive Health and Safety management
training on initial fire suppression techniques, reporting requirements, Plan
how to determine if a fire is manageable and what control measures
should be implemented by on-site field crews, and at what point field
crews should evacuate. The training also would address how to
respond to wildfires in the area and maintain knowledge of and plans for
evacuation routes.

53. The project team would conduct regular inspections of tools, equipment,  Appendix F — Fire and fuels
and first aid kits for completeness, and conduct regular inspections of Health and Safety management
storage areas and practices for handling flammable fuels to confirm Plan
compliance with applicable laws and regulations.

All project facilities and infrastructure would be appropriately inspected
to identify and respond to potential fire risk.

54. Lightning arresters, overhead shield wires, and lightning masts will be Main body Fire and fuels
installed at the substation to protect against over-voltages caused by management
lightning strikes. Transmission lines would support two overhead ground
wires at the top of the structures to protect the system from lightning
strikes. Ground rods would be installed next to the structure foundations
to prevent a lightning strike from damaging the overhead conductors.

Lightning protection would be included in wind turbine design. All met
towers would have appropriate lightning protection equipment installed
to protect the structures from direct lightning strikes

55. No smoking would be allowed while operating equipment or while Appendix F — Fire and fuels
walking or working in areas with vegetation. Smoking would only be Health and Safety management
allowed in cleared areas. Plan
In areas where smoking is allowed, all burning tobacco and matches
would be completely extinguish and discarded in ash trays, not on the
ground.

56. Operation of equipment and infrastructure would be done in accordance  Appendix F — Fire and fuels
with manufacturer’s parameters. Health and Safety management

Plan

57. Fires or barbecues would not be allowed at temporary staging areas, Appendix F — Fire and fuels
along access roads, or other construction areas with an elevated fire Health and Safety management
risk. Plan

58. All field personnel would be instructed about emergency response for Appendix F — Fire and fuels
fire events. Health and Safety management

Plan
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Measure  Applicant-Committed Measure Description Location in POD Primary Affected
Number or Origin Resource or
Subject

59. All flammable material would be cleared away for a minimum of 10 feet,  Appendix F — Fire and fuels
including snags (fallen or standing dead trees), from areas of operation Health and Safety management
where a spark, fire, or flame could be generated. Plan

60. Fire prevention and suppression equipment would be readily available Appendix F — Fire and fuels
and maintained in good working order at all times during project Health and Safety = management
construction and operation and maintenance. Plan

61. All onsite service vehicles will have at least one fire extinguisher. At Appendix F — Fire and fuels
least one motorized vehicle in each active construction area shall Health and Safety = management
contain: Plan

. One long handled round point shovel

. One ax or Pulaski fire tool

e  One 5-gallon water backpack (or other approved container)
full of water or other extinguishing solution

. Hardhat, work gloves, and eye protection

62. Any power equipment (ATVs, chainsaws, and other such equipment) Appendix F — Fire and fuels
would be equipped with spark arresters and accompanied by one 5- Health and Safety management
pound ABC dry chemical fire extinguisher and a long-handled and Plan, USFWS
round-point shovel when used away from a vehicle. (2022)

63. Construction fuel service trucks would be equipped with one 35-pound Appendix F — Fire and fuels
capacity fire extinguisher charged with the necessary chemicals to Health and Safety =~ management
control electrical and fuel fires. MVE would maintain fire extinguishersin ~ Plan, USFWS
all onsite service vehicles. (2022)

64. Wood cutting, welding, or other construction work sites that have a Appendix F — Fire and fuels
higher risk of starting fires would have at least two long-handled and Health and Safety management
round-point shovels and two 5-pound ABC dry chemical fire Plan
extinguishers available on-site.

65. Every construction work site or vehicle would have at least one radio Appendix F — Fire and fuels
and/or cellular/satellite telephone to contact fire suppression agencies, Health and Safety management,
spill response agencies, or the project management. Plan, Appendix G hazardous

— SPCCP materials
66. A health and safety plan would be implemented throughout the project Appendix F — Health and safety,

that would include
. Key Safety Personnel
. Health and Safety Training Program
. Hazard Analysis
. Hazard Identification and Control
e  Personnel Protective Equipment
e  Site Control and Communications
. Incident Reporting
. Emergency Action Plan
. Fire Protection and Prevention Plan
e Hazardous Materials Management
e  Waste Handling Plan

Health and Safety
Plan

fire and fuels
management,
hazardous
materials

App4-9



Lava Ridge Wind Project Draft Environmental Impact Statement
Appendix 4. Mitigation

Hazardous Materials, Waste, and Spills

Table App4-2h. Applicant-Committed Measures — Hazardous Materials, Waste, and Spills

Measure  Applicant-Committed Measure Description

Location in POD

Primary Affected

Number or Origin Resource or
Subject

67. MVE would implement hazardous materials management and response  Appendix G — Hazardous
plans and properly train employees for handling, packaging, and SPCCP materials, all
shipping hazardous materials and responding to emergency events.

68. MVE would develop a hazardous materials management plan Appendix F — Hazardous
addressing storage, use, transportation, and disposal of each Health and Safety materials, all
hazardous material anticipated to be used at the site. “Hazardous Plan
material" means any substance, pollutant or contaminant that is listed
as hazardous under the Comprehensive Environmental Response,

Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA). The plan would identify
legal requirements and BMPs to reduce risks associated with
hazardous materials. Personnel handling or transporting hazardous
materials for the Project would be trained in the proper
use/management of the materials and would be familiar with all
applicable laws, policies, procedures, and mitigation measures related
to such handling or transportation.

69. At all times, all hazardous materials used for the project would be Appendix F — Hazardous
properly stored in approved U.S. Department of Transportation Health and Safety materials
containers and labeled, including during transportation. Smaller Plan
containers would be used on-site to transport needed amounts of
hazardous materials to a specific location. Transfer of materials from
large to small containers would be performed using appropriate
equipment, including pumps, hoses, and safety equipment; hand
pouring techniques would not be used.

70. Containers holding hazardous waste or materials would be compatible Appendix F — Hazardous
with the wastes or materials stored, and kept closed at all times, except  Health and Safety materials
when adding or removing contents. If the container is damaged or Plan
leaks, the waste must be transferred to a container in good condition.

The construction contractor would inspect containers at least weekly to
verify the integrity of the containers and any containment systems.
Containers used for transportation would comply with the U.S.
Department of Transportation and Idaho Transportation Department
requirements.

71. Liquid hazardous materials would be stored in secondary containment Appendix F — Hazardous
consisting of bermed or diked areas that are lined and capable of Health and Safety materials
holding 110% of the volume of the stored material. Plan

72. Construction vehicles (trucks, bulldozers, etc.), helicopters (if required),  Appendix G — Biological
and equipment (pumps, generators, etc.) would be fueled and serviced SPCCP resources, water
in designated areas that are flat. and wetland

resources,
hazardous
materials

73. Inadvertent spills on land, would be contained using berms, as Appendix G — Biological
necessary, to prevent migration of hazardous materials toward SPCCP resources, water
waterways. Contaminated soils would be collected using appropriate and wetland
machinery, stored in suitable containers, and properly disposed of in resources,
appropriately designated and approved areas off-site. After hazardous
contaminated soil is recovered, all machinery used would be materials

decontaminated, and recovered soil would be treated as hazardous
waste. Contaminated clean-up materials (absorbent pads, etc.) and

vegetation would be disposed of in a similar manner.
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Measure  Applicant-Committed Measure Description Location in POD Primary Affected
Number or Origin Resource or
Subject

74. Hazardous wastes and materials would be stored in secure areas to Appendix F — Hazardous
prevent damage, vandalism, or theft. All storage containers would Health and Safety materials
remain sealed when not in use, and storage areas would be secured Plan
(gated, locked, and/or guarded) at night and/or during non-construction
periods.

75. Every effort would be made to minimize the production of hazardous Appendix F — Hazardous
waste during the project, including, but not limited to, minimizing the Health and Safety materials
amount of hazardous materials needed for the project; using alternative  Plan
non-hazardous substances when available; recycling usable material
such as oils, paints, and batteries to the maximum extent; and filtering
and reusing solvents and thinners whenever possible.

76. A spill prevention, containment, and control plan (SPCCP) would be Appendix G — Hazardous waste,
implemented. SPCCP all

77. Emergency spill response kits would be maintained at all locations Appendix G — Hazardous
where hazardous materials are stored, in sufficient quantities and SPCCP materials, all
based on the amount of materials stored onsite. Spill response
equipment would be compatible with types of materials stored onsite,
and would be inventoried regularly to ensure spill response equipment
is adequate for the type and quantities of materials being used.

78. MVE would develop a waste management plan addressing hazardous Appendix F — Hazardous waste,
waste determination procedures, waste storage locations, waste- Health and Safety all
specific management and disposal requirements, inspection Plan
procedures, and waste minimization procedures.

79. Trash and food items would be disposed of properly in predator-proof Appendix F — All
containers with predator-proof lids to reduce the attractiveness of the Health and Safety
area to opportunistic predators. Plan

80. Trash containers would be emptied and construction waste would be Appendix F — All
removed regularly from the Project area and disposed of in an Health and Safety
approved landfill. Plan

81. Vehicles hauling trash to the landfill or transfer facility would be secured  Appendix F — All
to prevent litter from blowing out along the road. Health and Safety

Plan

82. Wastewater generated at the project site would be removed periodically ~ Appendix F — All
and transported to an appropriate facility. Temporary, portable sanitary Health and Safety
facilities provided for construction crews would be adequate to support Plan
expected on-site personnel and would be removed at completion of
construction activities.

83. The ROW would be maintained in a sanitary condition at all times; Appendix F — Hazardous waste,
waste materials would be disposed of at an appropriate waste disposal Health and Safety all
site. ‘Waste’ is defined as all discarded matter including, but not limited Plan, USFWS
to, human waste, trash, garbage, refuse, oil drums, petroleum products, 2021a
ash, and equipment that are a result of MVE’s activities. Any
garbage/waste observed would be collected and disposed of in an
appropriate trash receptacle securely protected from wildlife.

84. Petroleum product leaks and chemical releases would be remediated Appendix F — Hazardous waste,
prior to completion of decommissioning. Health and Safety all

Plan
85. MVE would prioritize the re-use, recycling, or scrap value of Appendix L — Environmental

decommissioned project components over direct disposal in approved
landfill facilities. Recyclable materials would be recycled to the furthest
extent practicable. Non-recyclable materials would be disposed of in
accordance with state and federal law.

Decommissioning
Plan

justice and
socioeconomics
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Noise and Blasting

Table App4-2i. Applicant-Committed Measures — Noise and Blasting

Measure Applicant-Committed Measure Description Location in POD Primary Affected
Number Resource or
Subject
86. A blasting plan would be drafted and implemented during construction  Appendix | — All
to provide personnel with project-specific information concerning Blasting Plan
blasting procedures, including the safe use and storage of explosives.
87. Blasting would avoid potential rockslide/landslide areas to the Appendix | — Soils, health and
maximum extent possible and MVE would consult a blasting geologist ~ Blasting Plan safety
before blasting in such areas.
88. Design blasts to minimize ground vibrations that can cause slope Appendix | — Noise, biological
instability and impact wells and springs. Blasting Plan resources, health
and safety,
livestock grazing,
water and wetland
resources
89. Design blasts to minimize slopes where practical. Appendix | — Noise, biological
Blasting Plan resources,
recreation,
livestock grazing
90. Limit hours of blasting to 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. when blasting within Appendix | — Noise, health and
3,000 feet of sensitive receptors [e.g., residences or schools]. Blasting Plan safety, recreation
91. Avoid ground blasting within 1,000 feet of residences, water bodies, Appendix | — Health and safety,
and wells to the maximum extent possible. MVE would notify Blasting Plan biological
residences that are within 1,000 feet of blasting activities. resources,
livestock grazing,
water and wetland
resources
92. All construction equipment would have sound-control devices no less Main body Noise, biological
effective than those provided on the original equipment. All resources,
construction equipment would be adequately muffled and maintained. recreation,
livestock grazing
93. All stationary construction equipment (i.e., compressors and Main body Noise, biological

generators) would be located as far as practicable from nearby
residences.

resources, health
and safety,
livestock grazing

Cultural Resources

Table App4-2j. Applicant-Committed Measures — Cultural Resources

Measure Applicant-Committed Measure Description Location in POD Primary Affected

Number Resource or
Subject

94. A historic properties treatment plan (HPTP) and a paleontological Appendix N — Cultural resources,

resources treatment plan (PRTP) would be drafted prior to
construction. The plans would include the processes to follow should
inadvertent discoveries of cultural or paleontological resources occur
during construction. MVE would coordinate with the BLM and/or Tribes
to avoid cultural and paleontological resources to the extent
practicable.

HPTP, Appendix Q
- PRTP

paleontological
resources
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Measure Applicant-Committed Measure Description Location in POD Primary Affected
Number Resource or
Subject
95. The PRTP would do the following: Appendix Q — Paleontological
e address the education of construction and operations staff PRTP resources
and the public on unauthorized collection (or impact) to
fossils on public land
e outline guidelines for the avoidance, assessment, and
notification of discovered fossils during ground disturbing
activities
. provide a monitoring plan of Project ground-disturbing
activities in areas of Quaternary-age alluvial and lacustrine
(or playa) deposits
. QOutline guidelines for the preparation, identification, analysis,
and curation of fossils that may be collected during
monitoring
. provide a framework for the required paleontological
monitoring report.
96. Unexpected discovery of cultural or paleontological resources during Appendix N — Cultural resources,

construction would be brought to the attention of the responsible

Authorized Officer immediately. MVE would halt work in the vicinity of
the discovery to avoid further disturbance to the resources while they
are being evaluated and appropriate next steps are being developed.

HPTP, Appendix Q

—PRTP

paleontological
resources

Weeds and Vegetation

Table App4-2k. Applicant-Committed Measures — Weeds and Vegetation

Measure Applicant-Committed Measure Description Location in POD Primary Affected
Number or Origin Resource or
Subject

97. A noxious weed management plan would be implemented to reduce Appendix R — Biological
the likelihood of introduction and spread of noxious weeds. The plan NWMP resources, fire and
would address the manner in which weeds spread, and methods for fuels management,
treating infestations. livestock grazing

98. MVE would comply with the applicable Federal and State Laws and Appendix R — Biological
regulations concerning the use of herbicides and other similar NWMP, BLM resources, fire and
substances in all activities/operations. Herbicides would be used only ~ 2005b fuels management,
in accordance with their registered uses and within the limitations livestock grazing,
imposed by the Secretary of the Interior (BLM 2019a). Prior to the
use of herbicides, MVE would obtain from the BLM a written
approval of a plan showing the type and quantity of material to be
used, pest(s) to be controlled, method of application, location of
storage and disposal of containers, and any other information
deemed necessary. Herbicides would not be permanently stored on
public lands, and applicator(s) would hold a current applicator's
license or be under the direct supervision of a licensed applicator.

