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Abstract: Magic Valley Energy, LLC (MVE), is seeking authorization to use Bureau of Land
Management (BLM) public lands in southern Idaho to construct, operate and maintain, and decommission
the Lava Ridge Wind Project (the project). The project as proposed would consist of up to 400 wind
turbines and associated infrastructure, including new and improved roads, powerlines for collection and
transmission of electricity, substations, operation and maintenance facilities, and a battery storage facility.
The project would have a generation capacity of 1,000 megawatts or more. The final environmental
impact statement (EIS) analyzes the following six alternatives:

Alternative A — No Action, in which the BLM would not authorize construction, operation and
maintenance, and decommissioning of the project

Alternative B — Proposed Action, which as described by MVE would span 197,474 acres and
would have a maximum of 400 wind turbines

Alternative C — Reduced Western Corridors, which has a project area of 146,389 acres and a
maximum of 378 wind turbines

Alternative D — Centralized Corridors, which has a project area of 110,315 acres and a maximum
of 280 wind turbines

Alternative E — Reduced Southern Corridors, which has a project area of 122,444 acres and a
maximum of 269 wind turbines

Preferred Alternative — This alternative has a project area of 103,864 acres and a maximum of
241 wind turbines. The BLM identified a Preferred Alternative that combines elements of
Alternatives B, C, D, and E, which the BLM examined in the draft EIS. The Preferred Alternative
responds to resource impact concerns raised by cooperating agencies and the public through
comments on the draft EIS.

Public comments on the draft EIS were accepted through April 20, 2023. The Summary of Public
Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement is provided as Appendix 14 to this final EIS.
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Dear Reader:

Enclosed for your review is the final environmental impact statement (EIS) for the Lava Ridge Wind
Project (project). This final EIS was prepared by the U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land
Management (BLM), pursuant to the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 and the National
Environmental Policy Act of 1969.

Magic Valley Energy, LLC (the Applicant), submitted an application to the BLM Shoshone Field Office
on February 21, 2020, to request a right-of-way on public lands. The project would consist of up to 400
wind turbines and associated infrastructure, including new and improved roads, powerlines for collection
and transmission of electricity, substations, operation and maintenance facilities, and a battery storage
facility. The project’s 500-kilovolt transmission line would interconnect at Idaho Power Company’s
existing Midpoint Substation or at a new substation within the right-of-way corridor of the northern part
of the Southwest Intertie Project.

In preparing this EIS, the BLM developed a range of alternatives to address resource conflicts by
considering 1) issues raised through the public scoping period and consultation and coordination with
participating and cooperating agencies and American Indian Tribes, 2) issues raised by agency resource
specialists, and 3) applicable planning criteria. In the draft EIS, the BLM identified three alternatives to
analyze in detail in addition to the Proposed Action and No Action alternatives.

The BLM released the draft EIS for public comment from January 20 through April 20, 2023. Responses
to public comment are detailed in EIS Appendix 14. Key changes reflected in this final EIS include the
following:

e Inresponse to the Consolidated Appropriations Act, 2024 (Public Law No. 118-42, Section 441),
the BLM held additional meetings to consult with stakeholders, local elected officials, and state
agencies on the project. These meetings were in addition to the meetings held as part of the
BLM’s planned outreach to facilitate coordination with Native American Tribes, cooperating
agencies, and consulting parties. The meetings focused on providing information on the design of
action alternatives that would reduce impacts to wildlife, cultural resources, transportation,
hunting, wetlands, the connected surface waters and groundwaters, and other resources. The
feedback from these meetings was consistent with the information that the BLM had received
throughout the National Environmental Policy Act process and is incorporated into the final
analysis within the EIS.

e Inresponse to the amendments to the National Environmental Policy Act via the Fiscal
Responsibility Act of 2023 (Public Law No. 118-5, Section 321(e)(1)(B), 137 Stat. 10 and 41—
42), the BLM revised the organization of the final EIS to comply with the Fiscal Responsibility
Act's 300-page limit, i.e., the limit for a proposed agency action determined to be of
“extraordinary complexity.” Among other things, the resources and issues analyzed in detail in
the draft EIS that the BLM concluded were either not significant or could be mitigated to less
than significant were moved to EIS Appendix 15.

e The BLM identified a Preferred Alternative based on a combination of elements of Alternatives
B, C, D, and E, which the BLM examined in the draft EIS. The Preferred Alternative responds to



resource impact concerns raised by cooperating agencies and the public based on feedback
received on the draft EIS.

The applicant revised the Proposed Action with updated estimates for water needs, provided a
more detailed Grazing Coordination Plan, and added information to their blasting and reclamation
plans.

The BLM updated the greater sage-grouse analyses to include population connectivity and
broader population trends.

The BLM examined additional issue statements to ensure the analysis of potential impacts
included discussions on existing groundwater wells, groundwater quality, Minidoka National
Historic Site interpretive purpose, regional airports, aerial agricultural operations, and potential
areas of critical environmental concern.

The BLM refined avoidance and minimization measures and plans for compensatory mitigation.

The final EIS and all project documents are available on the project website at:
https://eplanning.blm.gov/eplanning-ui/project/2013782/510. Thank you for your continued interest in the
Lava Ridge Wind Project.

Sincerely,

(e MA

Codie Martin, Field Manager


https://eplanning.blm.gov/eplanning-ui/project/2013782/510
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Introduction

Magic Valley Energy, LLC (MVE), has applied for a right-of-way (ROW) grant to construct, operate and
maintain, and decommission the Lava Ridge Wind Project (the project), a wind energy facility and
ancillary facilities primarily on Bureau of Land Management (BLM) public lands in Jerome, Lincoln, and
Minidoka Counties, Idaho (Figure ES-1). The project would be located approximately 25 miles northeast
of Twin Falls, Idaho, in the area managed by the BLM Shoshone Field Office (SFO). The project would
consist of up to 400 wind turbines and associated infrastructure and a 500-kilovolt (kV) generation
intertie transmission line that would interconnect at Idaho Power’s existing Midpoint Substation or at a
new substation along the permitted Southwest Intertie Project (SWIP) northern portion (SWIP-North)
500-kV transmission line. MVE submitted their application and a preliminary plan of development (POD)
in February 2020. Through coordination with the BLM and cooperating agencies, MVE revised their
POD and resubmitted it to the BLM in December 2023 (MVE 2023) (EIS Appendix 1).!

The project’s environmental impact statement (EIS), prepared under the National Environmental Policy
Act of 1969 (NEPA; 42 United States Code [USC] Section 4321, et seq.), analyzes and discloses the
potential environmental impacts of MVE’s proposed project and alternatives for BLM decision making.
The Fiscal Responsibility Act of 2023 (Public Law No. 118-5, Section 321(e)(1)(B), 137 Stat. 10 and 41—
42) amended NEPA by requiring that EISs not exceed 150 pages, excluding citations or appendices,
except for proposed agency actions of “extraordinary complexity” (42 USC 4336a(e)(1)(A)-(B)).
Although this new statutory requirement was enacted after the public comment period for the draft EIS
closed, the amendments did not offer any exceptions or waivers to the mandatory page limits.
Consequently, the BLM has determined that the size, scope, and scale of the proposed agency action is of
“extraordinary complexity” and has reorganized the final EIS to meet the 300-page limit mandated by the
statute. In doing so, the BLM focused the final EIS on resources and issues that would be significantly
affected by the preferred alternative pursuant to 40 Code of Federal Regulations 1502.1. Among other
things, the resources and issues that were analyzed in detail in the draft EIS, which the BLM concluded
were either not significant or could be mitigated to less than significant, were moved to EIS Appendix 15.

The BLM is the lead agency for the EIS. Seven government entities are participating as cooperating
agencies: National Park Service, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, State of
Idaho, Jerome County, Lincoln County, and Minidoka County.

Purpose and Need

The BLM’s purpose is to respond to MVE’s application for a ROW grant to construct, operate and
maintain, and decommission a wind energy facility on public lands in compliance with the Federal Land
Policy and Management Act (FLPMA), BLM ROW regulations, and other applicable federal laws and
policies (detailed in EIS Appendix 2). The need for this action arises from FLPMA, which requires the
BLM to manage public lands for multiple use and sustained yield and authorizes the BLM to issue ROW
grants on public lands for systems for generation, transmission, and distribution of electric energy
(FLPMA Title V). The BLM will review the Proposed Action and other alternatives and decide whether
to approve, approve with modifications, or deny MVE's application, and may include any terms,
conditions, and stipulations it determines to be in the public interest.

1 The entirety of the POD and all its appendices are provided as Appendix 1 of this EIS. The POD is referred to as MVE (2023)
throughout the EIS.
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Decision to be Made

The EIS provides the information and environmental analysis necessary to inform the BLM’s Authorized
Officer and the public about the potential environmental impacts from the project.

The BLM decision to be made will include

e whether to grant, grant with modification, or deny a ROW to construct, operate and maintain, and
decommission the proposed wind energy facility on public lands;

o the most appropriate location for the project on public lands (if a ROW is granted); and

e the terms and conditions (stipulations) for the construction, operation and maintenance, and
decommissioning of the wind energy facility on public lands that should be applied to the ROW,
if granted.

Proposed Action and Alternatives

Internal and external scoping identified issues to be analyzed in the EIS, and a range of alternatives was
developed to address those issues. The BLM developed a reasonable range of alternatives, and
alternatives were carried forward for detailed analysis if they 1) met the BLM’s purpose and need, 2)
were technically and economically feasible, 3) addressed the substantive issues identified in scoping, 4)
reduced potential adverse environmental effects or addressed resource conflicts when compared to the
Proposed Action, and 5) were consistent with management objectives outlined in BLM (1986), as
amended. Alternatives were developed using subsets of the Proposed Action siting corridors.

This final EIS evaluates the No Action, Proposed Action (Alternative B), and four additional action
alternatives (Figure ES-2). Project elements common to all action alternatives are described below, and a
summary of project components by action alternative is provided in Table ES-1. See EIS Tables 2.4-1
through 2.4-3 for detailed comparisons of the project components for Alternatives B, C, D, and E and the
Preferred Alternative.

ES-2
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Figure ES-1. Alternative B (Proposed Action) siting corridors.
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Figure ES-2. Action alternatives comparison.
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Alternative A (No Action)

Under Alternative A, the BLM would deny MVE’s application for construction, operation and
maintenance, and decommissioning of the project. The project facilities would not be built, and existing
land uses and present activities in the area would continue.

Project Elements Common to All Action Alternatives

Regardless of the action alternative selected, specific project requirements, constraints, and elements
apply to all action alternatives analyzed in detail. These include the project location, construction
methods, project components, operation and maintenance activities, and decommissioning activities.
Project requirements, constraints, and elements common to all action alternatives are detailed in EIS
Appendix 11 and summarized here.

SITING CORRIDORS

All action alternatives would site infrastructure in corridors approximately 0.5 mile wide. The three types
of corridors are turbine siting corridors, ancillary siting corridors, and range improvement corridors. The
siting corridors, regardless of corridor type, would have work area or infrastructure disturbance (see EIS
Section 2.3.2 [Work Area and Infrastructure Disturbance]). Although the exact location of infrastructure
and activities within the siting corridors is unknown at this time, evaluating the entirety of the siting
corridors for potential impacts provides flexibility to site the project components where necessary (from
both resources and engineering perspectives) within the siting corridors. The project’s final design and
engineering would be completed after the BLM has issued a record of decision (ROD) and would be
informed by applicant-committed measures and other mitigation requirements established in the ROD.

Within the siting corridors, work area disturbance refers to the land needed to construct, and subsequently
decommission, the project. Work areas would have interim reclamation after construction and may not be
wholly disturbed during project operation. Infrastructure disturbance refers to the land occupied by
infrastructure that would remain disturbed from the beginning of construction through decommissioning
of the wind energy facility. These areas are detailed in EIS Section 2.3.2 (Work Area and Infrastructure
Disturbance).

PROJECT COMPONENTS

Wind turbines and pads: A wind turbine typically consists of three main components: the nacelle, the
tower, and rotor blades. MVE (2023) describes turbine hub heights ranging from 260 to 460 feet above
the ground, depending on the turbine model and size selected. The turbine rotor blades would extend
between 130 and 280 feet from the hub, meaning a rotor diameter between 260 and 560 feet and a rotor
swept area between 53,100 and 246,400 square feet. When a blade is in line with the turbine tower, the
maximum height would be between 390 and 740 feet.?

Access roads: Project access would be provided by existing roads (many of which would require
improvements) and new roads. Project roads would be maintained as needed and would generally remain
open to the public. During certain construction and operation and maintenance activities, public access
may be restricted to ensure public safety.

2 MVE (2023) provides size characteristics for the potential use of 2-MW to 6-MW turbines. The Chapter 3 impacts analyses in
the EIS and in EIS Appendix 15 evaluate the potential use of 3-MW to 6-MW turbines.
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Underground and overhead 34.5-kV collection system: Each wind turbine would be connected to a
system of overhead or underground electrical collector lines. Lines would be buried where feasible;
however, because of the presence of bedrock throughout the area, some overhead lines would be required

Substations: The project would include up to five collector substations, one 230/500-kV substation, and
one interconnection substation. Substations are used to combine electricity from the individual turbines
and then increase the voltage so the electricity can be transported to the electrical grid. Construction of
these substations could include site clearing, grading, excavations, blasting, and use of concrete.

Transmission lines: A series of 230-kV overhead transmission lines would connect the collector
substations to one larger substation where the voltage would be increased to 500 kV (see Figure App11-1
in EIS Appendix 11). An overhead 500-kV transmission line would connect the 230/500-kV substation to
the project’s point of interconnection at the Midpoint Substation or an alternative location along the
SWIP-North alignment.

Battery energy storage system: A battery energy storage system would be located adjacent to an on-site
project substation. Though the capacity of the battery energy storage system would be determined in the
final design phase, once a specific turbine type is selected and commercial contracts for power are
finalized, it would support thousands of megawatt-hours of storage potential.

Operation and maintenance facilities: The project would have up to three operation and maintenance
facility locations. The operation and maintenance buildings would include offices, a conference room, a
break room, restrooms, a control room (where staff would monitor and control operation of the facility),
and maintenance shops and warehouses (where staff can bring equipment for testing, repairs, or
maintenance).

Meteorological towers: In addition to the eight meteorological (met) towers currently on site, up to 12
calibration met towers and up to 12 power performance test met towers would be installed during the
construction phase. Of the 12 performance test met towers installed, up to five would remain as
permanent met towers throughout project operation.

Project lighting: The turbines would be marked or lighted per Federal Aviation Administration (FAA)
guidelines and an approved lighting plan to adequately warn aircraft pilots of the obstructions at night. If
approved by the FAA, MVE would deploy an aircraft detection lighting system to mitigate the need for
continuous operation of the flashing red lights during nighttime hours. An aircraft detection lighting
system has one or more elevated radars that scan the region near the project for aircraft and activate the
red flashing lights on turbines only when an aircraft is detected within a specified distance.

Reclamation: The goal of reclamation would be to return the site to similar conditions as the undisturbed
surrounding areas, as much as is feasible. Disturbed areas would be reclaimed following MVE’s
Reclamation Plan (Appendix E of MVE [2023]). MVE would be required to have a reclamation bond and
would be held to BLM-approved reclamation success criteria.

PROJECT PHASES AND DURATION

Construction and decommissioning for all action alternatives may occur continuously or with gaps of
time in between, in which case construction and decommissioning could take longer than 2 to 3 years.

The EIS uses the term life of the project when referring to the time period encompassing construction
through decommissioning, which would be 34 years for Alternative B and at least 36 years for
Alternatives C—E and the Preferred Alternative.
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The EIS assumes that interim reclamation following construction would result in successful revegetation
of native grasses in 2 to 5 years after which the BLM would evaluate and would implement further
reclamation activities if needed.