MVE would provide an annual report to the BLM to report type and
guantities of herbicides applied to public lands.

99. MVE would develop a weed-resistant seed mix for restoration of Appendix R — Biological
temporarily disturbed areas by using a combination of native grasses  NWMP resources, fire and
and forbs and incorporating pollinator plant species. MVE would fuels management,
coordinate with a BLM botanist to develop an approved seed mix for livestock grazing
the Project.

100. MVE would use certified weed-free mulch. Appendix R — Biological

NWMP Resources, fire
and fuels
management,

livestock grazing
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Measure Applicant-Committed Measure Description Location in POD Primary Affected
Number or Origin Resource or
Subject
101. MVE would clean equipment, machinery and vehicles that disturb Appendix R - Biological
soil or vegetation prior to entry to the Project. Cleaning is defined as NWMP, BLM 2015  resources, fire and
removal of all dirt, grease, plant parts and material that may carry fuels management,
seeds or plant material from tires, tracks, belly plates, livestock grazing
undercarriages, etc. Cleaning may occur at laydown yard areas,
designated cleaning station locations (see applicant-committed
measure 102), or commercial car wash facilities. During construction
and decommissioning, portable wash stations for vehicles and
equipment would be maintained and strategically placed at staging
areas or designated entrance/exit locations.
102. Equipment, machinery, and vehicles may be inspected prior to entry ~ Appendix R — Biological
onto BLM-managed lands. Cleaning is defined as removal of all dirt, NWMP resources, fire and
grease, plant parts and material that may carry seeds or plant fuels management,
material from tires, tracks, belly plates, undercarriages, etc. Cleaning livestock grazing
may occur at laydown yard areas, designated cleaning station
locations, or commercial car wash facilities. (See also applicant-
committed measure 118.)
103. Where practicable, avoid or minimize travel through or parking in Appendix R — Biological
areas infested with noxious weeds to avoid spreading seeds or plant ~ NWMP resources, fire and
parts. fuels management,
livestock grazing
104. MVE would discourage weed establishment at project-related Appendix R — Biological
storage and staging yards through regular site inspections and NWMP resources, fire and
herbicide applications, subject to the appropriate approvals. fuels management
livestock grazing
105. Noxious weed monitoring for up to three years post-construction Appendix R — Biological
would be conducted for priority areas and all areas of the Project NWMP resources, fire and
included in the baseline weed survey to allow pre- and post- fuels management,
construction infestation levels to be compared. Annual monitoring livestock grazing
may require two site visits to capture noxious weed species in
rosette and bolting stages (spring/early summer) and during fall
regrowth. A memorandum reporting the results of the monitoring and
providing management recommendations would be prepared after
the annual monitoring is completed for the three-year period.
MVE would implement all of the following noxious weed design
features as applicable during all phases of construction, operation,
and reclamation.
106. MVE would avoid disturbance to known BLM-listed sensitive plant Appendix P — CMP  Special-status
species. If MVE determines avoidance is not feasible, taking into plants
account project design considerations and construction schedule,
construction would be allowed to proceed after coordination with and
approval from the Authorized Officer, and MVE would consider
relocation of individuals per the direction of the BLM.
107. Pre-construction clearance surveys would occur for BLM-listed Appendix P — CMP  Special-status

sensitive plant species where ground disturbance is planned within
suitable habitat for BLM-listed sensitive plant species. Surveys would
be conducted by qualified botanists capable of identifying plants
listed as BLM Sensitive Species and their habitats. The timing of
surveys would be determined in coordination with the BLM, with up
to two rounds of surveys conducted to encompass the flowering
and/or fruiting period for the BLM Sensitive Species that have the
potential to occur in the Project area. If timing of the BLM ROW grant
and the scheduled start of construction prevents clearance surveys
from occurring within the appropriate window, MVE would consult
with BLM to determine whether a habitat assessment or other survey
methods may be applicable alternatives to presence/absence
surveys.

plants
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Measure Applicant-Committed Measure Description Location in POD Primary Affected
Number or Origin Resource or
Subject

108. Pursuant to Section 512€ of the Federal Land Policy and Main body Fire and fuels
Management Act of 1976 (Public Law 115-141), if vegetation or management,
hazard trees have contacted or present an imminent danger of biological
contacting an electric transmission or distribution line from within or resources,
adjacent to the right-of-way, the vegetation or hazard trees would be livestock grazing
pruned or removed to avoid the disruption of electric service and
eliminate immediate fire and safety hazards. MVE would notify the
local BLM field or district office of such occurrence no later than 1
day after the date of the response to emergency conditions.

109. Herbaceous plants and low-growing shrubs would be left in place if Main body Biological
they do not interfere with the safe operation of project electrical lines resources

and equipment.

Dust

Table App4-2l. Applicant-Committed Measures — Dust

Measure Applicant-Committed Measure Description Location in POD Primary Affected
Number or Origin Resource or
Subject
110. MVE would develop and implement a dust and emissions control Appendix O — Air quality,
plan. DECP, BLM biological
(2015) resources, cultural
resources,
livestock grazing,
visual resources

111. Where necessary, water may be used as a dust control method Appendix O — Air quality,
during construction and would be applied on unpaved roads, DECP biological
material stockpiles, and other surfaces that can create airborne resources, visual
dust. Roads would be watered at intervals sufficient to control dust. resources
Water spray would be controlled so that pooling would be avoided
to the extent possible.

112. During construction, project roads that would be subject to frequent Appendix O — Air quality,
use or particularly susceptible to dust erosion may be improved DECP biological
through the application of gravel or aggregate mixtures, or may be resources, visual
treated with a chemical dust palliative such as magnesium chloride resources
or other suitable compounds.

113. During construction, dust suppression technigues would be applied Appendix O — Air quality, cultural
as necessary to prevent safety hazards or nuisances on access DECP resources,
roads and in construction zones near residential and commercial environmental
areas, along major highways and interstates, and near cultural and justice, visual
historic resources where required. resources

114. During construction, tarps may be used as necessary on trucks and Appendix O — Air quality,
small stockpiles as temporary covering on high wind days. DECP biological

resources, visual
resources

115. During construction, excessive exhaust emissions would be Appendix O — Air quality, climate
prevented by proper maintenance of vehicles and heavy equipment. DECP and GHGs
Additionally, vehicles and heavy equipment would be shut off when
not in direct use.

116. Construction activities would be monitored, and if dust levels Appendix O — Air quality,
exceed acceptable standards, adaptive management would be DECP biological
employed, which could include watering travel surfaces and/or resources, visual
lowering the speed limit until dust is reduced. resources
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Water, Drainage, and Soils

Table App4-2m. Applicant-Committed Measures — Water, Drainage, and Soils

Measure Applicant-Committed Measure Description Location in POD Primary Affected
Number or Origin Resource or
Subject

117. A stormwater pollution prevention plan (SWPPP) would be prepared Appendix D — Water and wetland
in accordance with federal, state, and local regulations, and approved = SWPPP, USFWS resources,
by the BLM prior to implementation. The SWPPP would provide (2012) biological
temporary and permanent sediment and erosion control designs and resources, soils
would identify practices to control erosion and sediment, and treat
and monitor stormwater (where necessary).

118. Washing or cleaning of construction vehicles, such as concrete Appendix G — Water and wetland
trucks, would be allowed only in designated areas that are contained, = SPCCP resources,
as necessary, with berms/barriers to prevent migration of wastewater biological
and/or sediment into streams and waterways. (See also applicant- resources
committed measures 101 and 102.)

1109. Storm water management practices will be implemented to minimize Appendix M — Avian and bat
open water resources that may attract birds and bats. BBCS species, eagles,

greater sage-
grouse

120. Where impacts on wetlands are not avoidable, site-specific crossing Appendix D — Water and wetland
plans and measures to mitigate impacts would be submitted to the SWPPP resources,
appropriate regulatory agency. MVE would implement the applicable biological
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Idaho Department of Water resources, soils
Resources (IDWR), and BLM standards (e.g., erosion and sediment
control measures, culverts sized in accordance with USACE and
BLM standards, etc.) for all road crossings or other work in wetlands
or waters to ensure protection of water quality and to maintain the
hydrology of affected areas.

121. Access roads would be designed to minimize stream crossings where  Appendix D — Water and wetland
feasible. Where practical, structures crossing streams would be SWPPP resources,
designed to not decrease channel stability or increase water velocity. biological

resources, soils

122. Roadside ditches and culverts would be used to prevent ponding of Appendix J — Water and wetland
runoff storm water and to minimize erosion of aggregate road base Transportation resources,
where needed. If culverts or drainage crossings are needed, they Plan biological
would be designed for a 25-year or greater storm frequency, without resources, soils
the development of a static head at the pipe inlet.

123. To the extent practicable, MVE would avoid creating hydrologic Appendix D — Water and wetland
conduits between two aquifers during foundation excavation and SWPPP resources,
other activities. biological

resources

124. Access roads would be designed to be located away from drainage Appendix D — Water and wetland
bottoms and avoid wetlands, if practical. If drainage bottoms and SWPPP resources,
wetlands cannot be avoided, appropriate design features would be biological
used to reduce erosion and sedimentation. resources, soils

125. Improvements to stream crossings would maintain water conveyance  Appendix D — Water and wetland
flows during and after construction. SWPPP resources, soils

126. Where practical, MVE would avoid altering existing drainage systems  Appendix D — Water and wetland
in sensitive areas such as erodible soils or steep slopes. SWPPP resources,

biological
resources, soils

127. Where practical, access roads would be designed so that changesto  Appendix J — Water and wetland
surface water runoff are avoided and erosion is not initiated. Transportation resources,

Plan biological

resources, soils
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Measure Applicant-Committed Measure Description Location in POD Primary Affected
Number or Origin Resource or
Subject

128. MVE would generally design access roads to follow natural Appendix J — Soils, biological
topography, as practicable, considering factors such as vehicle Transportation resources,
dimensions, weight, turning radius, and safety considerations. Plan transportation,

visual resources

129. Horizontal roadway alignment would consider the shortest distance of ~ Appendix J — Transportation,
access roadway, avoidance of steep terrain, wetlands, drainages Transportation biological
(streams, washes, flood prone areas, etc.), environmental, and Plan resources, cultural
cultural resources. resources, soils,

visual resources,
water and wetland
resources

130. Access roads would be graded to self-drain and no drainage would Appendix J — Soils, biological
be directed to flow longitudinally along roadways. Transportation resources, water

Plan and wetland
resources.
transportation

131. Unstable slopes and local factors that can induce slope instability Main body All
would be identified. Excavations would be performed in a manner
that would minimize slopes where practical. Special construction
techniques would be used where necessary in areas of steep slopes,
erodible soil, and stream channel crossings.

132. Construction or maintenance activities would not be performed during  Main body Soils, biological
periods when the soil is too wet to adequately support construction resources,
equipment. If such equipment creates ruts in excess of 5 inches deep livestock grazing,
for a distance of 100 feet or more, the soil would be deemed too wet transportation,
to adequately support construction equipment. water and wetland

resources

133. A 100-foot no-ground-disturbance buffer would be applied to all Appendix D — Water and wetland
wetlands, streams, and riparian areas beginning at the outer edge of SWPPP resources,
hydric vegetation and wetland soil. If disturbance in such areas biological
cannot be avoided, MVE would prepare site-specific plans and resources, cultural
measures (e.g., erosion and sediment control measures, culverts resources, soils
sized in accordance with USACE and BLM standards, etc.) to
mitigate impacts. These plans would be incorporated into the plan of
development and submitted for approval by BLM prior to issuance of
a Notice to Proceed.

134. Construction vehicles (trucks, bulldozers, etc.), helicopters (if Appendix G — Water and wetland
required), and equipment (pumps, generators, etc.) generally would SPCCP resources,
be fueled and serviced in designated areas. Refueling locations biological
would generally be flat. Fueling or refueling would not occur within 50 resources, soils,
feet of a wetland or watercourse. Every effort would be made to hazardous
minimize the threat of a fuel spill during refueling and servicing and materials

secondary containment measures would be located at all fuel
handling areas.
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Avian and Bat

Table App4-2n. Applicant-Committed Measures — Avian and Bat

Measure Applicant-Committed Measure Description Location in POD Primary Affected
Number or Origin Resource or
Subject
135. Scientifically rigorous avian and bat use surveys would be conducted;  Main body, Avian and bat
the amount and extent of ecological baseline data required would be Appendix M — species, eagles,
determined by BLM. Full study plans and methodologies, as BBCS, BLM greater sage-
approved by the requisite state/federal agencies, would be (2005b), USFWS grouse
implemented to characterize the existing resource conditions in the (2012)
Project area.
136. Riparian areas would be avoided to the extent practical; however, full  Appendix D — Avian and bat
avoidance may not be practical. SWPPP species, biological
resources, water
and wetland
resources
137. A bird and bat conservation strategy and an environmental Appendix M — Avian and bat
construction and compliance monitoring plan would be drafted to BBCS species, eagles,
avoid and minimize effects to birds and bats. greater sage-
grouse
138. Turbines would be sited to minimize impacts to birds and bats Appendix M — Avian and bat
through the following features: BBCS, Appendix P species, eagles,
e No turbines would occur within 2.0 miles of an occupied —CMP greater sage-
golden eagle nest. grouse, biological
. - . . resources, water
e No turbines would occur within 1 mile of an occupied
ferruginous hawk nest. and wetland
Y resources
e  No Project infrastructure would occur on BLM-managed
lands within 3.1 miles of greater sage-grouse leks in
compliance with the BLM’s Approved Resource
Management Plan Amendment, in order to minimize
impacts to native sagebrush habitats.
e  The project would avoid conservation easements and
protected lands. Wetlands and other waters would be
avoided to the greatest extent practicable.
e  No turbines would occur within 1,000 feet of irrigation
canals to minimize impacts to bats and avian species
attracted to such features.
139. Clearing of trees, native vegetation, or vegetated ground surfaces Appendix M — Avian and bat
would occur outside the migratory bird nesting season (as listed in BBCS, Appendix P species, biological
Table P-al in Appendix P of the POD), to the extent practicable. - CMP resources
Vegetation clearing conducted during the nesting season would be
done under the supervision of a compliance monitor to who would
identify nests for avoidance prior to construction. Active nests would
be marked/staked with the appropriate buffer and construction
activities would not occur within the buffer until a biologist determines
the nest is no longer active. When a nest is no longer active, nest
marking sticks or flagging would be removed and the construction
company notified that activities can resume.
140. Non-emergency maintenance or other activities at the project site Appendix T — Eagles, biological
(such as Meteorological tower removal) would be restricted to outside  ECP, USFWS resources
the eagle nesting season (January 1 to August 31) if it would occur (2022)

within 1 mile of an occupied golden eagle nest, and would adhere to
the National Bald Eagle Management Guidelines for any occupied

bald eagle nest. If this maintenance or activity cannot be conducted
outside of the nesting season, MVE would coordinate with USFWS.
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Measure
Number

Applicant-Committed Measure Description

Location in POD
or Origin

Primary Affected
Resource or
Subject

141. If an injured bird or bat is found, MVE would contact the appropriate
authorities and/or wildlife rehabilitator. Fatalities would be reported in

accordance with the BBCS and the ECP.

Standard operating procedures to promptly remove all dead medium
to large-sized animals and dispose them within 48 hours outside the
line-of-sight of turbines would be implemented to avoid attracting
eagles and other raptors. To increase the chances of locating animal
carcasses, MVE would: a) look for animal carcasses while travelling
in the project footprint and b) look for eagles, vultures, or other
scavenging birds that are consistently present and/or consistently
circling in one area. Any animal behavior that suggests a carcass
may be present in the project footprint would be reported to the site
manager within 8 hours and the vicinity of the behavior would be
searched within 24 hours. Any carcasses found would be removed
from the site within 48 hours of notification or upon receiving
permission by the property/animal owner.

Appendix M —
BBCS, Appendix T
— ECP, USFWS
(2022)

Avian and bat
species, biological
resources

142. Avian diverters would be installed and maintained on all guy
wires/lines of all existing or any new temporary meteorological (Met)
towers, and where guy wires are necessary, appropriate guy guards

would be installed at the base of the guy wires.

Appendix M —
BBCS, USFWS
(2022)

Avian and bat
species, biological
resources, human
health and safety

143. When practicable for collector lines, MVE would use tubular
structures to reduce ability of birds to perch and to reduce risk of

collision.

Appendix M —
BBCS

Avian and bat
species, biological
resources

144. During the nesting season (January 1 through August 31), MVE
would avoid construction activities within 0.5 mile (0.8 km) of any
occupied golden eagle nest to the extent feasible, if the nest is
located within line-of-sight of project-related activities. Construction
activities may occur within this timeframe and buffer if nest surveys
determine the nest is no longer active or adults have not yet initiated

nesting activities by the latest known egg laying date for the species.

Appendix T — ECP

Eagles, biological
resources

145. MVE would determine the presence of active raptor nests (i.e., raptor
nests used during the breeding season). Measures to reduce raptor

use at a project site shall be considered.

Appendix M —
BBCS

Avian species

146. MVE would conduct pre-construction pedestrian or aerial nest
surveys in suitable habitat during the appropriate nesting time periods
needed to identify new raptor nest locations, and to establish the

status of previously identified raptor nests.

Appendix M —
BBCS

Avian species

147. MVE would avoid construction within species-specific time constraints
and nest buffers for all sensitive species raptors, BLM special status
bird species, and other migratory birds as further detailed in Appendix
P of the POD. If seasonal nest restrictions cannot be applied for
construction activities, a biological monitor would monitor the nesting
birds. If construction activities appear to agitate birds (as evidenced
by alarm calls or disruption of normal nesting activities [i.e.,
incubating or feeding young]), construction activities would cease
within the previously identified buffers until the nest has fledged or
failed from natural causes.

Appendix M —
BBCS

Avian species

148. Occupied nests would be flagged with the appropriate buffer and
construction activities would only occur within the disturbance buffer
(defined for each species in Appendix P of the POD) under the

following circumstances:

1) A biologist confirms the nest is no longer occupied 1 (i.e., the nest
has failed or young have fledged).

2) If construction cannot be avoided within these buffers, a biologist
with stop work authority will be present during construction activities
to monitor the nest for signs of agitated behaviors. If such behavior is
observed, work will be stopped to avoid nest abandonment. Work will
resume when the nest is determined to no longer be occupied.

Appendix P — CMP

Avian species
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Measure Applicant-Committed Measure Description Location in POD Primary Affected
Number or Origin Resource or
Subject
149. Any deterrent devices designed and installed on the Project’'s power Appendix M — Avian species,
line infrastructure would be maintained as part of the standard BBCS biological
Operations and Maintenance plans. resources
150. Post-construction monitoring would be completed to estimate bird and  Appendix M — Avian and bat
bat fatality rates at the Project turbines, evaluate the circumstances BBCS species
under which fatalities occur, and provide an efficient, long term survey
protocol for detecting large-bird (e.g., large raptor, vulture, eagle)
carcasses that may occur over the life of the Project. Post-
construction monitoring results would be used to inform the need for
adaptive management, as outlined in the BBCS.
MVE would conduct a minimum of 2 years of post-construction avian
and bat fatality monitoring.
Carcass surveys would use standardized circular search plots that
would be established at 1/3 of project turbines, and would have a
radius at least half the height of the turbine. The search plot radius
would be determined based on available carcass density distribution
models (detailed in the BBCS). Search interval would be a minimum
of 14 days and may be adjusted by season and in response to
carcass persistence trial results to achieve a detection probability that
would provide robust fatality estimates.
An annual post-construction monitoring report would be prepared at
the conclusion of each year of standard post-construction monitoring,
and provided to USFWS, BLM, and IDFG for review.
151. As part of MVE’s Eagle Incidental Take Permit, eagle fatality Appendix T — Eagles
monitoring would be conducted by a qualified independent third-party =~ ECP, USFWS
who would provide all data from monitoring efforts directly to the (2021a)
Migratory Bird Permit Office.
152. MVE would implement a Wildlife Incidental Reporting Strategy Appendix M — Biological
(WIRS) for the life of the Project (detailed in the BBCS). The purpose BBCS. Appendix T resources
of the WIRS procedure is to standardize and describe the actions - ECP
taken by Project personnel in response to wildlife incidents at the
Project. The Project would record all dead or injured birds and bats
found incidentally in the Project area over the life of the Project.
153. At least once every three years, MVE would hold a training to provide  Appendix T — Eagles, avian and
instruction to employees (and contractors working on site) on ECP, USFWS bat species
avoiding harassment and disturbance of eagles within the project (2022)
footprint, how to record incidental observations of avian carcasses,
and how to properly handle dead or injured birds or bats if observed
154. If project operations occur on land not owned by MVE, MVE must Appendix T — Avian species
inform landowners on what to do if they discover a dead bird or eagle. = ECP, USFWS
Any landowners collecting birds on MVE’s behalf must be designated  (2022)
as a subpermittee.
155. MVE would coordinate with USFWS to implement compensatory Appendix T - Eagles
mitigation for eagle take under the project’'s Eagle Incidental Take ECP, USFWS
Permit (50 CFR 22.26), should a permit be granted by USFWS. (2021a)

Compensatory mitigation requirements would be re-evaluated every 5
years by USFWS and could involve a number of options for the first
five-year permit administrative period (i.e., years 1 through 5),
including a pole retrofit program.
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Measure Applicant-Committed Measure Description Location in POD Primary Affected
Number or Origin Resource or
Subject
156. Unless required by the BLM or needed for grazing or fire mitigation, Main body, Biological
wildlife habitat enhancements or improvements such as ponds, USFWS (2022) resources

guzzlers, rock or brush piles for small mammals, bird nest boxes,
nesting platforms, wildlife food plots, etc. would not be installed to
minimize the presence of birds, bats, and their prey in the siting
corridors.

In general, MVE would minimize activities or conditions that may
attract prey and predators.

Natural material (e.g. woody debris) and tall vegetation (i.e. tall forbs,
grass, weeds) would be removed/maintained within 10 meters of the
base of each turbine to reduce shelter and forage for small mammals
(that would attract large birds).

During project operation, all project-related materials, parts, and
equipment would be stored in designated storage areas.

157. MVE would coordinate with the USFWS, BLM, Idaho Department of
Fish and Game (IDFG), and Idaho Office of Species Conservation
(OSC) to determine whether adaptive management measures are
necessary and appropriate to address impacts based on results from
the post-construction fatality monitoring [applicant-committed
measure 150], incidental reporting during operations [applicant-
committed measure 152], industry research, and new regulatory
developments. Thresholds for considering an adaptive response may
include:

. Levels of mortality for a particular bird or bat species of
concern that could result in population-level impacts as
determined through consultation between MVE, USFWS,
and BLM based on best available science; or

e  "Mass casualty” events where more than 10 fatalities are
recorded at a turbine during a single search.

Adaptive management options that MVE would consider include, but
are not limited to, the following:

e  Addition or madification of anti-perching, anti-nesting, or
electrocution protection devices on project facilities;

e  Providing physical samples to the U.S. Geological Survey
or other agencies interested in analyzing such samples;

. Providing funding for research or conservation efforts to be
implemented for the benefit of impacted species;

. Installation of bat deterrents at selected turbines (such as
those commercially available from NRG Systems,
https://lwww.nrgsystems.com/products/bat-deterrent-
systems) based on the most effective options available at
the time of implementation;

. Development of a curtailment program [applicant-
committed measure 158], with operational adjustments as
further defined below; and,

e  Any additional mitigation measures which may be required
under the adaptive management framework implemented
per the Eagle Take Permit conditions from USFWS.

Appendix M —
BBCS

Avian and bat
species
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Measure Applicant-Committed Measure Description Location in POD Primary Affected
Number or Origin Resource or
Subject

158. A curtailment plan would be considered in the instance other adaptive  Appendix M — Avian and bat
management measures are insufficient to reduce impacts below BBCS species
acceptable thresholds, and only if such efforts are demonstrated to
be cost-effective relative to other mitigation measures. Strategic
curtailment procedures would focus on periods and locations of peak
risk to birds and bats based on the results of post-construction
monitoring. Curtailment strategies to be considered by MVE include,
but would not be limited to, the following:

e  An operational curtailment strategy, which would involve
feathering turbine blades within wind speed ranges defined
based on species of concern, to be implemented during
peak migratory periods at locations shown to significantly
contribute to fatalities. Peak periods and locations would be
identified based on post-construction fatality monitoring
results, acoustic monitoring data, and/or radar studies;

e A model-driven curtailment strategy, which would be
developed based on correlations between bat activity and
weather conditions and implemented during peak risk
periods at locations significantly contributing to fatalities.
Predictive models would be developed using acoustic data,
in conjunction with meteorological data collected as part of
standard operations. Bat acoustic data would be analyzed
in relation to date, time and weather data to determine
patterns of bat activity. Weather conditions to be included in
the model would be wind speed, air temperature, wind
direction, change in barometric pressure, and precipitation.
Model-driven curtailment strategies assume integration with
turbine operation systems would be possible with the
turbine type selected for the project;

e Aninformed curtailment strategy implemented during peak
risk periods at locations significantly contributing to
fatalities, whereby turbine curtailment would be manually or
automatically triggered when an observation of eagles or
other raptor species of concern are made by biological
monitors, on-site personnel, or commercially available and
effective detector systems.

159. MVE would rely on additional specific, targeted monitoring studies to Appendix M — Avian and bat
measure the effectiveness of adaptive management measures and BBCS species
modify or discontinue measures as appropriate based on monitoring
results. The results of such additional monitoring studies would be
submitted to USFWS, BLM, and IDFG in accordance with the BBCS,
and MVE would continue to implement adaptive management
measures in coordination with the agencies as needed to reduce
project impacts.

160. Feather turbine blades when wind speeds are below the Appendix M — Avian and bat
manufacturer’s cut-in speed (i.e., the speed at which wind turbines BBCS species

begin generating electricity).
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Decommissioning and Reclamation

Table App4-20. Applicant-Committed Measures — Decommissioning and Reclamation

Measure Applicant-Committed Measure Description Location in POD Primary Affected
Number or Origin Resource or
Subject

161. Topsoil from all excavations and construction activities would be Main body, Reclamation,
salvaged and reapplied during reclamation. Topsoil shall be Appendix R — biological
replaced without mixing with subsoil. NWMP, Appendix resources, soils
Topsoil would be preferentially salvaged only for locations E — Reclamation
dominated by native vegetation; known noxious weed infestation Plan
areas would be avoided when salvaging topsoil to the maximum
extent practicable. Topsoil would be used in the vicinity of where
they are excavated to meet grading needs. Salvaged topsoil would
be stored in a manner to discourage weed establishment, e.g., by
covering, mulching, or stabilizing with weed-free seed. In work
areas, topsoil bearing organic components would be windrowed at
the edge of work areas for use during reclamation. If additional
topsoil is needed, locally sourced topsoil would be preferred. If
imported topsoil is needed, MVE will use a BLM-approved source.

162. Foundations for turbines, transformers, met towers, substations, Appendix L — Reclamation,
Operation and Maintenance facilities, and other above ground Decommissioning biological
infrastructure would be removed to a minimum of three feet below Plan resources, soils,
surrounding grade and covered with soil. visual resources

163. Turbines, transformers, met towers, substations, Operation and Appendix L — Reclamation,
Maintenance facilities, and other above ground infrastructure Decommissioning biological
would be removed, as would buried infrastructure, such as the Plan resources, soils,
collector system or fiber optic cable, that is less than two feet visual resources
below grade. (Cables buried more than two feet will remain in
place.)

164. Reclamation areas would be monitored until the success criteriais ~ Appendix E — Biological
met or up to 5 years following the initial reclamation activities. If at Reclamation Plan resources,

the end of the fifth year of monitoring a reclaimed area does not
meet the reclamation success criteria, MVE and the BLM
Authorized Officer would discuss possible adjustments to the
criteria or the use of adaptive management procedures to address
revegetation challenges. Reclamation success is defined by the
re-establishment of vegetation and topography compared to
conditions in the surrounding area at the time of reclamation.

reclamation, soils

Note: SWPPP (Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan), SPCCP (Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasures Plan), BBCS (Bird and Bat
Conservation Strategy), WMP (Noxious Weed Management Plan), ECP (Eagle Conservation Plan), CMP (Construction Monitoring Plan), HPTP
(Historic Properties Treatment Plan), PRTP (Paleontological Resources Treatment Plan), ECMP (Environmental Compliance Monitoring Plan)
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MITIGATION REQUIRED BY BLM POLICY

The measures described in this section (Table App4-3), though not described in the POD, are required by
BLM policy (i.e., the 2015 Record of Decision and Approved Management Plan Amendments for the
Great Basin Region, Including the Greater Sage-Grouse Sub-Regions of Idaho and Southwestern
Montana Nevada and Northeastern California Oregon Utah (ARMPA) (BLM 2015)), and would be
required on BLM lands for all action alternatives. Most of these measures are required design features
(RDFs) from BLM (2015). Because of site-specific circumstances, some RDFs may not apply to some
projects (e.g., a resource is not present on a given site) and/or may require slight variations (e.g., a larger
or smaller protective area). All variations in RDFs would require that at least one of the following be
demonstrated in the National Environmental Policy Act analysis associated with the project or activity:

e A specific RDF is documented to not be applicable to the site-specific conditions of the
project/activity (e.g. due to site limitations or engineering considerations). Economic
considerations, such as increased costs, do not necessarily require that an RDF be varied or
rendered inapplicable.

e An alternative RDF, a state-implemented conservation measure or plan-level protection is
determined to provide equal or better protection for greater sage-grouse or its habitat.