EIS Appendix 4 details applicant-committed measures and BLM mitigation measures that include project
timing stipulations. Final reclamation would occur concurrent with decommissioning and is described in
the Final Reclamation section of EIS Appendix 11.
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Table ES-1. Executive Summary of Project Components by Action Alternative

Project Component

Alternative B
(Proposed Action)

Alternative C
(Reduced Western Corridors)

Alternative D
(Centralized Corridors)

Alternative E
(Reduced Southern Corridors)

Preferred Alternative

General project area

197,474 acres

146,389 acres

110,315 acres

122,444 acres

103,864 acres

Siting corridors

84,051 acres

65,215 acres

48,597 acres

50,680 acres

44,768 acres

Wind turbines

Up to 400 3-MW turbines or up to 349 6-MW
turbines

Up to 378 3-MW turbines or up to 259 6-MW
turbines

Up to 280 3-MW turbines or up to 179 6-MW
turbines

Up to 269 3-MW turbines or up to 194 6-MW
turbines

Up to 241 3-MW or 5-MW turbines

Estimated generation capacity*

1,200-2,094 MW

1,134-1,554 MW

840-1,074 MW

807-1,164 MW

723-1,205 MW

Estimated annual generation in terawatt hours
(TWh) for the project operating at 35%—-45%
net capacity factors

3.7-4.7 TWh with all 3-MW turbines
6.4-8.3 TWh with all 6-MW turbines

3.5-4.5 TWh with all 3-MW turbines
(5% reduction from Alternative B)
4.8-6.1 TWh with all 6-MW turbines
(26% reduction from Alternative B)

2.6-3.3 TWh with all 3-MW turbines
(30% reduction from Alternative B)
3.3—4.2 TWh with all 6-MW turbines
(49% reduction from Alternative B)

2.5-3.2 TWh with all 3-MW turbines
(33% reduction from Alternative B)
3.6—4.6 TWh with all 6-MW turbines
(44% reduction from Alternative B)

2.2-2.9 TWh with all 3-MW turbines
(38% reduction from Alternative B)
3.7-4.8 TWh with all 5-MW turbines
(42% reduction from Alternative B)

Ground disturbance

9,114 acres total:
2,374 acres infrastructure
6,740 acres work areas

6,953 acres total:
1,811 acres infrastructure
5,142 acres work areas

4,838 acres total:
1,124 acres infrastructure
3,714 acres work areas

5,136 acres total:
1,402 acres infrastructure
3,734 acres work areas

4,492 acres total
992 acres infrastructure
3,500 acres work areas

Total project access roads
(see also EIS Table 2.4-2)

486 miles new
147 miles improved

360 miles new
117 miles improved

270 miles new
83 miles improved

272 miles new
101 miles improved

231 miles new
79 miles improved

Construction crane path

33 miles new
14 miles improved

26 miles new
10 miles improved

23 miles new
7 miles improved

19 miles new
5 miles improved

14 miles new
5 miles improved

Vehicle traffict
(see also EIS Table 2.4-3)

2,427,698 trips total:
812,882 trips construction
901,740 trips operation
713,076 trips decommissioning

2,359,276 trips total:
789,281 trips construction
868,043 trips operation
701,952 trips decommissioning

1,836,305 trips total:
636,222 trips construction
630,704 trips operation
569,379 trips decommissioning

1,777,055 trips total:
616,413 trips construction
608,269 trips operation
552,373 trips decommissioning

1,824,039 trips total
770,247 trips construction
545,868 trips operation
507,924 trips decommissioning

Fixed-wing aircraft traffic

90 days total
3 daysl/year (8 hours/day) operation

90 days total
3 days/year (8 hours/day) operation

90 days total
3 daysl/year (8 hours/day) operation

90 days total
3 daysl/year (8 hours/day) operation

90 days total
3 days/year (8 hours/day) operation

Helicopter traffic*

390 days total
240 days (8 hours/day) construction
150 days (40 hours/year) operation

390 days total
240 days (8 hours/day) construction
150 days (40 hours/year) operation

370 days total
220 days (8 hours/day) construction
150 days (40 hours/year) operation

370 days total
220 days (8 hours/day) construction
150 days (40 hours/year) operation

370 days total
220 days (8 hours/day) construction
150 days (40 hours/year) operation

Blasting

2 blasts/day construction

2 blasts/day construction

2 blasts/day construction

2 blasts/day construction

2 blasts/day construction

Water use

191,750,000 gallons total:
160,000,000 gallons construction

13,300,000gallons operation and
maintenance

18,450,000 gallons decommissioning

262,310,000 gallons total:
230,000,000 gallons construction

12,810,000 gallons operation and
maintenance

19,500,000 gallons decommissioning

198,280,000 gallons total:
175,000,000 gallons construction

9,280,000 gallons operation and
maintenance

14,000,000 gallons decommissioning

192,450,000 gallons total
170,000,000 gallons construction

8,950,000 gallons operation and
maintenance

13,500,000 gallons decommissioning

172,500,000 gallons total:
150,000,000 gallons construction

9,000,000 gallons operation and
maintenance

13,500,000 gallons decommissioning

Groundwater wells

6 construction; 4 remain open during operation
and decommissioning

5 construction; 4 remain open during operation
and decommissioning

4 construction; 4 remain open during operation
and decommissioning

4 construction; 4 remain open during operation
and decommissioning

4 construction; 4 remain open during operation
and decommissioning

Livestock fencing (20%—25% of the temporary
fencing may be deployed at any given time) (2
years construction, 2 years decommissioning)

395 miles temporary

303 miles temporary

222 miles temporary

257 miles temporary

200 miles temporary

Range improvements

Up to 65 new troughs
Up to 54 new waterline miles

Up to 55 new troughs
Up to 54 new waterline miles

Up to 40 new troughs
Up to 27 new waterline miles

Up to 40 new troughs
Up to 42 new waterline miles

Up to 40 new troughs
Up to 42 new waterline miles

Personnel

400-850 construction and decommissioning
20-75 operation and maintenance

400-850 construction and decommissioning
20-75 operation and maintenance

300-700 construction and decommissioning
17-62 operation and maintenance

300-700 construction and decommissioning
17-62 operation and maintenance

300-700 construction and decommissioning
17-62 operation and maintenance

Collector substations

5 substations

5 substations

5 substations

4 substations

4 substations

230/500-kV substation

1 substation

1 substation

1 substation

1 substation

1 substation

Interconnection substation

1 substation

1 substation

1 substation

1 substation

1 substation
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Project Component

Alternative B
(Proposed Action)

Alternative C
(Reduced Western Corridors)

Alternative D
(Centralized Corridors)

Alternative E
(Reduced Southern Corridors)

Preferred Alternative

34.5-kV underground and overhead collector
lines

248 miles total:
56 miles underground
192 miles overhead
Estimated 3,455 poles

201 miles total:
53 miles underground
148 miles overhead
Estimated 2,664 poles

150 miles total:
39 miles underground
111 miles overhead
Estimated 1,998 poles

145 miles total:
38 miles underground
107 miles overhead
Estimated 1,926 poles

156 miles total:
34 miles underground
122 miles overhead
Estimated 2,196 poles

230-kV transmission line

34 miles
Estimated 306 support structures

34 miles
Estimated 306 support structures

21 miles
Estimated 189 support structures

25 miles
Estimated 225 support structures

24 miles
Estimated 218 support structures

500-kV transmission line

19 miles
Estimated 114 support structures

19 miles
Estimated 114 support structures

19 miles
Estimated 114 support structures

19 miles
Estimated 114 support structures

19 miles
Estimated 114 support structures

Battery energy storage system

1 system

1 system

1 system

1 system

1 system

Operation and maintenance facilities

3 facilities

3 facilities

3 facilities

3 facilities

3 facilities

Laydown and staging yards

Up to 7 yards construction and
decommissioning

Up to 3 yards operation

Up to 7 yards construction and
decommissioning

Up to 3 yards operation

Up to 7 yards construction and
decommissioning

Up to 3 yards operation

Up to 7 yards construction and
decommissioning

Up to 3 yards operation

Up to 7 yards construction and
decommissioning

Up to 3 yards operation

Concrete batch plants

3 batch plants

3 batch plants

3 batch plants

3 batch plants

3 batch plants

Meteorological (met) towers

5 permanent towers (260-460 feet tall)

19 temporary towers (up to 460 feet tall, 2-3
years)

5 permanent towers (260-460 feet tall)

19 temporary towers (up to 460 feet tall, 2—-3
years)

4 permanent towers (260-460 feet tall)

13 temporary towers (up to 460 feet tall, 2—-3
years)

4 permanent towers (260-460 feet tall)

13 temporary towers (up to 460 feet tall, 2—-3
years)

4 permanent towers (260-460 feet tall)

13 temporary towers (up to 460 feet tall, 2—-3
years)

Aircraft detection lighting system towers

4 permanent towers (260-460 feet tall)

3 permanent towers (260-460 feet tall)

3 permanent towers (260-460 feet tall)

3 permanent towers (260-460 feet tall)

3 permanent towers (260-460 feet tall)

New impervious surface (for substations and
buildings)

13.5 acres

13 acres

10 acres

9.5 acres

9.5 acres

Intermodal yards

1-2 existing yards on private land near the
towns of Shoshone or Minidoka

1-2 existing yards on private land near the
towns of Shoshone or Minidoka

1-2 existing yards on private land near the
towns of Shoshone or Minidoka

1-2 existing yards on private land near the
towns of Shoshone or Minidoka

1-2 existing yards on private land near the
towns of Shoshone or Minidoka

Note: See EIS Section 2.3.2 (Work Area and Infrastructure Disturbance) for definitions of work area and infrastructure disturbance. See EIS Tables 2.4-1 through 2.4-3 for a detailed comparison of the project components by action alternative.
*The minimum estimated generation capacity is based on 3-MW turbines, and the maximum capacity is based on 6-MW turbines.
§ TWh are megawatt hours multiplied by 1 million or gigawatt-hours multiplied by 1,000. Annual net capacity factor is the ratio of the net electricity generated in 1 year to the energy that could have been generated at continuous full-power operation in 1 year.

T All trips one way, as reported in Appendix J of MVE (2023). Using one-way trips helps simplify the analysis and provides a more accurate result. For all action alternatives, operational trips are estimated for a 30-year operation phase and decommissioning trips are estimated for a 2-year phase. Construction trips are estimated for a 2-year phase
for Alternatives B through E, and a 3-year phase for the Preferred Alternative.

#No helicopter use would occur during decommissioning.
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Alternative B (Proposed Action)

Under Alternative B, the BLM would authorize (with terms and conditions) the wind energy facility and
siting corridors as proposed by MVE (see Table ES-1 and Figures ES-1 and ES-2). Alternative B could
have up to 400 3-megawatt (MW) turbines or up to 349 6-MW turbines, or a combination of 3-MW and
6-MW turbines not to exceed 400.

Alternative B would have 2 years of construction, up to 30 years of operation and maintenance, and 2
years of decommissioning. The life of the project would be 34 years for Alternative B.

See Table ES-1 for details.

Alternative C (Reduced Western Corridors)

Alternative C would reduce the project’s overall extent by eliminating development within specific
corridors (see Table ES-1 and Figure ES-2). The intent of this alternative is to avoid and minimize
potential impacts to Wilson Butte Cave, Minidoka National Historic Site (NHS), and the communities
that have connections to these places. Alternative C would also aim to encourage development in areas
that have already been impacted by energy infrastructure and reduce the extent of wildlife habitat
fragmentation.

Under Alternative C, the southwest and northeast siting corridors (proposed within the Proposed Action)
would not be considered for wind turbine siting, but some of these corridors would still allow access or
powerline development. Alternative C would also limit the project’s 500-kV transmission line to a single
route that would follow the alignment of existing transmission lines. Alternative C would not include
siting corridors nearest to and in the most prominent viewing directions of Wilson Butte Cave and
Minidoka NHS to minimize and avoid impacts to the setting and feeling of these places while still
maintaining connectivity of turbine corridors to the main substation and maintaining electricity
generation.

Alternative C would not include siting corridors north of Idaho Highway 24 (ID 24) to minimize the
extent of wildlife habitat fragmentation and reduce considerable development in areas that are relatively
undeveloped and have a low potential to be successfully reclaimed. Alternative C would not include siting
corridors northwest of the existing Idaho Power 345-kV Kinport to Midpoint transmission line to provide
for a path with fewer obstructions to the western end of the project for pronghorn (Antilocapra
americana) and mule deer (Odocoileus hemionus) migration.

Alternative C would have 3 years of construction, up to 30 years of operation and maintenance phase, and
3 years of construction and decommissioning. The life of the project would be at least 36 years for
Alternative C.

See Table ES-1 for details.

Alternative D (Centralized Corridors)

Alternative D would eliminate nearly the same siting corridors that are eliminated under Alternative C
and additionally would not include most of the siting corridors east of Crestview Road to avoid
development in areas that have higher sagebrush cover and protect functional greater sage-grouse
(Centrocercus urophasianus) habitat (see Table ES-1 and Figure ES-2). The reduced overall project
footprint would also avoid or minimize impacts to other resources and areas of concern. As a result of this
additional avoidance, the total acres in the siting corridors under Alternative D would be the smallest of
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the action alternatives. Therefore, the analysis of Alternative D provides insight on how a reduced
development scenario would result in potential trade-offs within a different development area.

Alternative D would have 3 years of construction, up to 30 years of operation and maintenance phase, and
3 years of construction and decommissioning. The life of the project would be at least 36 years for
Alternative D.

See Table ES-1 for details.

Alternative E (Reduced Southern Corridors)

The intent of Alternative E is to avoid and minimize potential impacts to Minidoka NHS and Japanese
American communities associated with the site. Alternative E builds off of Alternative C but would
further avoid and minimize potential impacts to the setting and feeling of Minidoka NHS by removing
additional siting corridors from development (see Table ES-1 and Figure ES-2). Removing additional
siting corridors would also reduce potential impacts to the ability of descendant communities and the
general public to experience Minidoka NHS.

Alternative E would eliminate the same siting corridors that are eliminated under Alternative C and would
continue to limit the project’s 500-kV transmission line to a single route that would follow the alignment
of existing transmission lines. Alternative E would also eliminate most of the siting corridors west of
Crestview Road and south of the existing West-wide Energy Corridor.

These siting corridor eliminations are intended to further reduce visibility of the project from Minidoka
NHS. Viewshed mapping and visual simulations from Minidoka NHS (SWCA Environmental
Consultants 2024) were used to identify the turbine corridors that had the potential to introduce a strong
or moderate degree of visual contrast.

Alternative E proposes the same adjustments to siting corridors located north of ID 24 that are made in
Alternative C. However, portions of some corridors are included in Alternative E that are not included in
Alternative C. This corridor configuration is intended to provide an assessment of the potential impacts
resulting from these specific corridors in combination with a smaller project footprint and minimization
measures.

Alternative E would have 3 years of construction, up to 30 years of operation and maintenance phase, and
3 years of construction and decommissioning. The life of the project would be at least 36 years for
Alternative E.

See Table ES-1 for details.

Preferred Alternative

The BLM has identified a Preferred Alternative based on a combination of elements of Alternatives B, C,
D, and E. The Preferred Alternative responds to resource impact concerns raised by cooperating agencies
and the public through the public comments received on the draft EIS. The Preferred Alternative would
reduce visual impacts to Minidoka NHS, reduce disturbance to big game migration routes and winter
concentration areas, reduce impacts to Jerome County Airport and agricultural aviation uses, and reduce
impacts to non-participating private landowners.

To reduce visibility of the project from Minidoka NHS, the Preferred Alternative would increase the
distance of turbine corridors from Minidoka NHS as compared to Alternatives C and D. All but one
turbine corridor would be located outside of the immediate foreground and foreground of Minidoka NHS.
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The one turbine corridor retained within the foreground would be located approximately 9.5 miles from
the Minidoka NHS Visitor Center and would be obstructed by existing infrastructure on adjacent
farmland. The Preferred Alternative would include a maximum turbine tip height limit of 660 feet and
would have the fewest turbines visible from and within the foreground of Minidoka NHS.

The siting corridor exclusions and maximum turbine tip height would increase turbine siting corridor
distance from the Jerome County Airport and facilitate more options for flight paths to agriculture lands
in the central portion of the project.

To minimize development within big game migration routes and winter concentration areas, the Preferred
Alternative would exclude siting corridors south of ID 24 and north of Idaho Power Company line 805,
exclude siting corridors directly north of the Milner-Gooding Canal, and exclude corridors east of
Crestview Road and west of Kimama Butte. Under this alternative, access roads that would enter the
project from the north near Star Lake and from the south near Cinder Butte would be removed, and
locations for operational and maintenance buildings would be limited to areas near existing county roads
or highways.

To minimize impacts to non-participating private landowners, the Preferred Alternative would include a
setback distance of 1.5 times the maximum turbine tip height, or 1,000 feet (whichever is greater), from
the property line of non-participating private landowners and 5 times the total turbine height from existing
residences. When the setbacks are applied to a maximum turbine height of 660 feet, the setback from the
property line would be 1,000 feet (0.19 mile), and the setback from residences would be 3,300 feet (0.63
mile).

The Preferred Alternative would have 3 years of construction, up to 30 years of operation and
maintenance, and 3 years of construction and decommissioning. The Preferred Alternative would be
constructed in subphases that would concentrate activities in a single area at a time, require adherence to
seasonal wildlife restrictions and measures aimed to reduce impacts to wildlife during crucial time periods
(see EIS Appendix 4 for applicant-committed measures and BLM mitigation measures), and provide the
necessary timing elements for the BLM and grazing permittees to plan and coordinate grazing operations
prior to and throughout the construction of the project.

Construction would be divided into three subphase areas: North Star Lake, South Star Lake, and Sid Butte
(see EIS Figure 2.4-4). Although MVE would develop a final construction schedule in coordination with
the BLM and grazing permittees prior to construction, it is anticipated that construction year 1 would
occur in the North Star Lake subphase area, construction year 2 would occur in the Sid Butte subphase
area, and construction year 3 would occur in the South Star Lake subphase area. The life of the project
would be at least 36 years for the Preferred Alternative.

See Table ES-1 for the Preferred Alternative project components and a detailed comparison of these
components to those of Alternatives B, C, D, and E.

Environmental Impacts

Table ES-2 summarizes and compares the impacts of the action alternatives on the resources and issues
analyzed in the EIS or EIS Appendix 15. The analysis approach is described in detail in EIS Section 3.1.
Each Affected Environment section within EIS Chapter 3 describes baseline conditions that would remain
under Alternative A (No Action).

Mitigation: The project would be subject to applicant-committed measures, mitigation required by BLM
policy, and additional project-specific mitigation as described in EIS Section 2.3.4 (Avoidance and
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Minimization) and EIS Appendix 4 (Mitigation). The EIS impact analyses assume the project would
include implementation of these measures and discloses remaining impacts. After considering the
potential impacts, considering the public comments, and evaluating additional minimization measures, the
BLM would determine if compensatory mitigation is warranted. Compensatory mitigation could be
applied to offset residual impacts that inhibit achieving compliance with laws and policies or that impact
important, scarce, or sensitive resources. The final EIS describes the residual impacts warranting
compensatory mitigation (see EIS Chapter 3); compensatory mitigation frameworks for particular
resources are included in EIS Appendix 4. The EIS summarizes the applicant-committed measures in
Tables App4-2a through App 4-20 (in EIS Appendix 4) that are also detailed with more context in MVE
(2023). The applicant-committed measures and other protection measures required by BLM policy (Table
App4-3 in Appendix 4) are part of Alternative B and are used to evaluate the impacts described in the
main EIS and EIS Appendix 15 and summarized in Table ES-2. After considering the potential impacts
resulting from Alternative B, the BLM identified additional measures intended to further avoid and
minimize potential impacts; these additional measures are described in Table App4-4 in EIS Appendix 4.
Whichever action alternative is selected, these additional measures would be fully incorporated. The EIS
describes the potential impacts of Alternative B if these additional measures were applied and describes
the potential impacts of Alternatives C, D, E, and the Preferred Alternative with the additional measures
fully incorporated. Table ES-2 summarizes the impacts described in the main EIS and in EIS Appendix
15.

VISUAL IMPACT OUTCOMES CROSSWALK

The potential non-physical impacts to cultural resources (at Minidoka NHS), Japanese American and
Minidoka-connected environmental justice communities, and the NPS Minidoka NHS interpretive
purpose discussed in the EIS (Sections 3.5.5, 3.6.1, and 3.19, respectively), and summarized in Table ES-
2, are related; these impacts are caused by the degree of visual change in landscape character (EIS Section
3.16.1) and the addition of noise to the soundscape. However, even though the underlying factors
contributing to impacts are the same, the type and intensity of the impacts are unique to the resource
being analyzed. Table ES-3 provides a crosswalk of the related potential impacts to the visual and audible
landscape and how those impacts would non-physically affect cultural resources, Japanese American and
Minidoka-connected environmental justice communities, and the NPS Minidoka NHS interpretive
purpose.
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Table ES-2. Summary of Project Impacts from the Action Alternatives

Resource/lssue

Alternative B
(Proposed Action)

Alternative B (Proposed Action) with
Additional Measures

Alternative C
(Reduced Western Corridors)

Alternative D
(Centralized Corridors)

Alternative E
(Reduced Southern Corridors)

Preferred Alternative

Air quality (EIS Appendix 15)

Minor air pollutant emissions but would
not exceed federal or state ambient air
quality standards or cause any visibility
impairment inside the Class | area or the
Class Il special considerations area.

Reduced air pollutant emissions due to
additional avoidance and minimization
measures. Furthermore, construction
emissions would be emitted over 3 years
for Alternative B with Additional
Measures rather than 2 years for
Alternative B.

Would be similar to or slightly reduced
from Alternative B with Additional
Measures. Furthermore, construction
emissions would be emitted over 3 years
for Alternative C rather than 2 years for
Alternative B.

Would be similar to or slightly reduced
from Alternative B with Additional
Measures. Because Alternative D has
the smallest ground-disturbance
footprint, it is likely that Alternative D
would see a larger reduction in
construction emissions than Alternatives
B, C, orE.

Would be similar to or slightly reduced
from Alternative B with Additional
Measures.

Would be slightly reduced from
Alternative B, generating fewer
emissions annually than the other
alternatives.

Bat populations and roosting
habitat (main EIS)

Highest estimated bat fatality rate from
collisions with turbines: 1,800-3,141
(mean), 8,880-15,496 (maximum) bats
per year. May adversely affect
populations of some species of migratory
tree bats and cave-hibernating bats
whose populations are reduced by white
nose syndrome.

Greatest disturbance to potential bat
roosting habitat (due to largest ground-
disturbance footprint), though significant
bat roosting features are mostly absent
from the siting corridors.

Applicant-committed measures such as
feathering turbine blades at low wind
speeds, completing postconstruction
monitoring of bat fatality rates, and
implementing adaptive management
(including curtailment) would reduce bat
fatalities but not eliminate them.

Compensatory mitigation may be
required if adaptive management
measures are unsuccessful at reducing
bat fatalities.

Additional avoidance and minimization
measures would further reduce bat
fatalities by allowing more precise
quantification of bat fatalities that would
lead to a more informed and targeted
curtailment strategy. Curtailment could
be implemented sooner, if warranted.
These measures would help minimize
the potential for the project to cause, or
contribute to, a trend toward listing under
the Endangered Species Act (ESA) for
special-status bat species.

Same as Alternative B with Additional
Measures except there would be less
ground disturbance and less power
generation, which would result in fewer
impacts to bat roosting habitat and fewer
bat fatalities from collisions with turbines:
1,733-2,331 (mean), 8,547-11,500
(maximum) bats per year.

The same additional avoidance and
minimization measures would be
implemented to further reduce bat
fatalities as compared to Alternative B.

Same as Alternative C except less
ground disturbance would occur near
known roost sites and areas of
concentrated bat foraging activity (i.e.,
irrigation canals). Power generation
would also be further reduced, and
therefore the estimated bat fatality rate
would be lower: 1,256-1,611 (mean),
6,194—7,948 (maximum) bats per year.
The same additional avoidance and
minimization measures would be
implemented to further reduce bat
fatalities as compared to Alternative B.

Same as Alternative C except less
ground disturbance would occur near
known areas of concentrated bat
foraging activity (i.e., irrigation canals).
This alternative could also lead to the
least power generation and therefore the
lowest estimated bat fatality rate: 1,210—
1,746 (mean), 5,972-8,614 (maximum)
bats per year.

The same additional avoidance and
minimization measures would be
implemented to further reduce bat
fatalities as compared to Alternative B.

Same as Alternative C except less
ground disturbance would occur near
known roost sites and areas of
concentrated bat foraging activity (i.e.,
irrigation canals). Power generation
would also be further reduced and
therefore the estimated bat fatality rate
would be lower: 1,085-1,808 (mean),
5,350-8,917 (maximum) bats per year.
The same additional avoidance and
minimization measures would be
implemented to further reduce bat
fatalities as compared to Alternative B.

Avian populations (main EIS)

Highest estimated avian fatality rate from
collisions with turbines: 3,240-5,654
(mean), 10,200-17,799 (maximum) birds
per year. Most avian species are unlikely
to experience substantial effects, but the
populations of some special-status
species (e.g., ferruginous hawk [Buteo
regalis], long-billed curlew [Numenius
americanus], short-eared owl [Asio
flammeus], and burrowing owl [Athene
cunicularia]) could be adversely
impacted.

Alternative B also includes the most met
towers and therefore has the highest
avian fatality rate from met tower
collisions, though met tower fatalities
would be small in comparison to turbine
fatalities.

Postconstruction monitoring would be
implemented to assess the actual avian
fatality rate and determine whether
curtailment or other adaptive
management measures need to be
implemented to reduce avian fatalities.

Compensatory mitigation may be
required if adaptive management
measures are unsuccessful at reducing
avian fatalities.

Same as Alternative B except additional
preconstruction surveys would be
implemented to better assess owl use in
the siting corridors. Additional
postconstruction monitoring
requirements would be implemented to
better assess avian fatality rates and
identify opportunities to minimize or
avoid effects to species of concern (e.g.,
ferruginous hawk). Curtailment could be
implemented sooner, if warranted.

These additional measures would
minimize the potential for the project to
cause, or contribute to, a trend toward
federal listing for special-status avian
species.

Same as Alternative B with Additional
Measures except generation capacity
would be reduced, and therefore fewer
avian fatalities from collisions with
turbines would be expected: 3,062—
4,196 (mean), 9,639-13,209 (maximum)
birds per year.

Same as Alternative C except generation
capacity would be further reduced, and
therefore fewer avian fatalities from
collisions with turbines would be
expected: 2,268-2,900 (mean), 7,140—
9,129 (maximum) birds per year.

This alternative would include seven
fewer met towers, and therefore fewer
avian fatalities from met tower collisions
would be expected.

Same as Alternative C though
generation capacity would be similar to
Alternative D. The estimated avian
fatality rates are 2,179-3,143 (mean)
and 6,860-9,894 (maximum) birds per
year.

The number of met towers would be the
same as Alternative D. Therefore, avian
fatalities from met tower collisions would
be the same as Alternative D.

Same as Alternative C though
generation capacity would be similar to
Alternative E. The estimated avian
fatality rates are: 1,952-3,254 (mean),
6,146-10,243 (maximum) birds per year.

The number of met towers would be the
same as Alternative D. Therefore, avian
fatalities from met tower collisions would
be the same as Alternative D.
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Resource/lssue

Alternative B
(Proposed Action)

Alternative B (Proposed Action) with
Additional Measures

Alternative C
(Reduced Western Corridors)

Alternative D
(Centralized Corridors)

Alternative E
(Reduced Southern Corridors)

Preferred Alternative

Eagles (main EIS)

Highest estimated eagle fatalities from
turbine collisions: 13.31 golden eagles
per year and 0.56 bald eagles per year.

Greatest disturbance to habitat for eagle
prey species and therefore greatest
impacts on eagle foraging success.

Applicant-committed measures such as
avoiding known eagle nests, completing
postconstruction monitoring of actual
eagle fatality rates, and implementing
adaptive management (including
curtailment) would reduce eagle fatalities
but not eliminate them.

Compensatory mitigation stipulated by
the project’s eagle incidental take permit,
if approved, would offset unavoidable
fatalities.

With the implementation of these
measures, impacts to individual eagles
would be unlikely to cause, or contribute
to, a trend toward federal listing.

Same as Alternative B except additional
limitations on construction activities
during the eagle breeding season to
further minimize potential impacts to
eagles and to reduce the likelihood of
eagle fatalities.

Same as Alternative B with Additional
Measures except less power generation,
fewer overhead collector lines, and fewer
new and improved access roads would
result in fewer estimated eagle fatalities
from turbine collisions: 11.26 golden
eagles per year and 0.11 bald eagle per
year.

Disturbance to habitat for eagle prey
species would also be reduced.

Same as Alternative C except second-
lowest power generation and new and
improved access roads and the second-
fewest overhead collector lines would
result in the second-lowest estimated
eagle fatalities from turbine collisions:
7.86 golden eagles per year and

0.11 bald eagles per year.

Disturbance to habitat for eagle prey
species would also be the least.

Same as Alternative C except less power
generation, fewer improved access
roads, and the fewest overhead collector
lines would result in the lowest estimated
eagle fatalities from turbine collisions:
7.66 golden eagles per year and

0.11 bald eagle per year.

Disturbance to habitat for eagle prey
species would also be the second least.

Same as Alternative C except less power
generation, fewer overhead collector
lines, and fewer new and improved
access roads would result in fewer
estimated eagle fatalities from turbine
collisions: 4.49 golden eagles per year
and 0.11 bald eagle per year.

Disturbance to habitat for eagle prey
species would also be reduced.

Greater sage-grouse (main EIS)

Would add ground disturbance, roads,
fences, overhead lines, turbines, water
troughs, human activity, and traffic to the
siting corridors, which are in General
Habitat Management Areas (HMAS). Use
of leks 4L152, 41159, and 4L160 is likely
to decline, and there is an increased risk
these leks will be lost, particularly for lek
41.160.

Would reduce habitat connectivity
between lek 4L160 and leks 4L152 and
41159 to the northwest, and between lek
41160 and all seasonal use habitats as it
would be surrounded by infrastructure.
May disconnect leks 4L152 and 4L159
from the nesting and brood-rearing
habitat closest to these leks to the
northeast of the project. Would reduce
connectivity with Idaho leks/populations
to the south and northeast that serve as
hubs for local and range-wide genetic
connectivity. There is a risk of decline for
the population in the analysis area.

Largest area of permanent functional
habitat loss (786.2 acres).

Requires the highest amount of new
infrastructure (number of turbines, miles
of new roads, miles of new transmission
lines) in General HMAs compared to all
other action alternatives.

All habitat impacts would be offset by
required compensatory mitigation that
would result in a net conservation gain.
Therefore, the project would not result in
a trend toward listing under the ESA or a
loss of population viability.

Same as Alternative B except with
increased likelihood of avoidance and
minimization of impacts to sage-grouse.

Same as Alternative B with Additional
Measures but would reduce impacts on
use and possible loss of leks 4L152,
41159, and 4L160 due to seasonal
restrictions for all phases of the project
and would reduce the risk of population
decline in the analysis area.

Compared to Alternative B would reduce
the risk of disconnecting leks 4L152 and
41159 north of the highway from nesting
and brood-rearing habitat to the
northeast of the project and would
reduce the risk of disconnecting other
known leks and seasonal habitat in the
north part of the analysis area (in Priority
HMA and Important HMA) because this
alternative avoids placing project
infrastructure nearest sage-grouse leks
41152 and 4L159. Would reduce impacts
on connectivity with Idaho
leks/populations to the south and
northeast that serve as hubs for local
and range-wide genetic connectivity.

Less permanent functional habitat loss
than Alternative B (535.9 acres).

Requires less new infrastructure in
General HMAs than Alternative B but
more new infrastructure in General
HMAs than all other action alternatives.

Same as Alternative C but would not
have siting corridors or other disturbance
east of Crestview Road. Fewest impacts
on sage-grouse than all other action
alternatives and, in particular, leks
41152, 4159, and 4L160. Impacts
would be similar to Alternative C with
additional avoidance of development in
areas that have higher sagebrush cover
and provide functional sage-grouse
habitat. This alternative also avoids
placing project infrastructure near sage-
grouse leks 4L152, 41159, and 4L160.
Would greatly decrease the risk of
declining use and loss of lek 4L160
compared to all other action alternatives
and decrease the risk of population
declines in the analysis area.

Connectivity with Idaho leks/populations
to the south and northeast that serve as
hubs for local and range-wide genetic
connectivity would be affected to a lesser
extent than all other action alternatives.

Smallest area of permanent functional
habitat loss of the action alternatives
(74.1 acres).

Requires less new infrastructure in
General HMAs than Alternative B and
Alternative C but more new infrastructure
in General HMAs than Alternative E and
the Preferred Alternative.

Same as Alternative C but would have
fewer siting corridors and related
infrastructure and human disturbance
compared to Alternative C, but
infrastructure would be sited in areas
with better late-brood-rearing suitability
and higher breeding bird densities, which
would be more impactful on sage-grouse
than placing infrastructure in the western
siting corridors. Would pose the same
risk of declining use and loss of leks
41152, 41159, and 4L160, and of
population decline, as Alternative C.

Connectivity issues would be the same
as Alternative C.

Would have the second-largest area of
permanent functional habitat loss next to
Alternative B (542.4 acres).

Requires the lowest amount of new
infrastructure in General HMAs
compared to all other action alternatives
except for the Preferred Alternative.

Same as Alternative E but slightly
reduced siting corridors to the north, a
few more siting corridors to the south,
and less functional acres lost. Would
disturb less acres in areas with higher
sagebrush cover than all other action
alternatives except Alternative D. More
acres of general HMA would be
disturbed than Alternatives C, D, and E.
Would pose the same risk of declining
use and loss of leks 4L152, 4L.159, and
41160 as Alternatives C and E.

Connectivity issues would be the same
as Alternatives C and E, even with the
slight reduction in infrastructure around
lek 4L160.

Second-smallest area of permanent

functional habitat loss, with more acres
lost than Alternative D and less than all
other action alternatives (524.4 acres).

Requires the lowest amount of new
infrastructure in General HMAs
compared to all other action alternatives.

ES-16



Lava Ridge Wind Project Final Environmental Impact Statement

Executive Summary

Resource/lssue

Alternative B
(Proposed Action)

Alternative B (Proposed Action) with
Additional Measures

Alternative C
(Reduced Western Corridors)

Alternative D
(Centralized Corridors)

Alternative E
(Reduced Southern Corridors)

Preferred Alternative

Climate and greenhouse gas
(GHG) emissions (EIS Appendix
15)

Minor GHG emissions over the life of the
project, but volumes would not be large
enough to significantly impact climate
change or climate trends at the global,
national, state, or local scales.

Would avoid potential emissions by
availability of wind to generate electricity
as opposed to traditional fossil fuel—
powered plants.

Same as Alternative B.

Slightly reduced GHG emissions
compared to Alternative B due smaller
footprint and fewer turbines installed.

Slightly fewer potential avoided
emissions compared to Alternative B.

Least GHGs emissions.
Least potential avoided emissions.

Slightly reduced GHG emissions
compared to Alternative B due smaller
footprint and fewer turbines installed.

Fewer potential avoided emissions
compared to Alternatives B and C.

Slightly reduced from Alternative B due
to smaller footprint and fewer turbines
installed.

Fewer GHG emissions compared to
Alternatives B and C due to smaller
footprint, fewer turbines, and reduced
number of vehicle trips. Less estimated
avoided emissions if the capacity of the
project is reduced.

Cultural resources (main EIS)

Physical impacts to cultural resources
from ground-disturbing project activities.
These physical impacts could also affect
culturally important wildlife, vegetation,
or waters in a manner that diminishes
Tribal treaty rights or changes
subsistence practices and cultural
relationships to the wildlife and their
habitats. See the Wildlife, Vegetation,
and Water and Wetland Resources
issues in this table for how these
resource patterns or availability would be
changed by the project.

Total ground disturbance acreage:
9,114.

Previously recorded cultural resources in
the project siting corridors: 243 sites.

Non-physical impacts on cultural
resources from visual changes and
increased noise where setting, feeling, or
association are important site
characteristics. Non-physical impacts
could also affect culturally important
wildlife, vegetation, or waters in a
manner that diminishes treaty rights or
changes subsistence practices and
cultural relationships to the wildlife and
their habitats. See the Wildlife,
Vegetation, and Water and Wetland
Resources issue in this table for how
these resource patterns or availability
would be changed by the project.

Known susceptible cultural resources
would experience major degrees of
visual change in the immediate
foreground, such as identified at key
observation point (KOP) 1 (Minidoka
NHS Visitor Center) and KOP 10 (Wilson
Butte Cave).

Previously recorded susceptible cultural
resources within the visual component of
the non-physical APE: 1,787.

Previously recorded susceptible cultural
resources within the auditory component
of the non-physical APE: 50.