A specific RDF will provide no additional protection to greater sage-grouse or its habitat.

Table App4-3. Mitigation Required by BLM Policy

Measure Measure Description Origin Primary Affected Resource or
Number Subject
A. No repeated or sustained behavioral disturbance (e.g., RDF 2 in BLM Greater sage-grouse, biological
visual, noise over 10 dbA at lek, etc.) to lekking greater (2015) resources, noise
sage-grouse from 6:00 pm to 9:00 am within 2 miles (3.2
km) of leks during the lekking season.
B. Avoid mechanized anthropogenic disturbance, in greater RDF 3 in BLM Greater sage-grouse, biological
sage-grouse nesting habitat during the nesting season. (2015) resources
Note: Figure 3.3-7 in Section 3.3.5 (Greater Sage-
Grouse) depicts spring seasonal use areas, which
includes nesting habitat. Spring is defined as March 1-
June 30.*
C. Avoid mechanized anthropogenic disturbance during the  RDF 4 in BLM Greater sage-grouse, biological
winter (December 1 — February 29), in greater sage- (2015) resources
grouse wintering areas.
Note: Figure 3.3-7 in Section 3.3.5 (Greater Sage-
Grouse) depicts winter seasonal use areas. The BLM
may grant an exception for activities during the winter in
patches of winter seasonal use areas only if MVE
demonstrates that the area is devoid of sagebrush and
unlikely to be used by sage-grouse.*
D. Where technically and financially feasible, bury RDF 52 in BLM All
distribution powerlines and communication lines within (2015)
existing disturbance.
E. Place infrastructure in already disturbed locations where ~ RDF 54 in BLM All
the habitat has not been fully restored. (2015)
F. Co-locate linear facilities within one mile of existing RDF 56 in BLM Greater sage-grouse
linear facilities. (2015)
G. Locate staging areas outside the greater sage-grouse RDF 58 in BLM Greater sage-grouse
Priority Habitat Management Areas to the extent (2015)

possible.
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Measure Measure Description Origin Primary Affected Resource or

Number Subject

H. Consider colocating powerlines, flowlines and pipelines RDF 59 in BLM All
under or immediately adjacent to a road or adjacent to (2015)
other pipelines first, before considering co-locating with
other ROW.

I Use free standing structures where possible, to limit the RDF 61 in BLM Greater sage-grouse, biological
use of guy wires. Where guy wires are necessary and (2015) resources, human health and
appropriate bird collision diverters would be used, if safety
doing so would not cause a human safety risk.

J. Place new utility developments (power lines, pipelines, RDF 62 in BLM All
etc.) and transportation routes in existing utility or (2015)
transportation corridors.

K. MVE would equip aboveground facilities (buildings and RDF 70 in BLM Biological resources
other structures where birds could perch or nest) with (2015)
structures or devices that discourage perching or
nesting of raptors and ravens.

L. BLM would require sage-grouse-safe fences. Restrict RDFs 81 and 60  Greater sage-grouse, biological
the construction of tall facilities and fences to the in BLM (2015) resources
minimum number and amount needed.

M. BLM would not issue ROW for new energy development  RDF 90 in BLM Greater sage-grouse, biological
roads, unless for a temporary use consistent with all (2015) resources
other terms and conditions in the ARMPA (BLM 2015).

N. Establish speed limits on BLM roads to reduce RDF 91 in BLM Biological resources, air quality,
vehicle/wildlife collisions or design roads to be driven at (2015) livestock grazing, transportation
slower speeds.

0. Road crossings would be constructed at right angles to RDF 93 in BLM Biological resources, water and
ephemeral drainages and stream crossings. (2015) wetland resources

P. Restore disturbed areas at final reclamation to the pre- RDF 102 in BLM Al
disturbance landforms and desired plant community. (2015)

Q. Interim reclamation would be irrigated if necessary for RDF 103 in BLM Al
establishing seedlings more quickly. Mulching (2015)
techniques would be used to expedite reclamation and
to protect soils.

R. Avoid building new wire fences within 1.2 miles (2 km) of RDF 105in BLM  Greater sage-grouse, avian
occupied leks. If this is not feasible ensure that high risk ~ (2015) species
segments are marked with collision diverter devices or
as latest science indicates.

S. Use temporary fencing (e.g., emergency stabilization RDF 107 in BLM  Greater sage-grouse, biological
and rehabilitation, drop down fencing) where feasible (2015) resources
and appropriate to meet management objectives.

T. Install ramps in new and existing livestock troughs and RDF 113 in BLM  Greater sage-grouse, biological
open water storage tanks to facilitate the use of and (2015) resources
escape from troughs by greater sage-grouse and other
wildlife.

u. Construct water return features and maintain functioning RDF 114 in BLM  Greater sage-grouse
float valves to prohibit water from being spilled on the (2015)
ground surrounding the trough and/or tank and return
water to the original water source, to the extent
practicable.

V. Install and maintain float valves on stock tank fill pipesto RDF 123 in BLM  Greater sage-grouse
minimize overflow. (2015)

W. Harden stock tank pads to reduce tracks that can RDF124 in BLM Greater sage-grouse

potentially hold water where mosquitoes may breed.

(2015)
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Measure
Number

Measure Description

Origin

Primary Affected Resource or
Subject

X.

MVE would work with BLM and IDFG to implement the
Idaho Habitat Quantification Tool (HQT) to determine if
there are residual impacts to sage-grouse and to
guantify those impacts so that compensatory mitigation
(see Table App4-5) can be implemented to meet the net
conservation gain standard.

IDFG as per
BLM (2015)

Greater sage-grouse, biological
resources

Fence design and construction methods would follow
BLM fencing handbook H-1741-1 (BLM 1989) and be
approved by the authorized officer. Prior to final design
MVE would develop a fencing plan for BLM’s review and
approval. This plan may include current fence
recommendations for wildlife, for example maximum
height and minimum bottom wire height that facilitate big
game passage (40” and 18", respectively).

BLM (1989)

Biological resources, greater
sage-grouse, livestock grazing

Standard operating procedures from Appendix B of BLM
(2007) and Appendix A of BLM (2016a) would be
followed to ensure that risks to human health and the
environment from herbicide treatment actions would be
kept to a minimum.

BLM (2007),
BLM (2016)

All

AA.

Consider the potential ecological and socioeconomic
consequences of groundwater use prior to constructing
water-supply wells on BLM-administered lands. Such
considerations must include the following to inform
water-availability and sustained-yield determinations:

. Conformance with land use plans, potential
impacts to federal and state water rights and
existing wells, and the specific requirements
of the BLM’s rights-of-way regulations
(FLPMA, Title V, Rights-of-Way).

e  The potential depletion of discharge to
groundwater-dependent ecosystems, the
depletion of groundwater storage, and water-
level declines. It is not sufficient to determine
groundwater is available for proposed
activities based solely upon the long-term
average rate of recharge of an aquifer system.

e  Water-use monitoring. MVE would install
meters on water-supply wells and report
groundwater use to BLM. BLM may require
third parties to meter and report groundwater
use from wells located on BLM-administered
lands as a condition of approval in
lease/grant/permit authorizations.

BLM in press

Water and wetland resources

Note: SWPPP (Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan), SPCCP (Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasures Plan), BBCS (Bird and Bat
Conservation Strategy), WMP (Weed Management Plan), ECCMP (Environmental Construction and Compliance Monitoring Plan), HPTP (Historic
Properties Treatment Plan), PRTP (Paleontological Resources Treatment Plan).

* This information is not directly from the RFD but is added here for clarity.

App4-26



Lava Ridge Wind Project Draft Environmental Impact Statement
Appendix 4. Mitigation

ADDITIONAL PROJECT-SPECIFIC MITIGATION

The measures in Table App4-4 are not covered by the applicant-committed measures and required
mitigation in Tables App4-2 and App4-3. These measures would be a part of Alternatives C, D, and E and
may be considered for mitigation for Alternative B. Table App4-4 includes measures from BLM’s Final
Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for Wind Energy Development on BLM-Administered
Lands in the Western United States (BLM 2005a), the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Land-Based Wind
Energy Guidelines (USFWS 2012), and other regulatory documents.

Although the Record of Decision Implementation of a Wind Energy Development Program and
Associated Land Use Amendments (BLM 2005b) did not include the Lava Ridge Wind siting corridors, its
analysis did include them (BLM 2005a); therefore, the programmatic policies and best management
practices (BMPs) in BLM (2005b) are appropriate for wind energy development activities in the area
evaluated in the Lava Ridge Wind EIS.

Table App4-4. Additional Measures

Measure  Measure Description Primary Affected
Number Resource or Subject
a. Where applicant-committed measures (Table App4-2) are written only for specified All

project phases (i.e., construction, operation, or decommissioning), the BLM would
require that MVE implement them regardless of the project phase if those measures
would reduce impacts to resources.

For measures regarding pre-clearance, the BLM would determine what would require
pre-clearance during maintenance and decommissioning.

b. Tier 4 compliant generators would be used when available during construction to Air quality, all
reduce nitrogen oxide (NOXx) emissions.

c. MVE and its contractors would control dust to the extent that off-site transport of Air quality, all
visible dust plumes is eliminated. Water would be used as a dust control method
during the life of the project to prevent safety hazards or nuisances on access roads
and in construction zones near residential and commercial areas, along major
highways and interstates, and near cultural and historic resources. (This measure
adds to applicant-committed measure 111.)

d. If project roads are treated with a chemical dust palliative such as magnesium chloride  Air quality, all
or other suitable compounds (as stated in applicant-committed measure 112), the
palliative would be approved by the BLM.

e. Construction activities may be limited or scaled back to reduce off-site transport where Air quality, all
practice water application would be ineffective at controlling dust. Operations that can
be controlled or that produce minor or very little dust would continue as
normal/scheduled.

f. Haul trucks operating on and transporting material off-site would be equipped with and Air quality, all
employ load covers sufficient to prevent materials from becoming air borne during
transit.

g. During construction and decommissioning, personnel would be trained to handle Air quality, all

material to reduce fugitive emissions.

h. Soil would be moist while being loaded into dump trucks. Soil loads would be kept Air quality, all
below the freeboard of the truck.

Drop heights should be minimized when loaders dump soil into trucks. Gate seals
should be tight on dump trucks.

i Blasting would not occur on days where wind speeds are expected to exceed 25 mph.  Air quality, all

j- Turbines would not be placed within 0.25 mile of known bat roosts. Other Avian and bat species
infrastructure within that buffer would be minimized.
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Measure
Number

Measure Description

Primary Affected
Resource or Subject

k.

Phase construction by 1) concentrating work in a small percentage of the project area
during the breeding season, and 2) spreading work over multiple years to only
incrementally impact birds in a given area/landscape over time.

Avian and bat species

MVE would follow nest buffer distances for migratory birds as outlined in IDIB-2020-
014 (BLM 2020a) during the nesting seasons outlined in therein.

Avian and bat species

MVE would include methods targeting burrowing owls in pre-construction surveys.
Methods for avian use and nest surveys have not included these methods and
therefore nests may go undetected.

Avian and bat species

Apply the following to post-construction avian and bat fatality monitoring.

a. The timing of surveys should coincide with times when bats are active in the area,
or if data are limited, surveys should occur year-round.

b. For fatality monitoring, select wind turbines at random or via a systematic random
approach.

c. Establish a search plot at least ¥z the height of the wind turbine with a minimum plot
width of at least 120 meters from the turbine.

d. Define, using GPS, the searchable area and identify the different visibility classes
within each plot.

e. Delineate transect lines, within the plot, in most situations, no further than 6 m apart,
but this may vary from 3-10 meters, depending on ground cover.

Avian and bat species

Consult with BCI, the TAC, state and federal agencies, or other experts in bat-wind
energy experts to determine the best minimization strategy for the species occurring in
the area.

Avian and bat species

Use data collected by the wind turbines or meteorological towers to relate bat fatality
to weather and operational variables.

Avian and bat species

As part of MVE’s adaptive management (applicant-committed measure 157), if
ferruginous hawk fatalities are observed, implement Tier 5 studies (as per the WEG
[USFWS 2012]) to further assess the potential for population-level effects following
construction. This could include annual raptor nest monitoring over the life of the
facility so that turbines within 1 mile of those nests can be curtailed (applicant-
committed measure 158) during the nesting season.

Avian and bat species

The project would use the minimum number of meteorological towers necessary.

Avian and bat species

Continue with acoustic monitoring and roost surveys (for a duration determined by
BLM) to document the presence or absence of important roost sites to inform adaptive
management (including curtailment).

Avian and bat species

For amphibian habitat avoidance, MVE would survey for amphibians and their
breeding habitat within 330 feet of all wetlands in the ground disturbance footprint
beginning at the outer edge of hydric vegetation and wetland soil. If breeding habitat is
occupied, MVE would coordinate with BLM to identify appropriate mitigation measures
before construction.

Amphibians, water and
wetland resources
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Measure  Measure Description Primary Affected
Number Resource or Subject
u. During all project phases, MVE would avoid anthropogenic disturbance in big game Big game

winter range (assumed to be the entirety of the siting corridors) to the fullest extent
(per Idaho I1B2021-003 [BLM 2020b]). Generally, mule deer and pronghorn are on
winter range from November 15-April 30, but specific dates may be adjusted in
coordination with the IDFG regional office.

If project activities cannot be avoided during the winter season, MVE would coordinate
with the BLM and IDFG prior to NTP to develop standard operating procedures and
adaptive management practices that isolate disturbance in the project area so that
animals can use wintering areas without unnecessary disturbance.

MVE would be required to include a phased approach for construction, maintenance,
and decommissioning activities to minimize intrusion on the winter and migration
seasons. MVE, BLM, and IDFG would use the following factors to evaluate when
adjustments to the intensity or location of activities would be required throughout the
wintering and migration seasons:

1. Animal presence or absence (i.e., high or low abundance)

Animal condition

Weather severity

Habitat condition and availability

Site location

Timing

7. Kind and duration of disruptive activity expected (short term vs. longer term)

For example, if during winter, animals were present in the siting corridors or were in
poor condition, if there was severe weather (especially for a long period), or it was late
in the season when energy reserves may be more depleted, then construction in the
area would be adjusted to shift the location, duration, or intensity to minimize or avoid
effects to big game.