Non-physical (audible) impact to the
current setting and feeling of Minidoka
NHS and Minidoka War Relocation
Center (WRC) from increased sound
levels during operation; total acreage of
overlap of the auditory component of the
non-physical APE: Minidoka NHS (388
acres), Minidoka WRC (26,357 acres)

Same as Alternative B except additional
avoidance and minimization measures
would further reduce adverse physical
and non-physical impacts to cultural
resources (including resources described
under treaties), such as by minimizing
ground disturbance and potential fugitive
dust.

Reduced degree of visual change
observed from cultural resources
susceptible to visual impacts. Reduced
change in Tribal treaty areas that could
affect resource patterns or availability in
patterns.

Minimized non-physical auditory impacts.

Same as Alternative B with Additional
Measures but decreased potential for
physical impacts to cultural resources,
including resources within Tribal treaty
areas, due to smaller ground-disturbance
footprint (6,953 acres; 24% less than
Alternative B).

Previously recorded cultural resources in
the project siting corridors: 196 sites
(19% less sites than Alternative B).

Less potential for physical impacts to
cultural resources within and associated
with Minidoka WRC than Alternative B
(84% less siting corridor overlap) or
Alternative D but more potential for
impacts than Alternative E and the
Preferred Alternative.

Reduced non-physical effects compared
to Alternative B. Specifically, reduced
visual and auditory impacts as seen from
susceptible cultural resources, such as
Minidoka NHS, and the National Register
of Historic Places—-listed Wilson Butte
Cave.

Previously recorded susceptible cultural
resources within the visual component of
the non-physical APE: 1,599 (11% less
than Alternative B).

Previously recorded susceptible cultural
resources within the auditory component
of the non-physical APE: 35 (30% less
than Alternative B).

Operational noise would not be audible
at Minidoka NHS (100% less than
Alternative B). Operational noise would
be audible within 9,102 acres of the
Minidoka WRC (65% less than
Alternative B).

Same as Alternatives B and C but
decreased potential for physical impacts
to cultural resources, including resources
within Tribal treaty areas, due to smaller
ground-disturbance footprint (4,838
acres; 47% less than Alternative B and
30% less than Alternative C).

Previously recorded cultural resources in
the project siting corridors: 161 sites
(34% less sites than Alternative B and
18% less than Alternative C).

Less potential for physical impacts within
Minidoka WRC than Alternative B (60%
less siting corridor overlap) but more
potential for physical impacts within
Minidoka WRC than Alternative C, E,
and the Preferred Alternative.

Least potential non-physical visual
impacts than all other action alternatives,
and the second-lowest potential auditory
impacts to cultural resources after
Alternative E.

Previously recorded susceptible cultural
resources within the visual component of
the non-physical APE: 1,556 (13% less
than Alternative B and 3% less than
Alternative C).

Previously recorded susceptible cultural
resources within the auditory component
of the non-physical APE: 29 (42% less
than Alternative B and 17% less than
Alternative C).

Operational noise would not be audible
at Minidoka NHS (100% less than
Alternative B and the same as
Alternative C). Operational noise would
be audible within 11,441 acres of the
Minidoka WRC (57% less than
Alternative B, and 26% more than
Alternative C).

Same as Alternatives B, C, and D but
slightly increased project footprint in the
area of potential physical impacts to
cultural resources, including resources
within Tribal treaty areas, compared to
Alternative D (Alternative E ground
disturbance footprint at 5,136 acres
would be 44% less than Alternative B,
26% less than Alternative C, and only
6% more than that of Alternative D).

However, a slightly lower potential for
physical impacts to cultural resources
compared to Alternatives B-D.
Previously recorded cultural resources in
the Alternative D project siting corridors:
154 sites (37% less sites than Alternative
B, 21% less than Alternative C, and 4%
less than Alternative D).

Second-greatest reduction of potential
for physical impacts within Minidoka
WRC (including 96% less siting corridor
overlap than Alternative B).

Slightly greater extent of potential visual
impacts to susceptible cultural resources
than Alternative D. However, increased
reduction in visual impacts at Minidoka
NHS and Oregon Trail and other cultural
resources south and southwest of the
project as compared to other action
alternatives.

Alternative E would have fewer potential
auditory impacts than Alternatives B and
C but slightly more than Alternative D.

Previously recorded susceptible cultural
resources within the visual component of
the non-physical APE: 1,560 (13% less
than Alternative B, 2% less than
Alternative C, and 0.3% more than
Alternative D).

Previously recorded susceptible cultural
resources within the auditory component
of the non-physical APE: 28 (44% less
than Alternative B, 20% less than
Alternative C, and 3% less than
Alternative D).

Operational noise would not be audible
at Minidoka NHS or Minidoka WRC
(100% less than Alternative B and
proportionally less than Alternative C).

Same as Alternatives B, C, and D but
least overall potential for physical
impacts to cultural resources, including
resources within Tribal treaty areas
(Preferred Alternative ground
disturbance footprint at 4,492 acres
would be 51% less than Alternative B,
35% less than Alternative C, 7% less
than Alternative D, and 13% less than
Alternative E).

Previously recorded cultural resources in
the project siting corridors: 147 sites
(40% less sites than Alternative B, 25%
less than Alternative C, 9% less than
Alternative D, and 5% less than
Alternative E).

Greatest reduction of potential for
physical impacts within Minidoka WRC
(including 100% less siting corridor
overlap than Alternative B); Preferred
Alternative siting corridors do not overlap
with Minidoka WRC.

Reduced extent of potential visual
impacts to susceptible cultural resources,
marginally higher than Alternatives D
and E and less than Alternatives B and
C. Greatest reduction in visual impacts at
Minidoka NHS, Wilson Butte Cave, and
other cultural resources south and
southwest of the project, except at the
Oregon Trail, where Alternative E would
have fewer impacts to trail segments
compared to other alternatives.

Operational noise would not be audible
at Minidoka NHS or Minidoka WRC, with
the same reduction in auditory impacts
as Alternative E. The Preferred
Alternative would have the fewest
auditory impacts of all of the action
alternatives.

Previously recorded susceptible cultural
resources within the visual component of
the non-physical APE: 1,599 (11% less
than Alternative B, the same as
Alternative C, 3% more than Alternative
D, and 2% more than Alternative E).

Previously recorded susceptible cultural
resources within the auditory component
of the non-physical APE: 27 (46% less
than Alternative B, 23% less than
Alternative C, 7% less than Alternative D,
and 4% less than Alternative E).

Lowest degree of visual change and
impact to susceptible cultural resources
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of all action alternatives (see EIS Section
3.5). The Preferred Alternative would
have the fewest turbines. Alternative E
would have either fewer or more turbines
than Alternative D, depending on the
type of turbines selected (3 MW or 6
MW), and these alternatives would have
fewer turbines than Alternatives B and C.
Reduction in the number of turbines
under the Preferred Alternative would
reduce changes in Tribal treaty areas
that could affect resource patterns or
availability as compared to any other
action alternative. Fewer turbines would
result in fewer potential cumulative visual
and auditory impacts to cultural
resources susceptible to such impacts.

Environmental justice communities
(main EIS)

Impacts to low-income, minority, and
Tribal populations through increased
noise, increased traffic, increased dust
and air pollution, shadow flicker, and
changes to the visual character of the
analysis area. Low-income, minority, and
Tribal populations would be subject to
disproportionately high and adverse
effects because they make up most of
the population in the affected area.

Degree of potential impacts greatest for
environmental justice populations closest
to the siting corridors and haul routes
(i.e., several scattered rural residences
within 0-2 miles).

Would impact dispersed environmental
justice populations, including the
Japanese American and Minidoka-
connected communities and Tribes, from
project-related effects to resources of
concern, including Minidoka WRC,
Minidoka NHS, and Native American
resources of concern. Could also impact
culturally important wildlife, vegetation,
or waters in a manner that diminishes
treaty rights.

The Japanese American and Minidoka-
connected communities and Tribes
would be subject to disproportionate high
and adverse effects from changes to the
setting, feeling, and visitor experience at
Minidoka WRC and Minidoka NHS and
to physical and non-physical impacts to
cultural resources.

Same as Alternative B except additional
avoidance and minimization measures
would further minimize potential physical
and non-physical impacts to Native
American resources of concern and
would further reduce or avoid visual
impacts to all environmental justice
populations.

Compared to Alternative B, fewer
environmental justice residences and
communities near the western siting
corridors and haul routes would be
subject to disproportionately high and
adverse effects due to the reduced
footprint of the siting corridors.
Compared to Alternatives D and E, more
environmental justice communities near
the southern and eastern siting corridors
would be subject to disproportionately
high and adverse effects.
Disproportionately high and adverse
impacts to the Japanese American
community and Tribes would still occur,
although the magnitude of potential
effects to them would be further reduced
compared to Alternative B due to the
smaller siting corridors footprint.

Compared to Alternatives B and C, fewer
environmental justice residences and
communities in the western and eastern
portions of the siting corridors would be
subject to disproportionately high and
adverse effects due to the reduced
footprint of the siting corridors.
Compared to Alternative E, the number
of impacted communities would be
similar, but the location of impacted
communities would differ.
Disproportionately high and adverse
impacts to the Japanese American
community and Tribes would still occur,
although the magnitude of impacts would
be further reduced in the eastern
corridors compared to Alternatives B and
C due to the reduced footprint of
corridors.

Compared to Alternatives B and C, fewer
environmental justice residences and
communities near the western and
southern siting corridors and haul routes
would be subject to disproportionately
high and adverse effects due to the
reduced footprint of the siting corridors.
Compared to Alternative D, the number
of impacted communities would be
similar, but the location of impacted
communities would differ.
Disproportionately high and adverse
impacts to the Japanese American
community and Tribes would still occur,
although impacts to the Japanese
American community would be further
reduced in the southern corridors
compared to Alternatives B and C due to
avoidance of the Minidoka WRC, and
impacts to the Native American
community would be the same as
Alternative D but spatially distributed
differently.

Compared to all other action alternatives,
fewer environmental justice residences
and communities would be subject to
disproportionately high and adverse
effects due to the smallest siting corridor
footprint.

Disproportionately high and adverse
impacts to the Japanese American
community and Tribes would still occur,
although impacts to the Japanese
American community would be further
reduced compared to all other action
alternatives due to avoidance of the
Minidoka WRC, and impacts to the
Native American community would be
further reduced due to the smaller siting
corridors footprint.

Community services, employment,
and housing availability (EIS
Appendix 15)

Increased demand for community
services such as public schools or law
enforcement during construction due to
short-term increased population (0.35%—
0.75% increase in total population during
construction). No long-term population
increase or demand for community
services (0.02%-0.07% increase in
population during operation).

Beneficial effects on community services
from increased tax revenues during 34-
year life of the project.

Same as Alternative B.

Same as Alternative B but reduced tax
revenues due to fewer turbines.

Same as Alternative B but reduced
construction work force (100-150 fewer
workers during construction and 3-13
fewer workers during operation) and
reduced tax revenues as compared to
Alternatives B and C due to fewer
turbines.

Same as Alternative B but reduced
construction work force and reduced tax
revenues as compared to Alternatives B
and C due to fewer turbines.

Same as Alternative B but reduced
construction work force and reduced tax
revenues as compared to Alternatives B
and C due to fewer turbines.
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Local and regional economy (EIS
Appendix 15)

Beneficial effects on local and regional
economy due to project-related spending
($277.80 million total economic output
per year of construction [similar for
decommissioning] and $15 million per
year of operation) and annual tax
revenues ($43.95 million per year of
construction [similar for
decommissioning] and $4.53 million per
year of operation).

Same as Alternative B.

Reduced economic output as compared
to Alternative B due to fewer turbines,
less equipment needs, and reduced
generation capacity.

Economic benefits (estimated economic
output and tax revenue) would be
reduced by 5%—-25% from Alternative B.

Reduced economic output as compared
to Alternatives B and C due to less
personnel, fewer turbines, less
equipment needs, and reduced
generation capacity.

Economic benefits (estimated economic
output and tax revenue) would be
reduced by 25%-50% from Alternative
B.

Same as Alternative D.

Same as Alternative D.

Residential property values (EIS
Appendix 15)

Potential decrease in residential property
value due to the proximity and visibility of
wind turbines for residences in the
immediate foreground (0-2 miles) and
foreground (2—10 miles) of the siting
corridors; however, the likelihood or
degree to which this may occur cannot
be predicted with any certainty.

Additional measures would further
reduce the potential for turbines to
visually impact surrounding residences
and therefore reduce the influence that
turbine visibility could have on property
values.

Same as Alternative B with Additional
Measures.

Same as Alternative B with Additional
Measures.

Same as Alternative B with Additional
Measures with the second-fewest
residences potentially affected.

Same as Alternative B with Additional
Measures with the fewest residences
potentially affected.

Fire and fuels management (main
EIS)

Highest likelihood of fire ignition because
largest ground-disturbance footprint:
9,114 acres.

Most fragmentation of fuels, which could
slow wildfire spread in the siting
corridors.*

Most grass-shrub (GS2) fuels in siting
corridors: 7,157 acres.

Most potential for nonnative invasive
plants, which alter fire regimes.

Most accessibility for on-the-ground fire
responders (because more roads).

Most changes to navigable airspace due
to the largest project footprint.

Range improvements could provide
additional water access points for
suppression activities.*

The project would limit the application
and effectiveness of fuels reduction and
habitat restoration projects that are part
of the integrated program of work
(IPOW).

Same as Alternative B except additional
measures would reduce the potential for
equipment and operation-related
ignitions, therefore reducing the
frequency of fires related to project
activities.

Second-highest likelihood of fire ignition
because second-largest ground-
disturbance footprint: 6,953 acres.

Second-most fragmentation of fuels,
which could slow wildfire spread in the
siting corridors.*

Second-fewest GS2 fuels in siting
corridors: 4,258 acres.

Second-highest potential for nonnative
invasive plants, which alter fire regimes.

Second-most accessibility for on-the-
ground fire responders (because more
roads).t

Second-most changes to navigable
airspace due to the larger project
footprint.

Range improvements could provide
additional water access points for
suppression activities.*

Impacts on IPOW treatments would be
similar to Alternative B with Additional
Measures.

Second-lowest likelihood of fire ignition
because smallest ground-disturbance
footprint: 4,838 acres.

Second-lowest fragmentation of fuels,
which could slow wildfire spread in the
siting corridors.*

Second-most GS2 fuels in siting
corridors: 4,299 acres.

Second-lowest potential for nonnative
invasive plants, which alter fire regimes.

Second-least accessibility for on-ground
fire responders (because fewer roads).’

Third-least changes to navigable
airspace due to the smaller project
footprint.

Least availability of water access points
for fire suppression.

Impacts on IPOW treatments would be
similar to Alternative B with Additional
Measures.

Third-lowest likelihood of fire ignition
because smaller ground-disturbance
footprint: 5,136 acres.

Third-lowest fragmentation of fuels,
which could slow wildfire spread in the
siting corridors.*

Second-lowest GS2 fuels in siting
corridors: 2,434 acres.

Third-lowest potential for nonnative

invasive plants, which alter fire regimes.

Third-least accessibility for on-ground
fire responders (because fewer roads).’

Second-least changes to navigable
airspace due to the smallest project
footprint.

Least availability of water access points
for fire suppression.*

Impacts on IPOW treatments would be
similar to Alternative B with Additional
Measures.

Fewest siting corridors so lowest risk of
human-caused ignition (4,492 acres of
ground disturbance), greater fuel
continuity, and more area unchanged
from existing fire regime and rate of
spread.

Fewest GS2 fuels (2,244 acres) and
lowest ignition probability.

Lowest potential for spread and
establishment of invasives.

Lower risk of wildfire ignition, a
potentially higher potential for wildfire
spread, a reduced wildfire ground
response capacity, an increased aerial
wildfire suppression capacity, and a
lower risk from impacts of invasive
plants.

Less fragmented landscape with a higher
degree of fuel continuity, potentially
increasing the risk of wildfire spread.

Least accessibility for on-the-ground fire
responders (because fewer roads)."

Fewest changes to navigable airspace
due to the smallest project footprint.

Fewer anthropogenic incursions,
decreasing the frequency and volume of
human-caused ignitions; less need for
fire response.

Impacts on IPOW treatments would be
similar to Alternative B with Additional
Measures.
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Land use and realty (EIS Appendix
15)

Compatible with agricultural zoning
districts but may conflict with residential,
recreational, or natural resource uses,
which would be subject to review and
further consideration through the
counties’ permitting processes.

The siting corridors would overlap 4,449
acres of Minidoka WRC. Turbine
installation in these areas would not be
in conformance with the BLM’s interim
management for Minidoka WRC as a
potential area of critical environmental
concern (ACEC). MVE would need to
shift the proposed turbines from within
Minidoka WRC to other Alternative B
turbine siting corridors or develop
compensatory mitigation to be in
conformance with the BLM’s interim
management.

Siting corridors would overlap 143.0
acres of designated ROW corridors;
however, infrastructure would be sited to
avoid impacting existing ROW corridors.
Existing land uses may be temporarily
precluded from the siting corridors
(84,051 acres) for temporary durations
and would be permanently precluded
where permanent infrastructure is sited
(9,114 acres).

Would be designed to minimize
interference with communication
systems and adhere to FAA
requirements.

Would introduce new obstructions to the
analysis area and is likely to have some
adverse impact on airspace; however,
would not significantly impact aerial
operations or reduce the usefulness of
the existing overlying FAA airspace,

except for within 500 feet of obstructions.

No significant impact to the use of the
identified and registered airports in the
analysis area.

Same as Alternative B except additional
avoidance and minimization measures to
coordinate with FAA and avoid
electromagnetic field interference at
communication sites would reduce the
potential for land use conflicts between
Alternative B and communication
systems or FAA uses.