2B o

V. To minimize traffic volume and human disturbance in big game winter range, MVE Big game
would limit winter road maintenance to only those road segments needed for operation
and maintenance activities.

w. Adaptively manage impacts to big game by supporting long-term telemetry and annual  Big game
winter counts conducted by IDFG and/or BLM. Use these data to:

. Identify, with IDFG, potential pinch points where pronghorn movement may be
impacted by the project (especially near the intersection of the project with
Highway 24). If pinch points are identified, ensure project fencing in the area
allows for big game movement.

. Minimize construction traffic volume (if a pinch point is identified) along the route
with high game movement, particularly if big game may be migrating to or from
their winter range.

Focus mitigation efforts and adaptively mange by removing fences, closing roads,
reducing speed limits, installing signage, and/or rehabilitating native plants.

X. MVE would participate in efforts to prepare a Programmatic Agreement and Cultural resources
associated Historic Properties Management Plan. The HPMP would lay out the
requirements for effects determinations and resolutions under the Section 106
process.

Include components that require MVE to (1) establish a monitoring program, (2)
identify measures to prevent potential looting/vandalism or erosion impacts, and (3)
address the education of workers and the public to make them aware of the
consequences of unauthorized collection of artifacts and destruction of property on
public land. MVE would provide the results of monitoring program to the BLM
Authorized Officer.

y. MVE would be responsible for the cost of evaluation and mitigation, and any decision Cultural resources
as to proper avoidance, protection or mitigation measures would be made by the
Authorized Officer after consulting with MVE and others under Section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act.

z. No project actions would occur within 0.25 mile of cave resources. Cultural resources, bat
species, paleontological
resources, recreation
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aa. MVE would work with owners and operators of communication systems located within Human health and safety
and surrounding the project to determine where there is a potential for EMF. Prior to
construction of infrastructure that has the potential to result in interference, MVE would
work with the owner/operator of the impacted communication system to ensure
modifications to the project design, or the communication infrastructure would facilitate
the use of the communication without impacts.

bb. Blasting would not occur within 2 miles of any active eagle nest during the breeding Eagles, noise
season per USFWS (2021).

cc. Fuel storage (for construction, maintenance, and decommissioning vehicles and Fire and fuels
equipment) would be a temporary activity occurring only for as long as is needed to management
support those activities.

dd. The electrical design of the project would comply with National Electrical Safety Code Fire and fuels
and National Fire Protection Association standards, which would reduce the risk of management
equipment-related fires. All wind turbines and associated electrical equipment would
be constructed with non-flammable material around the base of the equipment to
reduce the spread of fire should equipment ignite.

ee. A paleontological evaluation would be completed prior to decommissioning to Paleontological resources
determine the potential of material source areas not yet determined (associated with
project decommissioning and reclamation) to contain paleontological resources. If
deemed necessary, a monitoring and inadvertent discovery plan would be developed
to reduce the likelihood of impact to these resources.

ff. Conduct pre-construction surveys for milkweed in infrastructure and work areas. Pollinators, special-status
These would occur following the procedure outlined in applicant-committed measure insects, biological
107. Avoid removal and disturbance of milkweed, which is critical for monarch butterfly ~ resources
reproduction.

gg. Avoid herbicide treatments within 25 m of milkweed. If herbicides are necessary in Pollinators, special-status
other areas, use targeted application techniques and apply during the plant life stage insects, biological
when a weed is most vulnerable. Apply in early morning or evening when pollinators resources
are less active.

hh. Insecticide use is prohibited except where explicitly authorized by the BLM Field Pollinators, special-status
Manager. insects, biological

resources

ii. Do not use pesticides known to be toxic to bees or other pollinators. Avoid applying Pollinators, special-status
multiple pesticide formulations at one time. Apply pesticides at the lowest legal insects, biological
effective application rate and using targeted application methods. Time pesticide resources
application to avoid pollinator exposure as per McKnight et al. (2018).

ji- Sensitive species surveys (applicant-committed measure 12) would include surveys Pollinators, special-status
for presence of sensitive pollinators (i.e., monarch butterfly, Suckley’s cuckoo bumble insects
bee, and western bumble bee) from May through October.

kK. If it is not possible for MVE to design the project to completely avoid prime farmland Soils
and farmland of statewide importance, MVE would minimize or mitigate impacts to
prime farmland and farmland of statewide importance as determined by BLM.

1. Construction, maintenance, and decommissioning activities would not be performed Soils, vegetation, water
during periods when the soil is too wet to adequately support equipment. If such and wetland resources
equipment creates ruts in excess of 5 inches deep, the soil would be deemed too wet
to adequately support it.

mm MVE would evaluate whether project construction activities and infrastructure could Special-status insects
occur outside of 0.75-mile of potential and occupied St. Anthony sand dune tiger
beetle habitat. Where it is not possible to avoid these areas, field surveys would be
conducted and project construction would avoid newly-identified potential or occupied
habitat to the extent feasible allowing for access along existing roads.

Avoid fragmenting habitats with roads within 0.75 miles of occupied tiger beetle habitat
to allow for dispersal. Minimize new infrastructure and the density of infrastructure
near dune complexes.
nn. Limit construction personnel walking across sand dunes. Special-status insects,

cultural resources
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00. MVE would avoid disturbance to known BLM-listed sensitive plant individuals and Special-status plants

habitat. If BLM, in coordination with MVE, determines that avoidance of all sensitive

plant locations is not achievable the BLM would determine if MVE can proceed with

construction, maintenance, or decommissioning activities after considering the species

present and the type and intensity of the activity planned in the specific location. If

disturbance and impact to the special status species is expected to contribute to a

population decline resulting in a trend to federal listing under the ESA, the activity

would not be authorized until mitigation measures would be sufficient to reverse this

trend. If it would result in a loss in individual plants or population viability that would not

be expected to contribute to a trend to federal listing, mitigation stated in applicant-

committed measure 107 would be required prior to proceeding.

pp. MVE would work with FAA to adjust turbine height or micro-siting as needed to avoid Transportation
impacts to Jerome Airport airspace.

qq. Equipment, machinery, and vehicles would be inspected prior to entry onto BLM- Vegetation
managed lands.

. MVE would be responsible for control of weed and nonnative species that result from Vegetation, biological
construction, use, or maintenance authorized in their ROW grant. MVE must resources, fire and fuels
coordinate with the Authorized Officer and/or local authorities for acceptable weed management, livestock
control measures (within limits imposed in the grant stipulations) prior to implementing grazing
weed treatments.

SS. Apply applicant-committed measure 98 at the soonest appropriate time of year Vegetation, biological
recommended by a BLM Botanist (and prior to the following growing season) to avoid resources, fire and fuels
invasive species establishment. Through the implementation of an approved habitat management, livestock
restoration plan, MVE would undertake restoration actions as soon as possible after grazing, reclamation
completion of ground-disturbing activities to reduce the amount of habitat converted at
any one time and to speed up the recovery to natural habitats.

The measures to address invasive species would complement ongoing actions to
address the spread of cheatgrass through the BLM IPOW.

tt. Use of low-reflectivity finishes for the towers, nacelles, and rotors to minimize contrast Visual resources, cultural
with the sky backdrop and to minimize the reflections that can call attention to resources
structures in the landscape.

uu. Use of Shadow Grey (BLM Standard Environmental Color Chart CC011 dated June Visual resources, cultural
13) is a recommended finish for non-turbine project components such as the small resources
cabinets containing pad-mounted equipment that might be located at the base of each
turbine, to help the cabinets blend in with the surrounding ground plane.

V. Use of a low-reflectivity finish for the exterior of the operation and maintenance facility Visual resources, cultural
building, substations, and their fences to maximize their visual integration with the resources
surrounding landscape.

WW. If operation of the wind turbines is expected to cause greater than 30 hours per year Visual resources, human
shadow flicker to nearby residences and occupied buildings from shadow flicker, site- health and safety
specific recommendations for addressing these concerns would be incorporated into
the project design (e.g., establishing a sufficient setback from turbines, or not
operating specific turbines during periods when shadow flicker would impact
residences).

XX. Use of dull gray porcelain or polymer insulators to reduce insulator visibility. Visual resources, cultural

resources

yy. MVE engineers would develop snow removal guidelines for winter road maintenance Wetland and water
that would avoid impacts to drainage features, wetlands, and water quality. The resources, biological
guidelines would include measures to maintain road drainage, protect the road resources, transportation
surface, and dispose of snow in areas away from drainages and wetlands.

zz. Equipment would not be left in a wetland or watercourse overnight or for a period no Water and wetland

longer than 12 hours to minimize the potential for spills or leaks.

resources, biological
resources, soils
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aaa. If necessary to install project infrastructure in wetlands or drainages (including Water and wetland
ephemeral channels), installation would occur during dry periods or if areas are resources, biological
wetted, and if dewatering is needed, it would occur in well vegetated areas. Buried resources, soils
collector lines would route around wetlands; overhead collector lines may cross
wetlands.

bbb. MVE would gain a clear understanding of the local hydrogeology as determined by Water and wetland
Idaho Department of Water Resources and the BLM. Areas of groundwater discharge resources, biological
and recharge and their potential relationships with surface water bodies shall be resources

identified prior to blasting and excavating. If construction activities near aquifer
recharge areas cannot be avoided, they would be closely monitored to reduce the
potential for contamination of said aquifer.

ccc. The BLM would apply more recent fence guidance to BLM fencing handbook H-1741- Wildlife resources
1 (BLM 1989) [required measure M in Table App4-3], such as A Landowner’s Guide to
Wildlife Friendly Fences (Paige 2012). These recommendations include a maximum
height (40 inches) and minimum bottom wire height (18 inches) that would facilitate big
game passage.

ddd. Monitor project access roads for wildlife carcasses and implement adaptive Wildlife resources,
management (such as reducing vehicle speed or project traffic volume during crucial Recreation
time periods) to reduce impacts in areas with high incidences of vehicle strikes.

eee. Vertical pipes would have screening to prevent wildlife entrapment as per IM2016-023  Wildlife resources
(BLM 2016b).
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COMPENSATORY MITIGATION

Compensatory mitigation measures in Table App4-5 could be applied to alternatives if significant impacts
are expected to remain after applicant-committed measures, required mitigation, and additional avoidance
and minimization measures are implemented. Potential compensatory mitigation in Table App4-5 could
be included in compensatory mitigation plans if the BLM determines they are warranted. After
considering public comments, final residual impacts and compensatory mitigation will be described in the
final EIS. Additional compensatory mitigation could be identified before the final EIS.

In addition to the actions below, compensatory mitigation related to impacts to greater sage-grouse would
be required as per BLM (2015). Because the project is located in a general habitat management area
(HMA) for greater sage-grouse (Centrocercus urophasianus), BLM (2015) requires all alternatives,
including the Proposed Action, to have a net conservation gain (i.e., an actual benefit or gain above
baseline conditions) for sage-grouse. To meet this requirement and because the project would impact
sage-grouse habitat, MVE is evaluating options for use of a certified mitigation or conservation bank, or
credit exchanges. These details will be provided in the final EIS and in MVE’s POD Appendix U (Greater
Sage-Grouse Mitigation Plan).

Table App4-5. Potential Compensatory Mitigation Measures

Measure  Measure Description Primary Affected
Number Resource or Subject
l. If post-construction carcass monitoring (mitigation measure VII), IDFG telemetry data, Big game

and/or annual winter counts indicate impacts to big game or avoidance of the area by big
game, then consider the following:

. Fence removal or modification and habitat enhancement in areas inside but as well
as immediately adjacent to the project area.

. If big game movement across Highway 24 becomes more concentrated and/or
wildlife-vehicle collisions increase after the project begins, add measures that would
reduce mortalities, e.g. sensors that would detect animals approaching the highway
and warn drivers.

. Improve big game winter habitat south of the project area by planting sagebrush and
bitterbrush, treating invasive annual grasses with herbicide, and seeding perennial
grass.

. Modify or remove existing fences within the Smokey-Boise and/or Big Desert-
Mountain Valley Complex Secretarial Order 3362 Priority Areas.

. Plant or seed shrubs such as bitterbrush and sagebrush on winter ranges that are
currently limited in browse or shrub cover.

. Could augment current/ongoing fire rehabilitation or restoration efforts nearby or in
other important areas within the Smokey-Boise and Big Desert-Mountain Valleys
S03362 priority areas.

. Control noxious or invasive weeds on winter range.

Il If MVE determines avoidance of sensitive plants is not feasible, construction would be Special-status plants
allowed to proceed, and MVE would fund restoration at degraded population sites in
coordination with BLM.

. Purchase or acquire through exchange lands with existing tiger beetle habitats or dunes Special-status insects
occurring on private or state lands. Opportunities may occur off-site, such as the dune
areas north of Lake Walcott between Rupert and American Falls, Idaho.

V. Treat noxious or invasive weeds (i.e., cheatgrass, Russian thistle, others) in or adjacent Special-status insects
to dunes/dune complexes to reduce undesirable/nonnative vegetation cover on dunes.

V. Where dunes have been previously stabilized by perennial grass seedings, consider Special-status insects
chemical treatment or other disturbance to reduce grass cover to foster tiger beetle
habitat and restore the natural integrity of dune complexes.