Compared to Alternative B, potential for
aviation impacts would be further
minimized through increased
coordination with the FAA, regional
airports, and aviation-related
stakeholders.

Same as Alternative B with Additional
Measures but reduced potential for
conflicts with existing authorization
holders and future land use requests in
the western project vicinity due to smaller
project footprint:

18,836 less siting acres in siting
corridor.

2,161 less acres of long-term land
use conversions.

49.1 less acres of overlap with
designated ROW corridors.

Alternative C would not be in conflict with
the BLM’s interim management of the
potential ACEC for Minidoka WRC
because the Alternative C turbine siting
corridors do not overlap Minidoka WRC.

Impacts to communication sites would be
the same as Alternative B with Additional
Measures.

Same aviation impacts as Alternative B
except impacts would be reduced by
approximately 22% due to the reduced
footprint of siting corridors and total
number of turbines.

Same as Alternative C but reduced
potential for conflicts with existing
authorization holders and future land use
requests, particularly east of Hidden
Valley Road:

16,618 less siting acres in siting
corridor.

2,115 less acres of long-term land
use conversions.

36.2 less acres of overlap with
designated ROW corridors.

Similar to Alternative B, this alternative
would not be in conformance with the
BLM'’s interim management for Minidoka
WRC as a potential ACEC. However,
Alternative D siting corridors would affect
2,690 less acres of Minidoka WRC than
Alternative B.

Same aviation impacts as Alternative B
except impacts would be reduced by
approximately 42% due to the reduced
footprint of siting corridors and total
number of turbines.

Same as Alternative C but reduced
potential for conflicts with existing
authorization holders and future land use
requests, particularly in the southern
portion of the project near Minidoka
NHS:

14,535 less siting acres in siting
corridor.

1,817 less acres of long-term land
use conversions.

10.2 less acres of overlap with
designated ROW corridors.

Similar to Alternative C, this alternative
would not be in conflict with the BLM’s
interim management of the potential
ACEC for Minidoka WRC because the
turbine siting corridors do not overlap
Minidoka WRC.

Same aviation impacts as Alternative B
except impacts would be reduced by
approximately 40% due the reduced
footprint of siting corridors and total
number of turbines.

Same as Alternative C but reduced
potential for conflicts with existing
authorization holders and future land use
requests, particularly in the southern
portion of the project near Minidoka
NHS:

20,447 less siting acres in siting
corridor.

2,461 less acres of long-term land
use conversions.

12.5 less acres of overlap with
designated ROW corridors.

Similar to Alternative C, this alternative
would not be in conflict with the BLM’s
interim management of the potential
ACEC for Minidoka WRC because the
turbine siting corridors do not overlap
Minidoka WRC.

Same aviation impacts as Alternative B
except impacts would be reduced by
approximately 47% due to the reduced
footprint of siting corridors and total
number of turbines. Depending upon the
final turbine layout, the Preferred
Alternative’s maximum tip height of 660
feet for all turbines may further reduce
impacts.

Grazing allotments and range
socioeconomics (EIS Appendix 15)

Minor long-term (1.3% or less) and
permanent (less than 1%) reductions in
acreage of eight BLM grazing allotments
due to infrastructure disturbance.

Temporary, long-term, and permanent
reduced forage availability, which would
vary in magnitude for individual
permittees (from 0% to 34.9%).

There is the potential for reduced
income, profitability, and economic
stability for grazing permittees in seven
grazing allotments during construction
and decommissioning and eight
allotments during operation and final
reclamation due to temporary and long-
term forage reductions, which could
affect the broader livestock grazing
community.

Sufficient AUMs are available to provide
grazing for all permitted sheep AUMs.

Same as Alternative B except additional
avoidance and minimization measures
would 1) reduce the potential for weeds
to replace desirable forage and 2) further
minimize the potential reduction in
livestock forage and therefore reduce
impacts to the livestock grazing
economy.

Reduced forage availability in five
allotments instead of eight under
Alternative B. Throughout the project,
less acres and forage availability would
be affected in the North Milner allotment
and more acres and forage availability
would be affected in the Camp |
allotment under Alternative C than under
Alternative B. The impacts to the Sid
Butte allotment would be the same, and
there would be less acres affected in the
Star Lake allotment.

There would be a reduced magnitude of
impacts to grazing permittees and the
livestock grazing community compared
to Alternative B (impacts would be
lessened by 9% during construction and
decommissioning, 22% during operation
and final reclamation, and 24% post-
project).

Reduction in forage availability in five
allotments. Flat Top, Hunt, and
Wildhorse allotments would not have any
change in forage availability, and the
acreage of the Sid Butte allotment (and
forage availability) affected would be the
least of all action alternatives.

There would be a reduced magnitude of
impacts to grazing permittees and the
livestock grazing community compared
to Alternative B (lessened by 69% during
construction and decommissioning, 40%
during operation and final reclamation,
and 39% post-project as compared to
Alternative B).

Reduction in forage availability in four
allotments. Flat Top, Hunt, South Milner,
and Wildhorse allotments would not have
any changes in forage availability, and
the acreage of the Star Lake allotment
(and forage availability) affected would
be the second least of all action
alternatives.

There would be a reduced magnitude of
impacts to grazing permittees and the
livestock grazing community compared
to Alternative B (lessened by 17% during
construction and decommissioning, 41%
during operation and final reclamation,
and 41% post-project as compared to
Alternative B).

Reduction in forage availability in four
allotments, similar to Alternative E. Flat
Top, Hunt, South Milner, and Wildhorse
allotments would not have any changes
in forage availability, and the acreage of
the Star Lake allotment (and forage
availability) affected would be the least of
all action alternatives.

There would be a reduced magnitude of
impacts to grazing permittees and the
livestock grazing community compared
to Alternative B (lessened by 33% during
construction and decommissioning, 54%
during operation and final reclamation,
and 54% post-project as compared to
Alternative B).
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Sheep permittees may need to be
accommodated off-site during
construction and reclamation at the
discretion of each permittee.

Physiological effects to livestock
(EIS Appendix 15)

Potential for physiological effects to
livestock from noise and blasting during
construction and decommissioning.

Same as Alternative B.

Potential for physiological effects to
livestock would be the same as
Alternative B except that only seven
allotments would have work area or
infrastructure disturbance. The Flat Top
allotment would not be impacted.

Least overall potential for physiological
effects in the Sid Butte allotment due to
the smallest disturbance within that
allotment. Only six allotments would
have work area or infrastructure
disturbance. Flat Top and Wildhorse
allotments would not be impacted.

Potential for physiological effects to
livestock would be the same as
Alternative B except only five allotments
would have work area or infrastructure
disturbance. Flat Top, Hunt, and South
Milner allotments would not be impacted.

The potential for physiological effects
would be the same as Alternative E
except the Preferred Alternative would
result in the fewest potential stressors to
livestock because the least number of
acres of allotments would be affected.
Within the Sid Butte and Star Lake
allotments, there would be 22% and 6%
less acres (respectively) affected
compared to Alternative E, whereas the
effects in the Camp |, North Milner, and
Wildhorse allotments would be the same
as Alternative E.

Paleontological resources (EIS
Appendix 15)

Possible loss of paleontological
resources through disturbance to
geologic units with high or moderate
potential to yield fossils (Quaternary-age
alluvial and lacustrine [or playa]
deposits).

Same as Alternatives B except additional
avoidance and minimization measures
would reduce or avoid impacts to cave
deposits and ensure that unknown
paleontological resources are analyzed
and mitigated if necessary.

Same as Alternative B with Additional
Measures but reduced magnitude of
impacts because slightly less acres of
potential disturbance to Quaternary-age
alluvial and lacustrine (or playa)
deposits.

More potential for impacts to Quaternary-
age alluvial and lacustrine (or playa)
deposits than Alternatives D, E, and the
Preferred Alternative.

Same as Alternative B with Additional
Measures but least potential for impacts
to Quaternary-age alluvial and lacustrine
(or playa) deposits and potential
paleontological resources they may
contain.

Same as Alternative B with Additional
Measures but reduced magnitude of
impacts because slightly less acres of
potential disturbance to Quaternary-age
alluvial and lacustrine (or playa)
deposits.

More potential for impacts to Quaternary-
age alluvial and lacustrine (or playa)
deposits than Alternative D and the
Preferred Alternative.

Same as Alternative B with Additional
Measures but reduced magnitude of
impacts because slightly less acres of
potential disturbance to Quaternary-age
alluvial and lacustrine (or playa)
deposits.

More potential for impacts to Quaternary-

age alluvial and lacustrine (or playa)
deposits than Alternative D.

Pollinators (EIS Appendix 15)

Largest ground-disturbance footprint
(5,667 acres) and most new and
improved access roads in native
vegetation communities, as well as the
most turbines. Would result in the most
habitat loss or alteration, most
displacement of pollinators, and the most
injury or mortality from collisions with
turbines or vehicles and from herbicide
exposure.

Would affect individual pollinators but
unlikely to cause a loss in population
viability.

Same as Alternative B except additional
avoidance and minimization measures
would minimize impacts to pollinator
habitat and restrict the use of herbicides
that may be harmful to pollinators.

Same as Alternative B with Additional
Measures except reduced ground
disturbance (4,355 acres) and access
road construction in native vegetation
communities and fewer turbines.
Therefore, less loss or alteration of
pollinator habitat, less displacement of
pollinators, and less injury or mortality
from collisions with turbines or vehicles
and from herbicide exposure.

Same as Alternative C except least
ground disturbance (2,995 acres) and
access road construction in native
vegetation communities; only Alternative
E and the Preferred Alternative would
have fewer turbines. Therefore, least
loss or alteration of pollinator habitat,
least displacement of pollinators, and
least injury or mortality from collisions
with vehicles or herbicide exposure. Only
Alternative E and the Preferred
Alternative would result in less injury or
mortality of pollinators from collisions
with turbines.

Same as Alternative C but reduced
ground disturbance (3,522 acres) and
access road construction in native
vegetation communities; second-least
turbines of the action alternatives.
Therefore, less alteration of pollinator
habitat, pollinator displacement, and
injury or mortality from vehicle collisions
or herbicide exposure than Alternatives
B and C, but more than Alternative D
and the Preferred Alternative. Second-
least injury or mortality of pollinators from
collisions with turbines.

Same as Alternative C but reduced
ground disturbance (3,085 acres) and
access road construction in native
vegetation communities; fewest turbines
of the action alternatives. Therefore,
second-least loss or alteration of
pollinator habitat, pollinator
displacement, and injury or mortality from
vehicle collisions or herbicide exposure.
Least injury or mortality of pollinators
from collisions with turbines

St. Anthony sand dune tiger beetle
(EIS Appendix 15)

0.63 acre of St. Anthony sand dune tiger
beetle habitat loss, alteration, and
fragmentation from ground disturbance
and direct injury or mortality from
crushing. Unlikely to cause, or contribute
to, a trend toward listing under the ESA.

Same as Alternative B except additional
avoidance and minimization measures
would minimize effects to the tiger beetle
and its habitat by further limiting
disturbance in potential habitat and
restricting pesticide applications.

Same as Alternative B with Additional
Measures.

Same as Alternative B with Additional
Measures except 0.04 less acre of
ground disturbance in St. Anthony sand
dune tiger beetle habitat.

Same as Alternative B with Additional
Measures except 0.03 less acre of
ground disturbance in St. Anthony sand
dune tiger beetle habitat.

Same as Alternative D.

Monarch butterfly (EIS Appendix
15)

Loss or alteration of 11% of modeled
monarch breeding habitat in the siting
corridors from ground disturbance
(greatest of the action alternatives).
Greatest amount of new and improved
access roads in modeled monarch
breeding habitat and associated injury or
mortality from vehicle collisions and
herbicide applications.

May affect individual monarch butterfly
and localized habitat.

Same as Alternative B except additional
avoidance and minimization measures
would minimize effects by implementing
monarch butterfly clearance surveys
prior to construction, maintenance, or
decommissioning activities that occur
from May through October; reducing the
need for herbicide applications by
minimizing the potential for introduction
and spread of invasive plant species,
which may degrade habitat; and avoiding
the use of insecticides and pesticides.

Same as Alternative B with Additional
Measures except second-greatest
amount (10%) of modeled monarch
breeding habitat in the siting corridors
removed or altered.

Slightly reduced amount of new and
improved access roads in modeled
monarch breeding habitat and
associated injury or mortality from
vehicle collisions and herbicide
applications.

Same as Alternative C except least
amount (3%) of modeled monarch
breeding habitat in the siting corridors
removed or altered. Least injury or
mortality from vehicle collisions and
herbicide applications due to fewest
miles of access road construction in
modeled monarch breeding habitat.

Same as Alternative C but only 9% of
modeled monarch breeding habitat in the
siting corridors removed or altered.

Slightly reduced amount of new and
improved access roads in modeled
monarch breeding habitat and
associated injury or mortality from
vehicle collisions and herbicide
applications compared to Alternatives B,
C, and the Preferred Alternative but
much greater amount than Alternative D.

Approximately the same amount (9%) of
modeled monarch breeding habitat in the
siting corridors removed or altered as
Alternative E.

Slightly reduced amount of new and
improved access roads in modeled
monarch breeding habitat and
associated injury or mortality from
vehicle collisions and herbicide
applications compared to Alternatives B,
C, and E but much greater amount than
Alternative D
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BLM special-status bumble bees
(EIS Appendix 15)

Similar impacts to pollinators described
above, except that existing bumble bee
nests or rodent burrows that could be
used by nesting bumble bees could also
be destroyed by ground-disturbing
activities in native vegetation
communities. Thus, localized effects on
BLM special-status bumble bee
populations and their general abundance
are unlikely to cause, or contribute to, a
trend toward listing under the ESA.

Same as Alternative B except additional
avoidance and minimization measures
would minimize effects to BLM special-
status bumble bee by requiring
clearance surveys prior to construction,
maintenance, or decommissioning
activities that occur from May through
October, reducing the need for herbicide
applications by minimizing the potential
for introduction and spread of invasive
plant species, which may degrade
bumble bee habitat, and avoiding the
use of insecticides and pesticides.

Same as Alternative B with Additional
Measures except reduced magnitude of
effects because reduced ground
disturbance in native vegetation
communities.

Same as Alternative C except lowest
magnitude of effects from alteration of
pollinator habitat, displacement of
pollinators, and injury or mortality from
collisions with vehicles or herbicide
exposure because least ground
disturbance in native vegetation
communities.

Reduced magnitude of effects compared
to Alternatives B and C because reduced
ground disturbance in native vegetation
communities.

Reduced magnitude of effects compared
to Alternatives B, C, and E because
reduced ground disturbance in native
vegetation communities.

Recreation (EIS Appendix 15)

Temporary restriction of public access
for hunting and trapping and off-highway
vehicle use in siting corridors during
construction. Creation of new off-
highway vehicle use access and
opportunities in siting corridors over the
long term.

Public lands to remain open to hunting
and access improved, but hunting
opportunities diminished in the affected
game management units (GMUSs) due to
biological effects to game species during
operation.

Same as Alternative B except additional
avoidance and minimization measures
would reduce the potential for biological
effects to big game and other wildlife
species that would diminish hunting
opportunities.

Same as Alternative B with Additional
Measures except reduced magnitude of
impacts due to smaller siting corridor
footprint and reduced potential for habitat
fragmentation, particularly north of ID 24
and in the western portion of siting
corridors.

Reduced operational access
improvements due to fewer miles of new
roads and fewer miles of improved roads
compared to Alternative B.

Same as Alternative C but further
reduced effects to hunting and trapping
access and opportunities in GMU 53 due
to the removal of the siting corridors east
of Crestview Road.

Second-fewest effects to hunting and
trapping access and opportunities.

Same as Alternative D except siting
corridors retained east of Crestview
Road but not in the southwestern portion
of the project.

Same as Alternative D, but further
reduced effects to hunting and trapping
access and opportunities due to the
removal of the southern siting corridors.

Fewest effects to hunting and trapping
access and opportunities.

Soils (EIS Appendix 15)

Ground disturbance (9,114 acres) would
impact soils through loss of vegetation,
topsoil mixing, burial and compaction of
soil crusts, soil horizon mixing, and
seedbank disturbance. 1,965 acres
permanent disturbance in very fragile
soils where reclamation potential is
limited, where concrete foundations
remain post-project, and where roads
are left in place.

Applicant-committed measures would
reduce, but not eliminate, impacts on
soails.

Same as Alternative B except additional
avoidance and minimization measures
would further reduce impacts to soils and
plant growth materials by reducing the
potential disturbance to farmland and
wet soils and by extending all applicant-
committed measures for construction to
apply to operation and maintenance
phases and decommissioning.

Same as Alternative B with Additional
Measures but fewer impacts to sensitive
soails, soil health, and plant growth
material quantity and quality due to fewer
acres of ground disturbance (6,953
acres) and reduced permanent ground
disturbance (1,602 acres).

Same as Alternative B with Additional
Measures but second-smallest ground-
disturbance footprint (4,838 acres) and
reduced permanent disturbance

(1,301 acres), therefore fewer impacts to
sensitive soils, soil health, and plant
growth material quantity and quality.

Same as Alternative B with Additional
Measures but fewer impacts to sensitive
soails, soil health, and plant growth
material quantity and quality due to less
acres of ground disturbance (5,136
acres) and second-least acres of
permanent disturbance (1,270 acres).

Same as Alternative B with Additional
Measures but fewest impacts to sensitive
soils, soil health, and plant growth
material quantity and quality due to least
acres of ground disturbance (4,492
acres) and least acres of permanent
disturbance (1,115 acres).

Transportation (EIS Appendix 15)

Construction would impact traffic
patterns through increased vehicle and
heavy haul trips, as well as temporary
lane closures, detours, and increased
congestion and travel times.

Operation traffic would have no
noticeable effect on existing roadways
within the analysis area, and existing
level of service (LOS) would remain
unchanged.

Greatest traffic impacts of the action
alternatives.

Same as Alternative B except additional
avoidance and minimization measures
would reduce traffic pattern impacts by
extending MVE’s applicant-committed
measures related to roads and traffic to
all project phases, including
maintenance during operation and
decommissioning and limiting
operational traffic volumes associated
with winter road maintenance. Due to the
extended duration of construction and
decommissioning from 2 to 3 years, it
would have the greatest construction-
and decommissioning- related traffic
impacts of all action alternatives.

Same as Alternative B with additional
measures. The quantity of traffic and
changes in annual average daily traffic
(AADT) are higher than Alternative B
(without additional measures) and may
further degrade the forecasted LOS.

Fewest construction- and
decommissioning-related traffic impacts
of the action alternatives.

Approximately 18% fewer trips than
Alternative B (without additional
measures) and fewer changes in AADT,
which would reduce the potential for
degraded LOS conditions.

Construction-related traffic would be less
than Alternative C but greater than
Alternatives B (without additional
measures), D, and the Preferred
Alternative. Decommissioning traffic
impacts would be fewer than Alternatives
B (without additional measures) and C
but greater than Alternative D and the
Preferred Alternative.

Same types and magnitude of traffic
impacts as Alternative D.

Second-fewest construction- and
decommissioning-related traffic impacts
of the action alternatives.

Approximately 8% fewer trips than
Alternative B (without additional
measures) and fewer changes in AADT,
which would reduce the potential for
degraded LOS conditions.
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Native upland vegetation
communities (EIS Appendix 15)

Greatest loss or alteration of native
upland vegetation communities from
ground disturbance (5,473 acres) and
greatest disturbance of native upland
vegetation communities in very fragile
soils (131 acres) where reclamation is
unlikely to be successful.

Interim reclamation of temporarily
disturbed work areas and final
reclamation following decommissioning
would be required to meet BLM success
criteria, which would minimize the
potential impacts to native upland
vegetation communities.

Same as Alternative B except additional
avoidance and minimization measures
would reduce impacts to native upland
vegetation communities by expediting
interim reclamation in temporary work
areas and by expanding noxious weed
control measures to apply to other
invasive plants.

Same as Alternative B with Additional
Measures except less loss or alteration
of native upland vegetation communities
from ground disturbance (4,199 acres)
and less disturbance of native upland
vegetation communities in very fragile
soils (106 acres) where reclamation is
unlikely to be successful.

Same as Alternative C except least loss
or alteration of native upland vegetation
communities from ground disturbance
(2,895 acres) and second-least
disturbance of native upland vegetation
communities in very fragile soils

(77 acres) where reclamation is unlikely
to be successful.

Same as Alternative C except less loss
or alteration of native upland vegetation
communities from ground disturbance
(3,410 acres) and less disturbance of
native upland vegetation communities in
very fragile soils (88 acres) where
reclamation is unlikely to be successful.

Same as Alternative C except second-
least loss or alteration of native upland
vegetation communities from ground
disturbance (2,988 acres) and least
disturbance of native upland vegetation
communities in very fragile soils

(45 acres) where reclamation is unlikely
to be successful.

BLM special-status plants (EIS
Appendix 15)

No BLM special-status plants
documented in siting corridors.

Most ground disturbance (9,114 acres)
and therefore greatest potential to impact
unidentified populations of BLM special-
status plants. Greatest amount of
potential habitat for BLM special-status
plants removed or altered.

Potential impacts to unidentified BLM
special-status plant populations
minimized through implementation of
preconstruction clearance surveys.

Compensatory mitigation may be
required if disturbance to any BLM
special-status plant populations identified
during preconstruction surveys is not
avoided.

Same as Alternative B except additional
avoidance and minimization measures
would reduce effects by prohibiting
activities to proceed where BLM special-
status plants could be affected until it is
determined that the loss of individual
plants or populations would not
contribute to a trend toward federal
listing, or that sufficient mitigation
measures (which may include
compensatory mitigation) have been
implemented to reverse such a trend.

Would minimize the potential for the
project to cause, or contribute to, a trend
toward federal listing for BLM special-
status plants.

Same as Alternative B with Additional
Measures except ground disturbance
(6,953 acres) reduced by 24% compared
to Alternative B and less potential for
impacts to BLM special-status plants and
their habitat.

Same as Alternative B with Additional
Measures except ground disturbance
(4,838 acres) reduced by 47% compared
to Alternative B and the second-least
potential for impacts to BLM special-
status plants and their habitat.

Same as Alternative B with Additional
Measures except ground disturbance
(5,136 acres) reduced by 44% compared
to Alternative B and less potential for
impacts to BLM special-status plants and
their habitat.

Same as Alternative B with Additional
Measures except ground disturbance
(4,492 acres) reduced by 51% compared
to Alternative B and the least potential
for impacts to BLM special-status plants
and their habitat.

Landscape character and scenic
integrity (main EIS)

Project components visible from a large
area surrounding the project. Potential to
result in a major degree of visual change
when viewed from the immediate
foreground (0—2 miles) with
approximately 99% of the visible acres
affected and a moderate degree of visual
change to the foreground (2-10 miles)
with approximately 85 to 90% of visible
acres affected.

Same as Alternative B except additional
avoidance and minimization measures
slightly reduce visual contrast on the
landscape.

Similar effects to scenic quality and the
degree of visual change as Alternative B
with Additional Measures for both turbine
heights (545 and 740 feet). Project
components visible from immediate
foreground (0—2 miles) with
approximately 99% (both turbine heights)
of visual areas affected (same as
Alternative B) and decreased degree of
visual change within foreground (2—-10
miles) with approximately 80% (545-foot
turbines) to 85% (740-foot turbines) of
visible acres affected (a 5% decrease
from Alternative B).

Viewers along western edge of siting
corridors would experience a decreased
degree of visual change, including views
at sensitive viewing locations like
Minidoka NHS, Peaks to Craters Scenic
Byway, and Wilson Butte Cave. Reduced
visual change due to increased distance
(between 1.0 and 4.7 miles per KOP
compared to Alternative B) from the
project.

Smaller overall area with turbine siting
corridors compared to Alternatives B and
C. Effects to scenic quality and degree of
visual change would be less than
Alternatives B and C. Project
components would be visible from
immediate foreground (0—2 miles) with
approximately 98% (545-foot turbines) to
99% (740-foot turbines) of visible acres
affected (similar to or 1% less than
Alternative B). Within foreground (2-10
miles), decreased degree of visual
change with approximately 75% (545-
foot turbines) to 80% (740-foot turbines)
of visible acres affected (an 8% to 10%
decrease from Alternative B).

Smaller overall turbine corridor areas
would have reduced visual change to
viewers from the eastern and western
edge, including sensitive viewing
locations like Minidoka NHS, Milner
Historic Recreation Area, Wilson Butte
Cave, and the Laidlaw Airstrip. Reduced
visual change due to increased distance
(between 0.8 and 5.2 miles per KOP
compared to Alternative B) from the
project.

Similar footprint size to Alternative D so
overall total degree of visual change less
than Alternatives B and C. Project
components would be visible from
immediate foreground (0—2 miles) with
approximately 98% (545-foot turbines) to
99% (740-foot turbines) of visible acres
affected (similar to or 1% less than
Alternative B). Within foreground (2-10
miles), decreased degree of visual
change with approximately 78% (545-
foot turbines) to 83% (740-foot turbines)
of visible acres affected (a 7% decrease
from Alternative B).

Lower impacts to sensitive viewing
locations, including Minidoka NHS,
Milner Historic Recreation Area, Wilson
Butte Cave, and the Laidlaw Airstrip.
Reduced visual change due to increased
distance (between 1.6 and 7.2 miles per
KOP compared to Alternative B) from the
project from the reduced southern
turbine corridors.

Similar footprint size to Alternative D and
E so overall total degree of visual
change less than Alternatives B and C.
Project components would be visible with
99% of the analysis area in the
immediate foreground, 84% of the
foreground, 74% of the middleground,
and 63% of the background.

Effects to scenic quality would be similar
to Alternative E with reduced impacts to
Minidoka NHS Block 22 Barracks (KOP
2). The overall footprint of the project is
reduced compared to all alternatives.

Visual impacts to KOPs for the Preferred
Alternative would be similar to or less
than Alternative E due to the removal of
turbines near Minidoka NHS and WRC
(KOPs 1, 2 and 16). Minidoka Block 22
Barracks (KOP 2) shows reduced
impacts compared to Alternative B, C,
and D but similar to Alternative E. The
number of turbines would be similar to
Alternative D with the maximum turbine
height (740 feet) but would be shorter
under the Preferred Alternative (660
feet).
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Night skies (main EIS)

Would add new sources of artificial light
during the construction phase and is
anticipated to remain at a similar level to
the current conditions of scattered light
from nearby towns. Lighting would be
installed at seven new substations,
battery energy storage areas, and
operation and maintenance facilities.
Turbine lighting would be controlled by
an ADLS system, which would keep
aviation lighting off approximately 92% of
the time. Night sky impacts at any given
time would likely be less than scenario 5.

Same as Alternative B.

Similar changes in brightness as
Alternative B with reduced impacts to
viewers at KOPs 1, 2, 12, 13, 14, and 15.

Similar night sky conditions as
Alternative C. There would be reduced
night sky impacts to KOPs 1, 2, 4, 10,
13, and 16 and travel routes as
compared to Alternative B.

Similar night sky impacts as Alternative
C and D. There would be reduced night
sky impacts to KOPs 1, 2, 3, 4, 10, and
16 compared to Alternative B.

Similar impacts to Alternative E. Night
sky impacts would be reduced compared
to Alternative B to viewers on the
northern edge of the project at KOPs 7
and 8 and on the southeastern edge of
the project at KOPs 3 and 4. Night sky
impacts would be decreased near the
Minidoka NHS KOPs (KOPs 1, 2, and
16) compared to Alternative B, C, and D.

Shadow flicker (EIS Appendix 15)

Out of 104 residences in the analysis
area, up to 10 residences could be
affected by shadow flicker under the 3-
MW alternative and up to eight
residences could be affected by shadow
flicker under the 6-MW alternative.

Same as Alternative B except additional
avoidance and minimization measures
would slightly reduce shadow flicker
effects.

Out of 104 residences in the analysis
area, up to seven residences could be
affected by shadow flicker under the 3-
MW alternative, and up to six residences
could potentially be affected by shadow
flicker under the 6-MW alternative.

Out of the 104 in the analysis area, up to
nine residences could be affected by
shadow flicker under the 3-MW
alternative, and up to eight residences
could be affected by shadow flicker
under the 6-MW alternative.

Out of the 104 residences in the analysis
area, up to five residences could be
affected by shadow flicker for both the 3-
and 6-MW alternative.

Out of 104 residences in the analysis
area, only three residences could be
affected by shadow flicker as compared
to the 3- and 6-MW turbine heights for
Alternatives B, C, D, and E. Two
residences would be affected for more
than 30 hours, and one residence would
be affected for fewer than 30 hours. The
Preferred Alternative would have the
lowest number of residences affected by
shadow flicker compared to all other
alternatives. This is less than
approximately 3% of residences in the
analysis area.

Groundwater quantity (EIS
Appendix 15)

Total water use: approximately 589 acre-
feet over 34 years.

Project groundwater wells: six during
construction; four to remain open during
operation and decommissioning.

Idaho consumptive irrigation requirement
would require the water rights user
where water would be purchased to
pause irrigation on 123 acres annually
for 2 years during construction.

Groundwater use measurable, but not
apparent to adjacent water users due to
rapid groundwater recharge, including
during highest project groundwater use
(construction). Would not impact aquifer
recharge to the Snake River.

Total water use: approximately 839 acre-
feet over 36 years.

Project groundwater wells: same as
Alternative B.

Idaho consumptive irrigation requirement
would require the water rights user
where water would be purchased to
pause irrigation on 123 acres annually
for 3 years during construction.

Effects to existing groundwater wells
near project (very small drawdowns)
similar to Alternative B.

Additional avoidance and minimization
measures would further reduce impacts
to groundwater quantity by ensuring
existing conditions are thoroughly
understood before construction so
potential impacts can be avoided.

Total water use: approximately 805 acre-
feet over 36 years.

Project groundwater wells: five during
construction; four to remain open during
operation and decommissioning.

Idaho consumptive irrigation requirement
would require the water rights user
where water would be purchased to
pause irrigation on 118 acres annually
for 3 years during construction.

Effects to existing groundwater wells
near project (very small drawdowns)
similar to Alternative B.

Additional avoidance and minimization
measures same as Alternative B with
Additional Measures.

Total water use: approximately 608 acre-
feet over 36 years.

Project groundwater wells: four during all
project phases.

Idaho consumptive irrigation requirement
would require the water rights user
where water would be purchased to
pause irrigation on 90 acres annually for
3 years during construction.

Effects to existing groundwater wells
near project (very small drawdowns)
similar to Alternative B.

Additional avoidance and minimization
measures same as Alternative B with
Additional Measures.

Total water use: approximately 591 acre-
feet over 36 years.

Project groundwater wells: four during all
project phases.

Idaho consumptive irrigation requirement
would require the water rights user
where water would be purchased to
pause irrigation on 87 acres annually for
3 years during construction.

Effects to existing groundwater wells
near project (very small drawdowns)
similar to Alternative B.

Additional avoidance and minimization
measures same as Alternative B with
Additional Measures.

Total water use: approximately 528 acre-
feet over 36 years.

Project groundwater wells: four during all
project phases.

Idaho consumptive irrigation requirement
would require the water rights user
where water would be purchased to
pause irrigation on 77 acres annually for
3 years during construction.

Effects to existing groundwater wells
near project (very small drawdowns)
similar to Alternative B.

Additional avoidance and minimization
measures same as Alternative B with
Additional Measures.

Physical integrity of existing
groundwater wells and canals (EIS
Appendix 15)

Shallow wells (especially those without a
steel casing or top sealing) within close
proximity to blast sites could be impacted
by blasting. Applicant-committed
measures (site-specific geotechnical
evaluation, pre- and post-blast surveys
of wells within 300 feet of a blast,
monitoring blasting activities within 300
feet of a well with a seismograph, and
properly designed blasting plan) would
minimize or avoid impacts.

Number of wells within 1,000 feet of
siting corridors: 72.

Additional avoidance and minimization
measures would further reduce impacts
to the physical integrity of existing
groundwater wells and canals. Additional
measures would require additional pre-
blast inspections and reviews and
implement a larger blast avoidance area.

Number of wells within 1,000 feet of
siting corridors: 72.

Same types of effects as Alternative B
with Additional Measures but extent
would be less because less blasting
would be required (because there would
be fewer turbines); therefore, less
potential for impacts to existing
groundwater wells and canals from
blasting.

Number of wells within 1,000 feet of
siting corridors: 54.

Same types of effects as Alternative C
but extent would be less because less
blasting would be required (because
there would be fewer turbines);
therefore, less potential for impacts to
existing groundwater wells and canals
from blasting.

Number of wells within 1,000 feet of
siting corridors: 21.

Same types of effects as Alternative C
but extent would be less because less
blasting would be required (because
there would be fewer turbines);
therefore, less potential for impacts to
existing groundwater wells and canals
from blasting.

Number of wells within 1,000 feet of
siting corridors: 49.

Same types of effects as Alternative C
but extent would be less because less
blasting would be required (because
there would be fewer turbines);
therefore, less potential for impacts to
existing groundwater wells and canals
from blasting.

Number of wells within 1,000 feet of
siting corridors: 53.
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Resource/lssue

Alternative B
(Proposed Action)

Alternative B (Proposed Action) with
Additional Measures

Alternative C
(Reduced Western Corridors)

Alternative D
(Centralized Corridors)

Alternative E
(Reduced Southern Corridors)

Preferred Alternative

Groundwater quality (EIS Appendix
15)

Project blasting could encounter
groundwater in areas where the depth to
groundwater is shallow or where there is
a perched aquifer, which could create a
pathway for surface water to mix with
groundwater.

A site-specific geotechnical evaluation of
each turbine and infrastructure site
would be completed prior to construction;
this would help identify areas with
shallow groundwater. MVE’s final
Blasting Plan would be designed to
accommodate the hydrogeologic
conditions and existing wells or other
underground infrastructure in the area.

No turbines would be placed within 1,000
feet of irrigation canals.

Additional avoidance and minimization
measures would further reduce impacts
to groundwater quality. Additional
measures would require additional pre-
blast inspections and reviews and

implement a larger blast avoidance area.

Same types of effects as Alternative B
with Additional Measures but extent
would be less because less blasting
would be required (because there would
be fewer turbines); therefore, less
potential for impacts to existing
groundwater quality from blasting.

Same types of effects as Alternative C
with Additional Measures but extent
would be less because less blasting
would be required (because there would
be fewer turbines); therefore, less
potential for impacts to existing
groundwater quality from blasting.

Same types of effects as Alternative C
with Additional Measures but extent
would be less because less blasting
would be required (because there would
be fewer turbines); therefore, less
potential for impacts to existing
groundwater quality from blasting.

Same types of effects as Alternative C
with Additional Measures but extent
would be less because less blasting
would be required (because there would
be fewer turbines); therefore, less
potential for impacts to existing
groundwater quality from blasting.

Wetlands and surface waters (EIS
Appendix 15)

Project siting would avoid and minimize
placement of project infrastructure in
wetlands and drainages to the extent
practicable; however, roads and
electrical lines would cross some
drainages, and work areas may require
siting within some wetlands or drainages.
Ground disturbance in wetlands would
remove or alter wetlands, change their
function, change the rate and quantity of
runoff from the fill footprint, compact
soils, and alter flow patterns.