VI. Contribute to riparian habitat improvement project to improve bat foraging habitat. Avian and bat species
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VILI. Contribute funds to survey abandoned mines for bats and, if used, close with bat-friendly Avian and bat species
gates.
VIII. Contribute funds to assist with research on white nose syndrome and vaccination against ~ Avian and bat species
white nose syndrome.
IX. Construct and maintain artificial nesting platforms for ferruginous hawks in appropriate Avian and bat species
habitats off-site.
X. Construct and maintain artificial nest burrows for burrowing owls in appropriate habitats Avian and bat species
off-site.
XI. Consider measures for other special-status species and other species of concern, as Avian and bat species
determined through post-construction monitoring.
XIl. Using the HQT output from Required Mitigation Measure X (Table App4-4), Greater sage-grouse
compensatory mitigation would be determined by the BLM in coordination with the State
of Idaho and informed by the Idaho HQT (State of Idaho 2021) to meet the net
conservation gain standard. A Draft Greater Sage-Grouse Mitigation Plan is in MVE
(2022) Appendix U.
XIll. If impacts to sensitive plants during ground-disturbing activities cannot be avoided, MVE Special-status plants
would implement the following:
e  Seed collection and banking from impacted population(s).
. Plant propagation with a portion of the seed collected, and out-planting to
suitable reclaimed areas and other habitat in the area.
e A comprehensive weed treatment plan.
Conserving a currently unprotected occurrence of these plant species, including a
conservation easement and funding to manage the species in perpetuity, would be
considered where the above measures are not feasible, and it is appropriate for the
species.
XIV. MVE would fund the design and preparation of an ethnographic study and report related Environmental justice,
to Minidoka National Historic Site. This would be accomplished in close coordinate with cultural resources
Japanese American Stakeholders and the National Park Service.
XV. MVE would fund the design and preparation of an ethnographic study and report related Environmental justice,
to Shoshone-Bannock Tribes and Shoshone-Paiute Tribes. This would be accomplished cultural resources
in close coordinate with these Native American Tribes.
XVI. MVE would establish a fund to be used based on recommendations from a committee Environmental justice,

that would be established and comprise Minidoka NHS stakeholders with an emphasis on
including representatives of Japanese American organizations. Recommendations from
the committee would focus on enhancing the fundamental values of Minidoka NHS so
that it will continue to provide opportunities for commemoration and healing through
pilgrimages and provide opportunities for bettering humanity as a site of conscience.
Recommendations from the committee may include but are not limited to the following:

. Establishing conservation easements to preserve the visual character of the
surrounding landscape

. Removal of existing visual intrusions within close proximity to Minidoka NHS
that take away from meeting its fundamental values

. Increasing access to pilgrimages and educational materials that provide a
better understanding of the history associated with Minidoka NHS

cultural resources
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Eagle Local Area Population Analysis

The USFWS combined the predicted annual impacts of wind turbine operations at the Project
under the action alternatives with impacts from other permitted and unpermitted human activities
that take eagles to determine if take occurring from the proposed wind turbine operations at the
Project would be consistent with USFWS’s population management objective of maintaining
stable or increasing populations of eagles if an USFWS eagle incidental take permit were issued.
To perform this analysis, we followed methods outlined in Appendix F of the Eagle
Conservation Plan Guidance (USFWS 2013), using the most recent values for species-specific
natal dispersal distance to delineate the LAPs (Figure 1). The Golden Eagle LAP for the Project
overlaps and is composed of eagles in two golden eagle Local Area Density Units (LADUs?!) —
the Great Basin and Northern Rocky Mountains. Based on the densities in each of those units, we
estimate this LAP to contain approximately 997 golden eagles; the 1%, 5% and 10% benchmarks
for this estimate are approximately 9.97, 49.87, and 99.75 golden eagles, respectively (Table ).

In USFWS’s Eagle PEIS (USFWS 2016b), they identified annual permitted eagle take rates
between 1 and 5 percent of the estimated LAP as concerning, with 5 percent being the upper
threshold of take that would be appropriate to authorize (i.e., permit), annually under the Eagle
Act preservation standard, whether offset by compensatory mitigation or not. Additionally,
literature suggests that unpermitted anthropogenic annual mortality of golden eagles across the
landscape is equivalent to approximately 10 percent of the population (USFWS 2016b). Thus,
evidence suggesting that background levels of unpermitted anthropogenic take exceed 10 percent
of that LAP may indicate that anthropogenic take is higher than average near the Project being
analyzed. Further, if unpermitted take rates from one source, especially one that seems likely to
be under-reported, seem relatively high, this may indicate that the LAP is experiencing
concerning levels of unpermitted take. Considering this information, authorized take greater than
5 percent of the LAP, or qualitative indicators that suggest that unauthorized take may exceed 10
percent of the LAP, or qualitative indicators of relatively high levels of take from one source,
could trigger additional environmental analysis to determine whether issuance of the permit for a
particular project is compatible with the preservation of eagles.

We used USFWS’s Cumulative Effects Tool to conduct the LAP analysis for each species under
Alternative B, which we describe in detail below. This analysis incorporates both records of
USFWS eagle incidental take permits issued (i.e., authorized take) and unpermitted eagle
mortality records that are available to USFWS. Eagle fatality predictions under Alternatives C,
D, and E are less than under Alternative B. Furthermore, Project footprints would be reduced
under Alternative C, D, and E compared to Alternative B. Thus, any findings or conclusions
resulting from this LAP analysis, for Alternative B, will be valid for Alternatives C, D, and E.

! LADUs are the smallest geographic unit for which we have reliable eagle density estimates. Densities in these
LADUs are used to estimate the total size of the LAP.



GOLDEN EAGLES

The Golden Eagle LAP for the largest possible Project footprint (Alternative B) overlaps and is
composed of eagles in two golden eagle LADUs — the Great Basin and Northern Rocky
Mountains. Based on the densities in each of those units, we estimate this LAP to contain
approximately 997 golden eagles; the 1%, 5% and 10% benchmarks for this estimate are
approximately 9.97, 49.87, and 99.75 golden eagles, respectively (Table ).

BALD EAGLES

The Bald Eagle LAP for the largest possible Project footprint (Alternative B) overlaps and is
composed of eagles in three LADUSs - the Pacific, Rocky Mountains and Plains, and Northern
Rocky Mountains EMUs. Based on the density in those units, we estimated this LAP to contain
approximately 123 bald eagles. The 1%, 5% and 10% benchmarks of this estimate are
approximately 1.23, 6.16, and 12.32 bald eagles, respectively (Table 1).

Table 1. Estimated Golden Eagle and Bald Eagle Local Area Population (LAP) for the Lava
Ridge Project.

Estimated Number Estimated Number

LADU of of
Golden Eagles Bald Eagles

Great Basin (portion of LAP) 837.9 N/A
Northern Rocky Mountains (portion of LAP) 159.59 56.77
Pacific (portion of the LAP) N/A 60.32
Rocky Mountains and Plains (portion of LAP) N/A 6.08
Total Local Area Population 997.49 123.17
1% LAP Benchmark 9.97 1.23
5% LAP Benchmark 49.87 6.16

10% LAP Benchmark 99.75 12.32
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Figure 1. The Project Local Area Population for Alternative B (109 mi. radius circle in grey for
golden eagles, 86 mi. radius circle in black for bald eagles). The Project footprint in red. The
Golden Eagle LADU boundary in magenta, Bald Eagle LADU in blue.

Authorized Take

GOLDEN EAGLES

At the time of this EIS, USFWS has authorized the annual take of approximately 0.62 golden
eagles that overlaps the species-specific LAP for the Project under all action alternatives.
USFWS has also received applications for additional eagle take at other wind projects that have
LAPs that overlap the Project’s golden eagle LAP. Although take may be authorized at those
projects eventually, the predicted take for golden eagles at those projects is not considered by the
USFWS in the following analysis.

BALD EAGLES



At the time of this EIS, USFWS has authorized the annual take of approximately 0.38 bald
eagles that overlaps the species-specific LAP for the Project under all action alternatives.
USFWS has also received applications for additional eagle take at other wind projects that have
LAPs that overlap the Project’s Bald Eagle LAP. Although take may be authorized at those
projects eventually, the predicted take for bald eagles at these projects is not considered by the
USFWS in the following analysis.

Cumulative Authorized Take by Action Alternative

Alternative B

Under Alternative B, USFWS predicts that 13.31 golden eagles and 0.56 bald eagles will be
killed annually (prediction at the 80" quantile) associated with the Project. The projected annual
total of permitted golden eagle fatalities within the LAP, should Alternative B be selected, is
13.93. These values are calculated by adding the predicted annual take at the focal Project
(13.31) to the previously authorized annual take approximation in the above paragraph that
overlaps the LAP (0.62). The projected annual total of permitted bald eagle fatalities within the
LAP, should Alternative B be selected, is 0.94. These values are calculated by adding the
predicted annual take at the focal Project (0.56) to the previously authorized annual take
approximation in the above paragraph that overlaps the LAP (0.38). Under the action
alternatives, permitted golden eagle and bald eagle take would be approximately 1.40% and
0.76% of the LAP, respectively, which is below the 5% threshold.

Alternative C

Under Alternative C, USFWS predicts that 11.26 golden eagles and 0.11 bald eagles will be
killed annually (prediction at the 80" quantile) associated with the Project. The projected annual
total of permitted golden eagle and bald eagle fatalities within the LAP, should Alternative C be
selected, is 11.88 and 0.49, respectively. Under the action alternatives, permitted golden eagle
and bald eagle take would be approximately 1.19% and 0.40% of the LAP, respectively, which is
below the 5% threshold.

Alternative D

Under Alternative D, USFWS predicts that 7.86 golden eagles and 0.11 bald eagles will be killed
annually (prediction at the 80" quantile) associated with the Project. The projected annual total
of permitted golden eagle and bald eagle fatalities within the LAP, should Alternative D be
selected, is 8.48 and 0.49, respectively. Under the action alternatives, permitted golden eagle and
bald eagle take would be approximately 0.85% and 0.40% of the LAP, respectively, which is
below the 5% threshold.

Alternative E

Under Alternative E, USFWS predicts that 7.66 golden eagles and 0.11 bald eagles will be killed
annually (prediction at the 80" quantile) associated with the Project. The projected annual total
of permitted golden eagle fatalities within the LAP, should Alternative E be selected, is 8.28 and
0.49, respectively. Under the action alternatives, permitted golden eagle and bald eagle take



would be approximately 0.83% and 0.40% of the LAP, respectively, which is below the 5%
threshold.

Unauthorized Take

An important caveat that comes with USFWS’ unauthorized take database is that it primarily
includes records of take that have been discovered and reported incidental to other activities.
Some industries have found and self-reported incidental eagle mortalities at a higher rate than
others, and some types of eagle mortalities (e.g., from vehicle collision) lend themselves to better
incidental discovery and reporting while mortalities that typically occur in remote locations are
unlikely to be discovered. Thus, some causes of mortality (e.g., poisoning), may be under-
represented in the USFWS’s database. However, the information presented below is the best
information available to us regarding eagle mortalities within the LAP.

When conducting the unauthorized take analysis in the Project LAP, the USFWS used eagle
mortality records from their database (Table ) within the average species-specific natal dispersal
distance for the most recent 10-year period (2012 — 2021). They used this period because it
seems likely that annual rates of fatalities by cause and annual rates of reporting those fatalities
by cause may have changed over the last half-century. For example, it seems likely that
increased knowledge of how to reduce avian electrocutions may have altered the rate at which
electrocutions have occurred over time. Concurrently, an increased awareness of the issue may
have altered the level of reporting.

GOLDEN EAGLES

Based on the records in USFWS’s eagle mortality database there were 261 unauthorized
anthropogenic golden eagle mortalities within 109 miles of the Project from 2012 through 2021
(Table ). Of the known anthropogenic causes of mortality for golden eagles, 106 (40.6%) were
due to electrocution, 86 (33.0%) were due to unknown cause, 19 (7.3%) were shot, 14 (5.4%)
were due to collision with a wind turbine, and 1 (<1%) was due to poisoning.

Although many of the available golden eagle mortality records from USFWS’s database are
related to strikes by wind turbines and electrocutions, we cannot say that these sources of eagle
mortality are more prevalent on the landscape and more important drivers of eagle populations
than other anthropogenic sources of mortality due to the inconsistency in recovery probability. A
better range-wide perspective of golden eagle mortality comes from research using satellite
telemetry marked birds. Millsap et al. (2022) reported the known cause of mortality for 126 of
175 (72%) recovered radio telemetered golden eagles. In the study, 13 (approx. 10%) of the
mortalities were attributable to electrocution, 16 (approx. 13%) were shot, 16 (approx. 13%)
were killed due to collisions (this includes two golden eagles that were confirmed to have
collided with wind turbines), and 10 (approx. 8%) were attributable to poisoning. . These results
suggest that golden eagle mortalities due to causes such as electrocution and wind turbine
collision make up a disproportionately large percentage of the Service’s mortality records, while
sources of mortality such as shooting, poisoning, and non-wind turbine collisions are likely



under-reported in the USFWS’s eagle mortality database. This is likely due to unavoidable
differences in recovery probability across sources of mortality. .

With these potential biases in mind, we used all data available to USFWS from 2012 through
2021 to calculate the annual unpermitted eagle take rate documented within the LAP. From this
analysis, USFWS calculates that we know of approximately 26.1 anthropogenic golden eagle
mortalities per year in the Project LAP. This unpermitted take would be approximately 2.62% of
the Project LAP. This conservative percentage is below the 10% benchmark and does not
suggest that recurring anthropogenic take near the Project is negatively affecting the LAP.

BALD EAGLES

Based on the records in USFWS’s eagle mortality database there were 54 unauthorized
anthropogenic bald eagle mortalities within 86 miles of the Project from 2012 to 2021 (Table ).
Of the known anthropogenic causes of mortality for bald eagles, 19 (35.2%) were due to
electrocution, 10 (18.5%) were due to an unknown cause, 6 (11.1%) were due to collision with a
wire, and 14 (5.4%) were due to collision with a wind turbine (Table 2). The same biases may
exist in USFWS’s bald eagle datasets as do with the golden eagle datasets.

With these potential biases in mind, we used all data available to USFWS from 2012 to 2021 to
calculate the annual unpermitted eagle take rate documented within the LAP. From this analysis,
USFWS calculates that approximately 5.4 annual bald eagle mortalities may influence the LAP.
This unpermitted take would be approximately 4.38% of the Project LAP. This conservative
percentage is below the 10% benchmark and does not suggest that recurring anthropogenic take
near the Project is negatively affecting the LAP.

Table 2. Known unauthorized golden eagle and bald eagle mortalities.

Golden Eagles Bald Eagles
Source ’:;g: ?[tie(;s?v]; E:tg:it;(iegs()f ';':t;it’tfgs‘f; FNal:;TI] it:ieersOf
(Annual) (Annual)
Electrocution 106 10.6 19 1.9
Poisoning?® 1 0.1 2 0.2
Shooting 19 1.9 2 0.2
Collision with Wind Turbines 14 1.4 14 14
Collision with Vehicle 11 11 1 0.1
Collision (Wire/Other) 9 0.9 6 0.6
,:\()Illjrc::t;];r anthropogenic 101 101 10 10
Total 261 26.1 54 54




% of LAP 2.62% 4.38%

IThis is the minimum number of unpermitted eagle fatalities discovered and/or reported. Likely more fatalities were
not discovered and/or reported.

ZReporting period is 2012-2021.