Applicant-committed measures would
reduce but not eliminate impacts to
wetlands and waters.

If avoidance of wetlands is not
practicable, MVE would prepare site-
specific plans and measures (e.g.,
erosion and sediment control measures,
culverts sized in accordance with U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers and BLM
standards) to mitigate impacts.

Total acres of wetland impacts: 59.

Same as Alternative B, with additional
avoidance and minimization measures
that would increase the likelihood of
wetland avoidance and further reduce
impacts to wetlands and surface waters
by minimizing impacts to drainage and
runoff patterns, wetland habitat, and
wetland soils.

Total acres of wetland impacts: 59.

Same as Alternative B with Additional
Measures but would require less ground
disturbance in wetlands and waters.

Total acres of wetland impacts: 50.

Same as Alternative B with Additional
Measures but would require the least
amount of ground disturbance in
wetlands and waters of the action
alternatives.

Total acres of wetland impacts: 35.

Same as Alternative B with Additional
Measures but would require less ground
disturbance in wetlands and waters.

Total acres of wetland impacts: 41.

Same as Alternative B with Additional
Measures but would require the second-
least amount of ground disturbance in
wetlands and waters of the action
alternatives.

Total acres of wetland impacts: 36.

Wildlife movement (EIS Appendix
15)

Largest ground-disturbance footprint
(9,114 acres), most new and improved
access roads, and most fencing. Siting
corridors would span a greater portion of
the relatively undeveloped land in the
center of the analysis area. Most
development near mapped wildlife
linkages. Even with minimization
measures, would substantially fragment
remaining wildlife habitat and reduce
habitat connectivity, and could greatly
impair the ability of wildlife to move
through the analysis area.

Same as Alternative B except additional
measures would reduce impacts to
wildlife movement from fencing and
access roads.

Same as Alternative B with Additional
Measures except reduced ground
disturbance (6,953 acres) and fewer
miles of temporary fencing and new and
improved access roads. Removal of
westernmost siting corridors would
concentrate development in eastern
siting corridors and limit impacts in
relatively undeveloped areas. Reduced
disturbance near mapped wildlife
linkages. Overall, greatly reduced
impacts to wildlife movement compared
to Alternative B.

Same as Alternative B with Additional
Measures except second-most-reduced
ground disturbance (4,838 acres) and
the second-fewest miles of temporary
fencing and new and improved access
roads. Eastern siting corridors further
reduced, particularly in areas with
relatively intact native vegetation,
therefore overall, fewest effects on
wildlife movement.

Same as Alternative B with Additional
Measures except reduced ground
disturbance (5,136 acres); similar miles
of temporary fencing and new and

improved access roads as Alternative D.

Removal of more siting corridors in the
south and west than Alternative C, but
corridors would still occur in the east
where native vegetation is relatively
intact. Therefore, fewer impacts to
wildlife movement than Alternatives B
and C, but greater impacts than
Alternative D and the Preferred
Alternative.

Same as Alternative B with Additional
Measures except most-reduced ground
disturbance (4,492 acres) and the fewest
miles of temporary fencing and new and
improved access roads. Removal of
more siting corridors in the south and
west than Alternative C, but corridors
would still occur in the east where native
vegetation is relatively intact. Therefore,
second-fewest impacts to wildlife
movement.
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Resource/lssue

Alternative B
(Proposed Action)

Alternative B (Proposed Action) with
Additional Measures

Alternative C
(Reduced Western Corridors)

Alternative D
(Centralized Corridors)

Alternative E
(Reduced Southern Corridors)

Preferred Alternative

Big game habitats and populations
(main EIS)

Largest ground disturbance (9,114
acres) and construction noise footprint,
most new and improved access roads
(633 miles), and most fencing (395
miles). Greatest loss or alteration of
seasonal habitat for mule deer and
pronghorn, most barriers to movement,
greatest disturbance and displacement
from noise and human activity, and
greatest injury and direct mortality from
collisions with vehicles.

Same as Alternative B except measures
would further reduce impacts to habitat
quality and disturbance of mule deer and
pronghorn on their winter range.
Reduced potential for substantial
population-level effects.

Same as Alternative B with Additional
Measures except fourth-least habitat loss
and alteration (6,953 acres) and reduced
displacement from construction noise in
seasonal habitat for pronghorn and mule
deer because smaller ground-
disturbance footprint. Reduced barriers
to movement and reduced injury and
mortality from vehicle collisions because
fewer new and improved access roads
(477 miles) and less fencing (303 miles).

Same as Alternative C except second-
least habitat loss and alteration (4,838
acres) and least displacement from
construction noise in seasonal habitat for
pronghorn and mule deer because
smallest ground-disturbance footprint.
Fewest barriers to movement and least
injury and mortality from vehicle
collisions because fewest new and
improved access roads (353 miles) and
least fencing (222 miles).

Same as Alternative C except third-least
habitat loss and alteration (5,136 acres)
and reduced displacement from
construction noise in seasonal habitat for
pronghorn and mule deer because
second-smallest ground-disturbance
footprint. Reduced barriers to movement
and reduced injury and mortality from
vehicle collisions because second-fewest
new and improved access roads (373
miles) and second-least fencing (257
miles).

Same as Alternative C except least
habitat loss and alteration (4,492 acres)
and reduced displacement from
construction noise in seasonal habitat for
pronghorn and mule deer because
smallest ground-disturbance footprint.
Reduced barriers to movement and
reduced injury and mortality from vehicle
collisions because fewest new and
improved access roads (310 miles) and
least fencing (200 miles).

Amphibians (EIS Appendix 15)

Greatest loss or alteration of potential
amphibian breeding habitat from ground
disturbance (1,139 acres) and therefore
greatest potential associated effects from
disturbance, displacement, and direct
injury or mortality.

Disturbance within 100 feet of wetlands,
streams, and riparian areas avoided or
site-specific mitigation plans
implemented where disturbance cannot
be avoided.

Individual amphibians and their breeding
habitat could be affected but unlikely to
cause or contribute to a loss of
population viability or, for special-status
amphibians, a trend toward listing under
the ESA.

Same as Alternative B but additional
preconstruction clearance surveys and
measures to minimize impacts in
wetlands and drainages would ensure
that occupied amphibian breeding
habitat is avoided or that impacts are
mitigated where avoidance is not
possible.

Thus, reduced effects on amphibians
and their breeding habitat.

Same as Alternative B with Additional
Measures except reduced loss or
alteration of potential amphibian
breeding habitat from ground
disturbance (950 acres). Corresponding
decrease in associated effects from
disturbance, displacement, and direct
injury or mortality.

Same as Alternative B with Additional
Measures except reduced loss or
alteration of potential amphibian
breeding habitat from ground
disturbance (648 acres). Corresponding
decrease in associated effects from
disturbance, displacement, and direct
injury or mortality.

Overall, second-fewest effects on
amphibians and their breeding habitat.

Same as Alternative B with Additional
Measures except reduced loss or
alteration of potential amphibian
breeding habitat from ground
disturbance (687 acres). Corresponding
decrease in associated effects from
disturbance, displacement, and direct
injury or mortality.

Same as Alternative B with Additional
Measures except least loss or alteration
of potential amphibian breeding habitat
from ground disturbance (608 acres).
Corresponding decrease in associated
effects from disturbance, displacement,
and direct injury or mortality.

Overall, fewest effects on amphibians
and their breeding habitat.

Pygmy rabbit (EIS Appendix 15)

Greatest pygmy rabbit habitat loss or
alteration (1,904 acres) and most
impacts to pygmy rabbits from increased
barriers to movement, disturbance,
displacement, and direct injury or
mortality.

Pygmy rabbits not observed during
project baseline surveys. Occupied
habitat identified in preconstruction
clearance surveys (if any) would be
avoided or individuals would be
relocated.

Pygmy rabbits unlikely to be affected, but
their habitat would be reduced. Effects
unlikely to cause or contribute to a trend
toward listing under the ESA.

Same as Alternative B except the BLM
would require clearance surveys for
maintenance and decommissioning
activities, as appropriate. Access roads
would also be monitored for wildlife
carcasses, and adaptive management
would be implemented to reduce impacts
in areas with high incidences of vehicle
strikes. Traffic volume would be higher
due to the extended construction phase.

Additional measures would further
minimize potential impacts to pygmy
rabbits.

Same as Alternative B with Additional
Measures except ground disturbance in
pygmy rabbit habitat (1,556 acres) would
be reduced by 17%. Reduced road
construction and improvement in pygmy
rabbit habitat and slightly lower traffic
volume. Thus, reduced potential effects
from increased barriers to movement,
disturbance, displacement, and direct
injury or mortality.

Same as Alternative B with Additional
Measures except eastern siting corridors
with high sagebrush cover removed.
Thus, 47% reduced ground disturbance
in pygmy rabbit habitat (990 acres).
Least road construction or improvement
in pygmy rabbit habitat and lowest traffic
volume. Thus, least effects from
increased barriers to movement,
disturbance, displacement, and direct
injury or mortality.

Overall, fewest effects on pygmy rabbits
and their habitat.

Same as Alternative C except additional
southern and western siting corridors
removed. Eastern siting corridors with
relatively high sagebrush cover not
removed. Reduced (by 26% in
comparison to Alternative B) ground
disturbance in pygmy rabbit habitat
(1,384 acres). Reduced road
construction and improvement in pygmy
rabbit habitat and lower traffic volume.
Thus, reduced potential effects from
increased barriers to movement,
disturbance, displacement, and direct
injury or mortality.

Same as Alternative C except slightly
greater reduction (28%) in ground
disturbance in pygmy rabbit habitat
(1,371 acres). Second-least road
construction or improvement in pygmy
rabbit habitat and second-lowest traffic
volume. Thus second-fewest effects from
increased barriers to movement,
disturbance, displacement, and direct
injury or mortality.

Overall, second-fewest effects on pygmy
rabbits and their habitat.

Minidoka NHS interpretive purpose
(main EIS)

Alternative B impacts would alter and
diminish the Minidoka NHS visitor
experience and NPS interpretive
purpose. The disruption and noise
introduced into the cultural landscape,
viewshed, and soundscape would result
in impacts to the four Minidoka
interpretive themes: the story of the
relocation, living conditions, the work
performed, contributions to the military.

Alternative B has the highest maximum
scenario potential for the number of
turbines on the horizon using a GIS
terrain analysis. The nearest turbine
corridor would be 0.6 mile from the
currently undeveloped portion of the
Minidoka NHS property and 1.1 miles

Same as Alternative B except additional
avoidance and minimization measures
slightly reduce visual contrast on the
landscape and reduce shadow flicker
effects to Minidoka NHS properties.

Same as Alternative B with Additional
Measures except Alternative C reduces
the amount of turbine corridors in the
original Minidoka WRC that would be
nearest to and in the most prominent
viewing directions of Minidoka NHS.

For Alternative C, the nearest turbine
siting corridor would be 5.3 miles from
the currently undeveloped portion of the
Minidoka NHS property and 5.4 miles
from the developed Minidoka NHS
property. When viewing the project from
the Minidoka NHS KOPs, the nearest
turbine within the single-frame
simulations based on viewer orientation
would be 5.5 miles from the Visitor
Center (KOP 1), 6.5 miles from the

Same as Alternative C except Alternative
D would reduce the maximum number of
turbines on the horizon as viewed from
the Minidoka NHS KOPs. When viewing
the project from the Minidoka NHS
KOPs, the distance to the nearest
turbines within the single-frame
simulations based on viewer orientation
would be the same as Alternative C.

For Alternative D, the nearest turbine
siting corridor would be 5.3 miles from
the currently undeveloped portion of the
Minidoka NHS property and 5.4 miles
from the developed Minidoka NHS
property.

Under Alternative D, the cultural
landscape would appear severely altered

Compared to Alternatives B, C, and D,
Alternative E would reduce the potential
for visual, noise, and traffic effects to
Minidoka NHS and Minidoka WRC and
resulting effects on the Minidoka NHS
visitor experience and NPS interpretive
purpose.

For Alternative E, the nearest turbine
siting corridor would be 7.7 miles from
the currently undeveloped portion of the
Minidoka NHS property and 8.1 miles
from the developed Minidoka NHS
property. When viewing the project from
the Minidoka NHS KOPs, the nearest
turbine within the single-frame
simulations based on viewer orientation
would be 8.5 miles from the Visitor

Same as Alternative E except the
Preferred Alternative has the smallest
siting corridor footprint of all action
alternatives and eliminates all but one
string of turbines from the immediate
foreground and foreground of Minidoka
NHS.

For the Preferred Alternative, the nearest
turbine siting corridor would be 8.5 miles
from the currently undeveloped portion of
the Minidoka NHS property and 8.8 miles
from the developed Minidoka NHS
property. When viewing the project from
the Minidoka NHS KOPs, the nearest
turbine within the single-frame
simulations based on viewer orientation
would be 8.9 miles from the Visitor
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Alternative B
(Proposed Action)

Alternative B (Proposed Action) with
Additional Measures

Alternative C
(Reduced Western Corridors)

Alternative D
(Centralized Corridors)

Alternative E
(Reduced Southern Corridors)

Preferred Alternative

from the developed Minidoka NHS
property, resulting in potential shadow
flicker at these properties. Depending on
viewer orientation, the nearest turbine
within the single-frame simulations would
be 1.7 miles from the Visitor Center
(KOP 1), 5.0 miles from the restored
Block 22 Barracks (KOP 2), and 5.5
miles from the Honor Roll (KOP 16).

The four themes of site significance (civil
and constitutional rights, people, place,
and WWII) would still be conveyed at
Minidoka NHS, but their meaning would
be diminished in a landscape with the
addition of wind turbines. The change in
the environmental setting and feeling
from Alternative B would diminish the
overall visitor experience of remoteness,
isolation, abandonment, reflection, and
healing. Project impacts would result in a
major degree of change to landscape
character and scenic quality and that
change would impact the Minidoka NHS
interpretive purpose.

restored Block 22 Barracks (KOP 2), and
6.2 miles from the Honor Roll (KOP 16).

Compared to Alternative B, Alternative C
would have a 100% reduction in potential
shadow flicker impacts to the currently
undeveloped NPS property and auditory
impacts at Minidoka NHS. Alternative C
would reduce the maximum number of
turbines on the horizon compared to
Alternative B.

Under Alternative C, the cultural
landscape would appear severely altered
because of the dominance of the wind
turbines on the horizon. The
environmental setting would be
adversely affected by changes to the
visual character of the analysis area,
which in turn would alter and diminish
the overall visitor experience of
remoteness, isolation, abandonment,
reflection, and healing.

Project impacts would result in a major
degree of change to landscape character
and scenic quality and that change
would impact the Minidoka NHS
interpretive purpose.

because of the dominance of the wind
turbines on the horizon. The
environmental setting would be
adversely affected by changes to the
visual character of the analysis area,
which in turn would alter and diminish
the overall visitor experience of
remoteness, isolation, abandonment,
reflection, and healing.

Project impacts would result in a major
degree of change to landscape character
and scenic quality, and that change
would impact the Minidoka NHS
interpretive purpose.

Center (KOP 1), 10.1 miles from the
restored Block 22 Barracks (KOP 2), and
8.8 miles from the Honor Roll (KOP 16).

Compared to Alternative B, the degree of
visual changes for viewers at Minidoka
NHS would be reduced from major to
moderate from the Visitor Center (KOP
1) and the Honor Roll (KOP 16) and
reduced from major to minor from the
restored Block 22 Barracks (KOP 2).

Compared to Alternative B, the degree of
visual changes and potential for noise
and traffic effects would be further
reduced due to the elimination of any
turbine siting corridors or haul routes
from the original Minidoka WRC.

The reduction in turbines on the horizon
using a GIS terrain analysis is
approximately 40% less under
Alternative E when compared to
Alternative B.

Under Alternative E, the four themes of
site significance (civil and constitutional
rights, people, place, and WWII) would
still be conveyed at Minidoka NHS, but
their meaning would potentially be
diminished in a landscape with the
addition of wind turbines. The change in
the environmental setting and feeling
from Alternative E would potentially alter
and diminish the overall visitor
experience of remoteness, isolation,
abandonment, reflection, and healing.

However, the distance of the closest
turbines would be 3 to 7 miles further
away from Minidoka NHS than
Alternatives B, C, and D, which would
reduce the potential for impacts to the
Minidoka NHS interpretive purpose.
Because the project would not strongly
attract attention or dominate views, the
impacts to the Minidoka NHS interpretive
purpose would be less than the impacts
described for Alternatives B, C, and D.

Center (KOP 1), 8.8 miles from the
restored Block 22 Barracks (KOP 2), and
9.2 miles from the Honor Roll (KOP 16).

Compared to Alternative B, the degree of
visual changes for viewers at Minidoka
NHS would be reduced from major to
moderate from the Visitor Center (KOP
1) and Honor Roll (KOP 16) and reduced
from major to minor from the restored
Block 22 Barracks (KOP 2).

Compared to Alternative B, the degree of
visual changes and potential for noise
and traffic effects would be further
reduced due to the elimination of turbine
siting corridors, access roads, or other
ancillary facilities in the original Minidoka
WRC associated with the existing
Minidoka NHS.

The reduction in turbines on the horizon
using a GIS terrain analysis is
approximately 50% less under the
Preferred Alternative when compared to
Alternative B.

Under the Preferred Alternative, the four
themes of site significance (civil and
constitutional rights, people, place, and
WWII) would still be conveyed at
Minidoka NHS, but their meaning would
potentially be diminished in a landscape
with the addition of wind turbines. The
change in the environmental setting and
feeling from the Preferred Alternative
would potentially alter and diminish the
overall visitor experience of remoteness,
isolation, abandonment, reflection, and
healing.