3Sources of poisoning include lead, pesticide, and other sources.
“All other anthropogenic sources include Other, Unknown, Determination Pending, and Trauma

SUMMARY

Under Alternative B, and all other action alternatives in this EIS, the estimated take of both
golden eagles and bald eagles due to collisions with wind turbines at this Project would lead to a
cumulative permitted take of less than 5% of their respective LAPs. Further, we have no
evidence to suggest that recurring unauthorized anthropogenic take of either species will exceed
10% of the LAPs and has reached concerning levels. Additionally, there is no evidence that there
are concerning levels of ongoing take from any one unpermitted source. Should the USFWS
issue an eagle incidental take permit under any of the action alternatives, Magic Valley Energy
would be required to provide sufficient monitoring, compensatory mitigation, adaptive
management, and operational measures that should serve to keep any incidental eagle take from
turbine collision at the Project within authorized levels and consistent with USFWS’s
preservation standard for eagles.
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Millsap, B.A., G.S. Zimmerman, W.L. Kendall, J.G. Barnes, M.A. Braham, B.E. Bedrosian,
D.A. Bell, P.H. Bloom, R.H. Crandall, R.Domenech, D. Driscoll, A.E. Duerr, R. Gerhardt, S.E.J.
Gibbs, A.R. Harmata, K. Jacobson, T.E. Katzner, R.N. Knight, J.M. Lockhart, C. Mclintyre, R.K.
Murphy, S.J. Slater, B.W. Smith, J.P. Smith, D.W. Stahlecker, and J.W. Watson. 2022. Age-
specific survival rates, causes of death, and allowable take of golden eagles in the western United
States. Ecological Applications 32(3): e2544. https://doi.org/10.1002/eap.2544.


https://doi.org/10.1002/eap.2544

10/19/22, 6:01 AM Lava Ridge Wind - Eagle Risk Analysis Summary for BLM Alternative B

Lava Ridge Wind - Eagle Risk Analysis
Summary for BLM Alternative B

Prepared by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service National Eagle Support Team
Date: 15 July 2022

Facility Information

Facility: Lava Ridge Wind

Location: Lincoln, Jerome, and Minidoka COUNTIES, Idaho
Latitude & Longitude: 42.775471, -114.0636429

Date Online: (project not yet approved for construction)
Number of Turbines: 405

Turbine model: NA

Hub Height: 141 m

Rotor Diameter: 171 m

NOTE: Fatality estimates are specific to the maximum turbine numbers and specifications provided to the Service;
if smaller or fewer turbines are used another model run will be necessary to achieve a more accurate fatality
prediction. The Service intends to update eagle fatality estimates for this project when making a decision on this
project's eagle take permit application .

Facility Overview

The Lava Ridge Wind Facility is located in south-central Idaho. The Bureau of Land Management has requested
an analysis of estimated take for bald (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) and golden (Aquila chrysaetos) eagles (Figure
1). The Service will need a final take estimate prior to permit issuance (should an eagle take permit be issued).

Eagle Use Survey Summary

Summary of eagle use survey efforts overlapping the project footprint. Additional points were surveyed (especially
during year 1 of surveys) that did not overlap the eventual project footprint. Those survey points are not included
here. (Figures 1 and 2; Table 1).

Number of unique survey points: 122 Number of unique surveys: 2246 First survey day: 04 April 2020 Last survey
day: 17 April 2022
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Figure 1. Eagle use survey points and turbine locations for the Lava Ridge Wind Facility, Lincoln, Jerome, and
Minidoka Counties, Ildaho, USA.
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Figure 2: Eagle use survey schedule for the Lava Ridge Wind Facility, Lincoln, Jerome, and Minidoka Counties,
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Idaho, USA.

Table 1: The total number of pre-construction eagle use survey hours conducted at each survey point for the Lava

Date 1
Apr 1
2020
May 1
2020
Jun 1
2020
Jul 1
2020

2 4
1 1
1 1
1 1
1 1

10 13 15 16 17 18 19 21 23 25 27 28 30 32 33 34 35
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Date 1 2 4 6 7 10 13 15 16 17 18 19 21 23 25 27 28 30 32 33 34 35 36 37 38 39 40

Totafl 0OOO0O0O0 O O O OO OO O OOOOOOUOOGOGUOO OO OTPQO

Note: NA represents no eagle use survey was conducted.

1 2

Figure 3. The effort adjusted and raw number of bald eagle minutes (excluding perched eagles) recorded at each
survey point for the Lava Ridge Wind Facility, Lincoln, Jerome, and Minidoka Counties, Idaho, USA.

Table 3: The total number of golden eagle minutes (excluding perched eagles) recorded at each survey point by
Date 1 2 4 6 7 10 13 15 16 17 18 19 21 23 25 27 28 30 32 33 34 35 36 37 38 39 40

Ar 00OO0OO0OO0OO0O O O OO OOOOOOOOUOUOU O 300000
2020
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Date

Nov
2021

Dec
2021

Jan
2022

Feb
2022

Mar
2022

Total

12
00

00

50

00

00

50

0

0

0

Lava Ridge Wind - Eagle Risk Analysis Summary for BLM Alternative B

10 13 15 16 17 18 19 21

0 0 0 00 0 0 O

23 25 27 28 30 32 33 34 35 36 37 38 39 40

0o 0 0 OO0 OO0 0O 2 0 0 0 0 4

Note: NA represents no eagle use survey was conducted.
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Figure 4. The effort adjusted and raw number of golden eagle minutes (excluding perched eagles) recorded at
each survey point for the Lava Ridge Wind Facility, Lincoln, Jerome, and Minidoka Counties, Idaho, USA.

Collision Risk Model

The collision risk model (CRM) uses three pieces of information to estimate the number of annual eagle fatalities
at a wind facility: (1) the pre-construction eagle use of a wind facility (eagle exposure), (2) the probability that an
eagle collides with a turbine (collision probability), and (3) the hazardous space of a wind facility operating during
daylight hours (expansion factor). These parameters are then modeled in a Bayesian framework where uncertainty
surrounding eagle exposure and collision probability are defined by national prior-probability distributions (priors)
for each parameter. Wind facility specific pre-construction use and post-construction mortality monitoring data can
then be used to update these priors, respectively, reducing uncertainty in the parameter estimates and resulting in
more precise estimates of annual eagle fatalities at a wind facility (New et al. 2021; USFWS 2021
(%5Bhttps://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2021/05/05/2021-09362/updated-collision-risk-model-priors-for-
estimating-eagle-fatalities-at-wind-energy-facilities%5D)). The expansion factor may also be adjusted based on
applicant-provided operational daylight hour data collected during monitoring years. Generally, we adjust daylight
hours by the average or the expected amount of time that the project anticipates being non-operational (e.g., due
to maintenance, anticipated wind conditions, management strategies to reduce turbine-hours, etc.) (Table 4).

Recommendations continue...

Table 4: Inputs to the collision risk model (x SD) used to estimate annual bald eagle fatalities for the Lava Ridge
Wind in Lincoln, Jerome, and Minidoka COUNTIES, Idaho.

Pre-construction Collision probability
exposure (collisions/eagle- Expansion factor
BAEA Model scenario (eagle minutes/hour/km?) minute) ((hours*km3)/year)
Annual priors only (no survey 3.21 £ 11.57 0.007 + 0.0055 8296.17
data)
Annual exposure update 0010 0.007 £ 0.0055 8296.17

Table 5: Inputs to the collision risk model (+ SD) used to estimate annual golden eagle fatalities for the Lava Ridge
Wind in Lincoln, Jerome, and Minidoka COUNTIES, Idaho.

Pre-construction Collision probability
exposure (collisions/eagle- Expansion factor
GOEA Model scenario (eagle minutes/hour/km?) minute) ((hours*km3)/year)

10112
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GOEA Model scenario

Annual priors only (no survey
data)

Annual exposure update

Lava Ridge Wind - Eagle Risk Analysis Summary for BLM Alternative B

Pre-construction Collision probability
exposure (collisions/eagle- Expansion factor
(eagle minutes/hour/km?) minute) ((hours*km?3)/year)
1.211£2.26 0.0056 + 0.0049 8296.17
0.18 £ 0.01 0.0056 + 0.0049 8296.17

Eagle Collision Risk Estimates

BAEA annual priors only: 1.31 BAEA annual exposure update: 0.56 °

(Figure 5; Table 5).

GOEA annual priors only: 65.04 GOEA annual exposure update: 13.31

(Figure 6; Table 5).

Table 5: Annual bald eagle (BAEA) fatality estimates for the Lava Ridge Wind in Lincoln, Jerome, and Minidoka

COUNTIES, Idaho.

BAEA model scenario

Annual priors only (no survey data)

Annual exposure update

Mean Standard deviation 60th quantile
186.28 876.43 1.31
0.59 0.52 0.56

Table 5: Annual golden eagle (GOEA) fatality estimates for the Lava Ridge Wind in Lincoln, Jerome, and Minidoka

COUNTIES, Idaho.

GOEA model scenario Mean Standard deviation 80th quantile
Annual priors only (no survey data) 56.37 147.57 65.04
8.46 7.46 13.31

Annual exposure update
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Annual priors only - BAEA

Annual exposure update - BAEA

0.201
0.151
= =
‘B ‘@
5010- 5
' 0
th Quantile
0.051
0.00 T - - - - - - 0.0 . T ‘
0.0 0.5 1.0 15 2.0 25 3.0 35 0.0 0.5 1.0 15
Estimated fatalities

Estimated fatalities
Figure 5: Collision risk estimates for bald eagles from posterior density fatality distributions for annual collision risk

models at the Lava Ridge Wind Facility, Lincoln, Jerome, and Minidoka Counties, Idaho, USA.
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Figure 6: Collision risk estimates for golden eagles from posterior density fatality distributions for annual collision

risk models at the Lava Ridge Wind Facility, Lincoln, Jerome, and Minidoka Counties, Idaho, USA.
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Lava Ridge Wind - Eagle Risk Analysis
Summary for BLM Alternative C

Prepared by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service National Eagle Support Team
Date: 15 July 2022

Facility Information

Facility: Lava Ridge Wind

Location: Lincoln, Jerome, and Minidoka COUNTIES, Idaho
Latitude & Longitude: 42.7823823, -114.012713

Date Online: (project not yet approved for construction)
Number of Turbines: 378

Turbine model: NA

Hub Height: 141 m

Rotor Diameter: 171 m

NOTE: Fatality estimates are specific to the maximum turbine numbers and specifications provided to the Service;
if smaller or fewer turbines are used another model run will be necessary to achieve a more accurate fatality
prediction. The Service intends to update eagle fatality estimates for this project when making a decision on this
project's eagle take permit application.

Facility Overview

The Lava Ridge Wind Facility is located in south-central Idaho. The Bureau of Land Management has requested
an analysis of estimated take for bald (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) and golden (Aquila chrysaetos) eagles (Figure

1).

Eagle Use Survey Summary

Summary of eagle use survey efforts overlapping the project footprint. Additional points were surveyed (especially
during year 1 of surveys) that did not overlap the eventual project footprint. Those survey points are not included
here. (Figures 1 and 2; Table 1).

Number of unique survey points: 92 Number of unique surveys: 1793 First survey day: 04 April 2020 Last survey
day: 17 April 2022

..... ‘ Nk V- =
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W gy W,

Figure 1. Eagle use survey points and turbine locations for the Lava Ridge Wind Facility, Lincoln, Jerome, and
Minidoka Counties, |ldaho, USA.
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Eagle Use Survey Schedule
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23 25 27 28 30 32 33 34 35 37

Idaho, USA.

10 13 15 16 17 18 19 21

4 6

1

2

1
1

Table 1: The total number of pre-construction eagle use survey hours conducted at each survey point for the Lava

Figure 2: Eagle use survey schedule for the Lava Ridge Wind Facility, Lincoln, Jerome, and Minidoka Counties,

Date
Apr
2020
May
2020
Jun
2020
2020

Jul
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Date 1 2

Nov 0 O
2020

Dec 0 O
2020

Jan 0 O
2021

Feb 0 O
2021

Mar 0 O
2021

Apr 0 O
2021

May 0 O
2021

Jun 0 O
2021

Ju 00
2021

Aug 0 O
2021

Sep 00
2021

Oct 0O
2021

Nov 0 O
2021

Dec 0 O
2021

Jan 0 O
2022

Feb 0 O
2022

Mar 0 O
2022

Total

Note: NA represents no eagle use survey was conducted.
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4 4

Figure 3. The effort adjusted and raw numbe of bald eagle minutes (excluding perched eagles) recorded at each
survey point for the Lava Ridge Wind Facility, Lincoln, Jerome, and Minidoka Counties, Idaho, USA.

Table 3: The total number of golden eagle minutes (excluding perched eagles) recorded at each survey point by
Date 1 2 4 6 10 13 15 16 17 18 19 21 23 25 27 28 30 32 33 34 35 37 38 39 40 41 4.

Apr 00OO0OOO0O O OOOOOTOOOOU OO OO OOO O 30O0OO0OTO0OTQ0O B3
2020

May 000O0O0 O O O O OOOUOUOTU OO OU OO OTGOOTGOUOUOTUOTU OSFTO
2020

Ju 00002 0 0 0 000 O0OO0OO0OOOUOT OOTOOOOOWUOTU OTPWO
2020
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Date 1 2 4 6 10 13 15 16 17 18 19 21 23 25 27 28 30 32 33 34 35 37 38 39 40 41 4:

Feb 00000 O O O O OO OO OOOOUOOTGOTOOS 0 O0O0O0TUO
2022

Mar 0OO0O0O0 O O O O O O OO OOUOT OU OO OTG OOTG OOUOUOTU OTO
2022

Total 50007 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 4 01 0O0O02 0 8 5 0 0 4 0 5

Note: NA represents no eagle use survey was conducted.
4 2

Figure 4. The effort adjusted and raw numbe of golden eagle minutes (excluding perched eagles) recorded at
each survey point for the Lava Ridge Wind Facility, Lincoln, Jerome, and Minidoka Counties, Idaho, USA.
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Collision Risk Model

The collision risk model (CRM) uses three pieces of information to estimate the number of annual eagle fatalities
at a wind facility: (1) the pre-construction eagle use of a wind facility (eagle exposure), (2) the probability that an
eagle collides with a turbine (collision probability), and (3) the hazardous space of a wind facility operating during
daylight hours (expansion factor). These parameters are then modeled in a Bayesian framework where uncertainty
surrounding eagle exposure and collision probability are defined by national prior-probability distributions (priors)
for each parameter. Wind facility specific pre-construction use and post-construction mortality monitoring data can
then be used to update these priors, respectively, reducing uncertainty in the parameter estimates and resulting in
more precise estimates of annual eagle fatalities at a wind facility (New et al. 2021; USFWS 2021
(%5Bhttps://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2021/05/05/2021-09362/updated-collision-risk-model-priors-for-
estimating-eagle-fatalities-at-wind-energy-facilities%5D)). The expansion factor may also be adjusted based on
applicant-provided operational daylight hour data collected during monitoring years. Generally, we adjust daylight
hours by the average or the expected amount of time that the project anticipates being non-operational (e.g., due
to maintenance, anticipated wind conditions, management strategies to reduce turbine-hours, etc.) (Table 4).

Recommendations continue...

Table 4: Inputs to the collision risk model (+ SD) used to estimate annual bald eagle fatalities for the Lava Ridge
Wind in Lincoln, Jerome, and Minidoka COUNTIES, Idaho.

Pre-construction Collision probability
exposure (collisions/eagle- Expansion factor
BAEA Model scenario (eagle minutes/hour/km3) minute) ((hours*km3)/year)
Annual priors only (no survey 3.21 £ 11.55 0.007 + 0.0055 7743.11
data)
Annual exposure update 00 0.007 + 0.0055 7743.11

Table 5: Inputs to the collision risk model (x SD) used to estimate annual golden eagle fatalities for the Lava Ridge
Wind in Lincoln, Jerome, and Minidoka COUNTIES, Idaho.

Pre-construction Collision probability
exposure (collisions/eagle- Expansion factor
GOEA Model scenario (eagle minutes/hour/km3) minute) ((hours*km3)/year)
Annual priors only (no survey 1.21+2.26 0.0056 + 0.0049 7743.11
data)
Annual exposure update 0.16 £ 0.01 0.0056 + 0.0049 7743.11
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Eagle Collision Risk Estimates

TEXT. BAEA annual priors only: 1.22 BAEA annual exposure update: 0.11
(Figure 5; Table 5).
GOEA annual priors only: 60.53 GOEA annual exposure update: 11.26

(Figure 6; Table 5).

Table 5: Annual bald eagle (BAEA) fatality estimates for the Lava Ridge Wind in Lincoln, Jerome, and Minidoka
COUNTIES, Idaho.

BAEA model scenario Mean Standard deviation 60t quantile
Annual priors only (no survey data) 174.05 806.39 1.22
Annual exposure update 0.13 0.15 0.1

Table 5: Annual golden eagle (GOEA) fatality estimates for the Lava Ridge Wind in Lincoln, Jerome, and Minidoka
COUNTIES, Idaho.

GOEA model scenario Mean Standard deviation 80th quantile
Annual priors only (no survey data) 52.61 137.75 60.53
Annual exposure update 717 6.34 11.26
Annual priors only - BAEA Annual exposure update - BAEA
8.
0.201
6.
Zzom & 6%h Qudetile
3 g4 I
A 0.10 I i
th Quantile :
0.05 _ :
0.00 : : : : - : 0ls 1 . . .
0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0 23 3.0 0.0 0.1 0.2 0.3 04
Estimated fatalities Estimated fatalities

file:///C:/Users/jyoung/AppData/Local/Microsoft/Windows/INetCache/Content.Outlook/D867ROFV/LavaRidge_FatalityPrediction_Appendix_AItC_07... 11/12


file:/1/C:/Users/jyoung

10/19/22, 6:03 AM Lava Ridge Wind - Eagle Risk Analysis Summary for BLM Alternative C

Figure 5: Collision risk estimates for bald eagles from posterior density fatality distributions for annual collision risk
models at the Lava Ridge Wind Facility, Lincoln, Jerome, and Minidoka Counties, Idaho, USA.

Annual priors only - GOEA Annual exposure update - GOEA

818 0.100-
it 0.075
2 2
o Z
S 0.08 @ 0.050+
a (=]
0.04 Me&@th Quantile 0.025 1
1
:
0.00 4~ . = - - 0.000 4~ - . :
0 20 40 60 80 0 5 10 15

Estimated fatalities Estimated fatalities

Figure 6: Collision risk estimates for golden eagles from posterior density fatality distributions for annual collision
risk models at the Lava Ridge Wind Facility, Lincoln, Jerome, and Minidoka Counties, Idaho, USA.
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Lava Ridge Wind - Eagle Risk Analysis
Summary for BLM Alternative D

Prepared by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service National Eagle Support Team
Date: 15 July 2022

Facility Information

Facility: Lava Ridge Wind

Location: Lincoln, Jerome, and Minidoka COUNTIES, Idaho
Latitude & Longitude: 42.777617, -114.0667579

Date Online: (project not yet approved for construction)
Number of Turbines: 280

Turbine model: NA

Hub Height: 141 m

Rotor Diameter: 171 m

NOTE: Fatality estimates are specific to the maximum turbine numbers and specifications provided to the Service;
if smaller or fewer turbines are used another model run will be necessary to achieve a more accurate fatality
prediction. The Service intends to update eagle fatality estimates for this project when making a decision on this
project's eagle take permit application.

Facility Overview

The Lava Ridge Wind Facility is located in south-central Idaho. The Bureau of Land Management has requested
an analysis of estimated take for bald (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) and golden (Aquila chrysaetos) eagles (Figure

1).

Eagle Use Survey Summary

Summary of eagle use survey efforts overlapping the project footprint. Additional points were surveyed (especially
during year 1 of surveys) that did not overlap the eventual project footprint. Those survey points are not included
here. (Figures 1 and 2; Table 1).

Number of unique survey points: 64 Number of unique surveys: 1303 First survey day: 04 April 2020 Last survey
day: 17 April 2022
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Figure 1 Eagl use survey points and turbine locations for the Lava Ridge Wind Facility, Lincol, Jerome, and
Minidoka Counties, |ldaho, USA.
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Eagle Use Survey Schedule
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Figure 2: Eagle use survey schedule for the Lava Ridge Wind Facility, Lincoln, Jerome, and Minidoka Counties,

Idaho, USA.

Table 1: The total number of pre-construction eagle use survey hours conducted at each survey point for the Lava
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Note: NA represents no eagle use survey was conducted.
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Figure 3. The effort adjusted and raw number of bald eagle minutes (excluding perched eagles) recorded at each
survey point for the Lava Ridge Wind Facility, Lincoln, Jerome, and Minidoka Counties, Idaho, USA.

Table 3: The total number of golden eagle minutes (excluding perched eagles) recorded at each survey point by m
Date 1 2 4 6 13 15 16 18 19 23 25 30 32 33 35 37 38 39 40 41 42 43 46 47 49 51 5

Ar 00OO0OO0OO0 O OOOOOTOOTO S3O0UO0O0OTOO0OS30UO0O0O0ODOQO0OTO
2020

May 000OO0O0 O O OO OOOOOOUOT OUOOTOOOOUOOUOTU®OTUO
2020

Aug 00O0O0OOO0 O O OO OOTOOOOTOOOUOOTGOOOUOUOOU OTPO
2020
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Date 1 2 4 6 13 15 16 18 19 23 25 30 32 33 35 37 38 39 40 41 42 43 46 47 49 51 5:

Mar 0OOO0O0O0 O O O O OO OO OOUOT OUOOTGOOOOOOTO0OTGO
2022

Total 50000 0 0 2 0 4 0 0 0 2 8 5 004052 10100

Note: NA represents no eagle use survey was conducted.
| >

H

Figur 4. The effort adjusted and raw number of golden eagle minutes (excluding perched eagles) recorded at
each survey point for the Lava Ridge Wind Facility, Lincoln, Jerome, and Minidoka Counties, Idaho, USA.

Collision Risk Model
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The collision risk model (CRM) uses three pieces of information to estimate the number of annual eagle fatalities
at a wind facility: (1) the pre-construction eagle use of a wind facility (eagle exposure), (2) the probability that an
eagle collides with a turbine (collision probability), and (3) the hazardous space of a wind facility operating during
daylight hours (expansion factor). These parameters are then modeled in a Bayesian framework where uncertainty
surrounding eagle exposure and collision probability are defined by national prior-probability distributions (priors)
for each parameter. Wind facility specific pre-construction use and post-construction mortality monitoring data can
then be used to update these priors, respectively, reducing uncertainty in the parameter estimates and resulting in
more precise estimates of annual eagle fatalities at a wind facility (New et al. 2021; USFWS 2021
(%5Bhttps://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2021/05/05/2021-09362/updated-collision-risk-model-priors-for-
estimating-eagle-fatalities-at-wind-energy-facilities%5D)). The expansion factor may also be adjusted based on
applicant-provided operational daylight hour data collected during monitoring years. Generally, we adjust daylight
hours by the average or the expected amount of time that the project anticipates being non-operational (e.g., due
to maintenance, anticipated wind conditions, management strategies to reduce turbine-hours, etc.) (Table 4).

Recommendations continue...

Table 4: Inputs to the collision risk model (+ SD) used to estimate annual bald eagle fatalities for the Lava Ridge
Wind in Lincoln, Jerome, and Minidoka COUNTIES, Idaho.

Pre-construction Collision probability
exposure (collisions/eagle- Expansion factor
BAEA Model scenario (eagle minutes/hour/km?) minute) ((hours*km?3)/year)
Annual priors only (no survey 3.2+11.54 0.007 £ 0.0055 5735.63
data)
Annual exposure update 0x0 0.007 £ 0.0055 5735.63

Table 5: Inputs to the collision risk model (+ SD) used to estimate annual golden eagle fatalities for the Lava Ridge
Wind in Lincoln, Jerome, and Minidoka COUNTIES, Idaho.

Pre-construction Collision probability
exposure (collisions/eagle- Expansion factor
GOEA Model scenario (eagle minutes/hour/km?) minute) ((hours*km?)/year)
Annual priors only (no survey 1.21+2.27 0.0056 + 0.0049 5735.63
data)
Annual exposure update 0.15+0.02 0.0056 + 0.0049 5735.63
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Eagle Collision Risk Estimates

TEXT. BAEA annual priors only: 0.90 BAEA annual exposure update: 0.11

(Figure 5; Table 5).
GOEA annual priors only: 45.22 GOEA annual exposure update: 7.86

(Figure 6; Table 5).

Table 5: Annual bald eagle (BAEA) fatality estimates for the Lava Ridge Wind in Lincoln, Jerome, and Minidoka
COUNTIES, Idaho.

BAEA model scenario Mean Standard deviation 60t quantile
Annual priors only (no survey data) 128.90 599.77 0.90
0.13 0.16 0.11

Annual exposure update

Table 5: Annual golden eagle (GOEA) fatality estimates for the Lava Ridge Wind in Lincoln, Jerome, and Minidoka
COUNTIES, Idaho.

GOEA model scenario Mean Standard deviation 80th quantile
Annual priors only (no survey data) 39.21 103.29 45.22
5.00 444 7.86

Annual exposure update

Annual exposure update - BAEA

Annual priors only - BAEA

0.3
3‘0.2-
B
[0)]
(=]
0.1 th Quantile
0.0 : - . - - 01 - ! - . .
0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0 25 0.0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4
Estimated fatalities

Estimated fatalities
Figure 5: Collision risk estimates for bald eagles from posterior density fatality distributions for annual collision risk
models at the Lava Ridge Wind Facility, Lincoln, Jerome, and Minidoka Counties, Idaho, USA.
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Annual exposure update - GOEA

Annual priors only - GOEA
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Figure 6: Collision risk estimates for golden eagles from posterior density fatality distributions for annual collision

risk models at the Lava Ridge Wind Facility, Lincoln, Jerome, and Minidoka Counties, Idaho, USA.
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Lava Ridge Wind - Eagle Risk Analysis
Summary for BLM Alternative E

Prepared by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service National Eagle Support Team
Date: 15 July 2022

Facility Information

Facility: Lava Ridge Wind

Location: Lincoln, Jerome, and Minidoka COUNTIES, Idaho
Latitude & Longitude: 42.8066611, -113.9975421

Date Online: (project not yet approved for construction)
Number of Turbines: 269

Turbine model: NA

Hub Height: 141 m

Rotor Diameter: 171 m

NOTE: Fatality estimates are specific to the maximum turbine numbers and specifications provided to the Service;
if smaller or fewer turbines are used another model run will be necessary to achieve a more accurate fatality
prediction. The Service intends to update eagle fatality estimates for this project when making a decision on this
project's eagle take permit application .

Facility Overview

The Lava Ridge Wind Facility is located in south-central Idaho. The Bureau of Land Management has requested
an analysis of estimated take for bald (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) and golden (Aquila chrysaetos) eagles (Figure

1).

Eagle Use Survey Summary

Summary of eagle use survey efforts overlapping the project footprint. Additional points were surveyed (especially
during year 1 of surveys) that did not overlap the eventual project footprint. Those survey points are not included
here. (Figures 1 and 2; Table 1).

Number of unique survey points: 76 Number of unique surveys: 1469 First survey day: 04 April 2020 Last survey
day: 17 April 2022

e, Lo

file:///C:/Users/jyoung/AppData/Local/Microsoft/Windows/INetCache/Content.Outlook/D867ROFV/LavaRidge_FatalityPrediction_Appendix_AItE_071... 1/12


file:/1/C:/Users/jyoung

10/19/22, 6:04 AM Lava Ridge Wind - Eagle Risk Analysis Summary for BLM Alternative E

Figure 1. Eagle use survey points and turbine locations for the Lava Ridge Wind Facility, Lincoln, Jerome, and
Minidoka Counties, |ldaho, USA.

file:///C:/Users/jyoung/AppData/Local/Microsoft/Windows/INetCache/Content.Outlook/D867ROFV/LavaRidge_FatalityPrediction_Appendix_AItE_071... 2/12


file:/1/C:/Users/jyoung

Lava Ridge Wind - Eagle Risk Analysis Summary for BLM Alternative E

10/19/22, 6:04 AM

Eagle Use Survey Schedule

o .....".....v......n..ﬁ,ub_.s

....'.

..' ...... ‘.

% ° ,

o’ oyl
cnsns™ o'ooo

o o%inge *0

® ene® ©°°0

[ ]
%f'&looll’l{fio

L/ °
i e
o Poo 000 o o’ T s’y
oV, 0 & sunpe o oooololi ‘v’
l‘\.r-il.ol.loo“oooooolo“.ooot

®
“o ”ooo‘o.oo o-ooo' :' o
] ‘" o‘ooooooo ‘ooo‘oo‘

e 0o 00 o I0 000 § ooy
‘.ooo.oo Y T

we®e
e o.o’o‘o‘o‘ (1) oow
ooy, 00 oete o5 %0

00 o8

Juilod Aanng

Figure 2: Eagle use survey schedule for the Lava Ridge Wind Facility, Lincoln, Jerome, and Minidoka Counties,

Idaho, USA.

Table 1: The total number of pre-construction eagle use survey hours conducted at each survey point for the Lava
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Note: NA represents no eagle use survey was conducted.
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Figure 3. The effort adjusted and raw numr of bald eagle minutes (excluding perched eagles) recorded at each
survey point for the Lava Ridge Wind Facility, Lincoln, Jerome, and Minidoka Counties, Idaho, USA.

Table 3: The total number of golden eagle minutes (excluding perched eagles) recorded at each survey point by
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Figure 4. The effort adjusted and raw number of golden eagle minutes (excluding perched eagles) recorded at
each survey point for the Lava Ridge Wind Facility, Lincoln, Jerome, and Minidoka Counties, Idaho, USA.

Collision Risk Model

The collision risk model (CRM) uses three pieces of information to estimate the number of annual eagle fatalities
at a wind facility: (1) the pre-construction eag<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>