However, the distance of the closest
turbines would be 3 to 7 miles further
away from Minidoka NHS than
Alternatives B, C, and D, which would
reduce the potential for impacts to the
Minidoka NHS interpretive purpose.
Because the project would not strongly
attract attention or dominate views, the
impacts to the Minidoka NHS interpretive
purpose would be less than the impacts
described for Alternatives B, C, and D.

* Project infrastructure is not meant to serve as a fuel break. Effective fuel breaks are designed to impede the spread of wildfire or modify fire behavior by taking landscape and fuel characteristics into account. Project infrastructure may not function as an effective fuel break in all circumstances.
T Road infrastructure may or may not improve fire response capability depending on ease of accessibility to fire responders (e.g., locked gates or fences).
* Not all range improvements are compatible with fire suppression activities. For example, although there may be increased water sources, cattle fencing and associated structures may impede ground and aerial access to the stored water.
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Table ES-3. Crosswalk of Visual Impact Outcomes for Visual Resources, Cultural Resources, Japanese American and Minidoka-connected Environmental Justice Communities, and Minidoka NHS Interpretive Purpose

Resource/lssue
(EIS Section)

Alternative B
(Proposed Action)

Alternative B (Proposed Action) with
Additional Measures

Alternative C
(Reduced Western Corridors)

Alternative D
(Centralized Corridors)

Alternative E
(Reduced Southern Corridors)

Preferred Alternative

Degree of Visual Change
(Section 3.16.1)

KOP 1: Major
KOP 2: Major
KOP 16: Major

KOP 1: Major
KOP 2: Major
KOP 16: Major

KOP 1: Moderate
KOP 2: Major
KOP 16: Major

KOP 1: Moderate
KOP 2: Major
KOP 16: Major

KOP 1: Moderate
KOP 2: Minor
KOP 16: Moderate

KOP 1: Moderate
KOP 2: Minor
KOP 16: Moderate

Cultural Resources
(Section 3.5.5)

Adverse visual and auditory impacts to
Minidoka NHS because turbines would
be sited within 1.1 miles of the NHS.
Adverse visual and auditory impacts to
the setting of Minidoka WRC because
turbine siting corridors would occur in
the northwest and east portions of
Minidoka WRC (see Figure ES-2).
Operational noise would be audible
within 388 acres of Minidoka NHS and
26,357 acres of Minidoka WRC.

Proposed turbines would dominate the
landscape in the immediate foreground
of Minidoka NHS, with the nearest
siting corridor 1.7 miles away.

At KOP 1, turbines would be visible
across the full field of human vision (in
a 135 degree arc) when focused
northeastward, spanning a maximum
distance of approximately 24 miles
across the horizon, beginning with the
nearest turbine siting corridor at a
distance of 1.7 miles.

Same as Alternative B. Operational
noise and visual impacts would be
minimized to the extent practicable,
such as through increasing setbacks
for final turbine positioning. Adverse
auditory and visual impacts to Minidoka
NHS and Minidoka WRC would still
occur.

Adverse visual impacts to Minidoka
NHS because turbines would be sited
within 10 miles of the NHS, with the
nearest turbine corridors 5.4 miles
away. The project borders the
northeast and east borders of the
Minidoka WRC setting and would result
in adverse visual and auditory impacts
to Minidoka WRC (see Figure ES-2).

Operational noise would not be audible
at Minidoka NHS but would be audible
within 9,102 acres of Minidoka WRC
(65% less than Alternative B).

Turbines would be visible in a smaller
portion of the field of vision (in a 70
degree arc) focused to the northeast of
KOP 1 and spanning a smaller 10-mile
portion of the horizon.

At KOP 1, as distances to the nearest
turbine siting corridor increase to 5.5
miles under Alternative C, the nearest
potential turbine would appear 70%
smaller compared to Alternative B.

Similar to Alternative C, adverse visual
impacts to Minidoka NHS because
turbines would be sited within 10 miles
of the NHS, with the nearest turbine
corridors 5.4 miles away The project
extends within the east-southeast
portion of the Minidoka WRC setting
and would result in adverse visual and
auditory impacts to Minidoka WRC
(see Figure ES-2).

Operational noise would not be audible
at Minidoka NHS but would be audible
within 11,441 acres of Minidoka WRC
(57% less than Alternative B, and 26%
more than Alternative C).

Alternative D turbines would be visible
in a slightly greater range of vision (in
an 83 degree arc) than Alternative C,
to the northeast of KOP 1 and across
approximately 13 miles of the horizon.

At KOP 1, as distances to the nearest
turbine siting corridor increase to 5.5
miles under Alternatives C and D, the
nearest potential turbine would appear
70% smaller in size under Alternatives
D and C compared to Alternative B.

Adverse visual impacts to Minidoka
NHS because turbines would be sited
within 10 miles of the NHS. However,
because the turbine siting corridors
would be set back from Minidoka WRC
by a minimum of 3 miles to the
northeast, adverse visual impacts
would be reduced compared to
Alternatives B, C, and D (see Figure
ES-2).

Operational noise would not be audible
at Minidoka NHS or at Minidoka WRC.

Alternative E turbines would be visible
in a lesser range of vision (in a 60
degree arc) to the northeast of KOP 1
due to greater setback distance
although spanning a greater 15 miles
of the horizon.

At KOP 1, as distances to the nearest
turbine siting corridor increase to 8.5
miles under Alternative E, the nearest
potential turbine would appear 80%
smaller in size compared to Alternative
B and 35% smaller compared to
Alternatives C and D.

Adverse visual impacts to Minidoka
NHS because turbines would be sited
within 10 miles of the NHS. However,
because the turbine siting corridors
would be set back from Minidoka WRC
by a minimum of 4 miles to the east,
adverse visual impacts would be
reduced compared to Alternatives B, C,
and D (see Figure ES-2).

Operational noise would not be audible
at Minidoka NHS or at Minidoka WRC.

Preferred Alternative turbines would be
visible in the smallest range of vision
(in a 55 degree arc) to the northeast of
KOP 1 and across up to 12 miles of the
horizon.

At KOP 1, as distances to the nearest
turbine siting corridor increase to 8.8
miles under the Preferred Alternative,
the nearest turbine would appear 81%
smaller in size compared to the same
turbine under Alternative B, 37%
smaller compared to Alternatives C
and D, and 3% smaller compared to
Alternative E.

Japanese American and Minidoka-connected
Communities

(Section 3.6.1)

Visual impacts under Alternative B
would be the greatest of all action
alternatives and would result in
disproportionately high and adverse
effects.

Same as Alternative B (Proposed
Action)

Visual impacts under both Alternatives
C and D would be lower than
Alternative B, but higher than
Alternative E and the Preferred
Alternative. Disproportionately high and
adverse impacts would still occur.

Visual impacts under both Alternatives
C and D would be lower than
Alternative B but higher than
Alternative E and Preferred Alternative.
Disproportionately high and adverse
impacts would still occur.

Visual impacts under both Alternative E
and Preferred Alternative would be
lowest of all action alternatives but
would not be avoided altogether;
therefore, disproportionately high and
adverse impacts would still occur.

Visual impacts under both Alternative E
and Preferred Alternative would be
lowest of all action alternatives but
would not be avoided altogether;
therefore, disproportionately high and
adverse impacts would still occur.

Minidoka NHS Interpretive Purpose
(Section 3.19)

Addition of turbines to the viewshed
would strongly attract attention and
dominate views from Minidoka NHS
because of turbines’ apparent size.
This level of visual change would alter
and diminish the visitor experience and
the four interpretive themes: the story
of the relocation, the living conditions,
the work performed, and the
contribution to the military. Project
impacts would result in a major degree
of change to landscape character and
scenic quality, and that change would
impact the Minidoka NHS interpretive
purpose.

Same as Alternative B (Proposed
Action)

Addition of turbines to the viewshed
would strongly attract attention and
dominate views from Minidoka NHS
because of turbines’ apparent size.
This level of visual change would alter
and diminish the visitor experience and
the four interpretive themes: the story
of the relocation, the living conditions,
the work performed, and the
contribution to the military. Project
impacts would result in a major degree
of change to landscape character and
scenic quality, and that change would
impact the Minidoka NHS interpretive
purpose.

Addition of turbines to the viewshed
would strongly attract attention and
dominate views from Minidoka NHS
because of turbines’ apparent size.
This level of visual change would alter
and diminish the visitor experience and
the four interpretive themes: the story
of the relocation, the living conditions,
the work performed, and the
contribution to the military. Project
impacts would result in a major degree
of change to landscape character and
scenic quality, and that change would
impact the Minidoka NHS interpretive
purpose.

Addition of turbines to the viewshed
would be plainly visible but would not
strongly attract attention, nor dominate
views, from Minidoka NHS because of
turbines’ apparent size. This level of
visual change would potentially alter
and diminish the visitor experience and
the four interpretive themes: the story
of the relocation, the living conditions,
the work performed, and the
contribution to the military. However,
the distance of the closest turbines
would be 3 to 7 miles further away from
Minidoka NHS than Alternatives B, C,
and D, which would reduce the
potential for impacts to the Minidoka
NHS interpretive purpose. Because the
project would not strongly attract
attention or dominate views, the
impacts to Minidoka NHS interpretive
purpose would be less than the
impacts described for Alternatives B,
C, and D.

Addition of turbines to the viewshed
would be plainly visible but would not
strongly attract attention, nor dominate
views, from Minidoka NHS because of
turbines’ apparent size. This level of
visual change would potentially alter
and diminish the visitor experience and
the four interpretive themes: the story
of the relocation, the living conditions,
the work performed, and the
contribution to the military. However,
the distance of the closest turbines
would be 3 to 7 miles further away from
Minidoka NHS than Alternatives B, C,
and D, which would reduce the
potential for impacts to the Minidoka
NHS interpretive purpose. Because the
project would not strongly attract
attention or dominate views, the impact
to Minidoka NHS interpretive purpose
would be less than the impacts
described for Alternatives B, C, and D.
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ug/m? microgram per cubic meter
pg/L microgram per liter
°C degrees Celsius
AADT annual average daily traffic
AANHPI Asian American Native Hawaiian Pacific Islander
ACEC areas of critical environmental concern
ACHP Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
ADLS aircraft detection lighting system
AGFD Arizona Game and Fish Department
AlIM Assessment, Inventory, and Monitoring
AIRFA American Indian Religious Freedom Act
amsl above mean sea level
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AR5 Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change’s Fifth Assessment Report
ARG Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change’s Sixth Assessment Report
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BBCS Bird and Bat Conservation Strategy
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BCI Bat Conservation International
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BLM Bureau of Land Management
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COSEWIC Committee on the Status of Endangered Wildlife in Canada
CRMO Craters of the Moon National Monument and Preserve
DAU data analysis unit

dB decibels

dBA A-weighted decibels

DOA U.S. Department of Agriculture

DOE U.S. Department of Energy

DOl U.S. Department of the Interior

EIS environmental impact statement

EMU eagle management unit

EO executive order

EPA U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
ESA Endangered Species Act

ESPA Eastern Snake River Plain Aquifer
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FAA Federal Aviation Administration

FCC Federal Communications Commission
FLM Federal Land Managers

FLPMA Federal Land Policy and Management Act
GHG greenhouse gas

GIS geographic information systems
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GW gigawatts
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HPTP historic properties treatment plan

1-84 Interstate 84

IAP instrument approach procedure
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ID 24 Idaho Highway 24 (also known as Kimama Highway)
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IDFG Idaho Department of Fish and Game

IDWR Idaho Department of Water Resources

IFR instrument flight rules

IFTDSS Interagency Fuel Treatment Decision Support System
IMC instrument meteorological conditions
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IPOW integrated program of work
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USGS North American bat dataset
Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act
National Water-Quality Assessment




Lava Ridge Wind Project Final Environmental Impact Statement

Abbreviations

NEPA National Environmental Policy Act

NHs ammonia

NHPA National Historic Preservation Act

NLCD National Landcover Data

NOI notice of intent

NOx nitrogen oxides

NO. nitrogen dioxide

NPIAS National Plan of Integrated Airport System
NPS National Park Service

NRCS Natural Resources Conservation Service
NRHP National Register of Historic Places

NSA noise-sensitive area

Os ozone

OHV off-highway vehicle

0sC Idaho Governor’s Office of Species Conservation
PA programmatic agreement

Pb lead

PFYC Potential Fossil Yield Classification

PM2s particulate matter smaller than 2.5 microns in aerodynamic diameter
PM1o particulate matter smaller than 10 microns in aerodynamic diameter
POD plan of development

ppb parts per billion

ppm parts per million

PSD Prevention of Significant Deterioration
PVC polyvinyl chloride

RCP representative concentration pathway

RDF required design feature

ROD record of decision

ROW right-of-way

RSC recreational setting characteristic

RSH rotor-swept height

SC-GHG Social Cost of Greenhouse Gas

SFe sulfur hexafluoride

SFO Shoshone Field Office

SGCN species of greatest conservation need

SHPO

State Historic Preservation Office
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SQRU scenic quality rating units

SRMA special recreation management area
SUA seasonal use area

SWCA SWCA Environmental Consultants
SWIP Southwest Intertie Project

TAC technical advisory committee

TCP traditional cultural properties
Tribes Native American Tribes

TWh terawatt hours

U.S. 93 U.S. Highway 93

UPRR Union Pacific Railroad

USACE U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
usC United States Code

USFS U.S. Forest Service

USFWS U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
USGS U.S. Geological Survey

VCR visual contrast rating

USNRC U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
VFR visual flight rules

VOC volatile organic compounds

VRI visual resource inventory

VRM visual resource management

WEC West-wide Energy Corridor

WEST Western EcoSystems Technology, Inc.
WIRS wildlife incident reporting system
WNS white nose syndrome

WWII World War Il

WEAP Worker Education Awareness Program
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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION

1.1 SUMMARY OF PROPOSED PROJECT

Magic Valley Energy, LLC (MVE), has applied for a right-of-way (ROW) grant to construct, operate and
maintain, and decommission the Lava Ridge Wind Project (the project), a wind energy facility and
ancillary facilities primarily on Bureau of Land Management (BLM) public lands in Jerome, Lincoln, and
Minidoka Counties, Idaho (Figure 1.3-1). The project would be located approximately 25 miles northeast
of Twin Falls, ldaho, in the area managed by the BLM Shoshone Field Office (SFO). The project would
consist of up to 400 wind turbines and associated infrastructure and a 500-kilovolt (kV) generation
intertie transmission line that would interconnect at Idaho Power’s existing Midpoint Substation or at a
new substation along the permitted Southwest Intertie Project (SWIP) northern portion (SWIP-North)
500-kV transmission line. MVE submitted their application and a preliminary plan of development (POD)
in February 2020. Through coordination with the BLM and cooperating agencies, MVE revised their
POD and resubmitted it to the BLM in December 2023 (MVE 2023) (environmental impact statement
[EIS] Appendix 1).2

The BLM SFO is responsible for managing land in accordance with the Federal Land Policy and
Management Act (FLPMA) (1976) and in conformance with the BLM SFO’s 1986 Monument Resource
Management Plan, as amended (BLM 1986); see also EIS Appendix 2 (Potential Major Agency
Authorities and Actions and Other Applicable Federal Laws, Regulations, and Policies). FLPMA requires
that public lands be managed for multiple uses in a manner that uses the lands in a combination that
would best meet the present and future needs of the people. The BLM is authorized to grant a ROW for
facilities that are in the public interest and that require a ROW over, upon, under, or through such lands
(FLPMA Section 501(a)(7)). This EIS, prepared under the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969
(NEPA) (42 United States Code [USC] Section 4321, et seq.), analyzes and discloses the potential
environmental impacts of MVE’s proposed project and alternatives for BLM decision making.

The organization of the final EIS is revised from that of the draft EIS to focus on resources and issues that
would be significantly affected by the action alternatives. The resources and issues that were analyzed in
detail in the draft EIS, which the BLM concluded were either not significant or could be mitigated to less
than significant, were moved to EIS Appendix 15. In EIS Appendix 15, the BLM provides the full
analysis of the resources and issues that the BLM concluded were not significantly impacted. This was
done for two reasons. First, this approach is consistent with NEPA’s direction to focus an EIS on
significant environmental issues.® Second, the revised organization complies with the recently enacted
amendments to NEPA via the Fiscal Responsibility Act of 2023, which limits an extraordinarily complex
EIS to 300 pages*, not including any citations or appendices (42 USC 4336a(e)(1)(A)-(B)). The BLM
determined that because of the size, scope, and scale of the proposed agency action, this EIS is
extraordinarily complex.

Table 1.4-1 in Section 1.4 lists the issues that were identified for analysis in the draft EIS, and where the
analyses may be found in the final EIS or EIS Appendix 15.

2 The entirety of the POD and all its appendices are provided as Appendix 1 of the EIS. The POD is referred to as MVE (2023)
throughout the EIS.

340 CFR 1502.1 states an EIS "shall provide full and fair discussion of significant environmental impacts and shall inform
decision makers and the public of reasonable alternatives that would avoid or minimize adverse impacts or enhance the quality of
the human environment. Agencies shall focus on significant environmental issues and alternatives and shall reduce paperwork
and the accumulation of extraneous background data."

A page is defined as “500 words and does not include citations, explanatory maps, diagrams, graphs, tables, and other means of
graphically displaying quantitative or geospatial information” 40 CFR 1508.1(bb).
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1.2 PURPOSE AND NEED

The BLM’s purpose is to respond to MVE’s application for a ROW to construct, operate and maintain,
and decommission a wind energy facility on public lands in compliance with FLPMA, BLM ROW
regulations, and other applicable federal laws and policies (detailed in EIS Appendix 2). The need for this
action arises from FLPMA, which requires the BLM to manage public lands for multiple use and
sustained yield and authorizes the BLM to issue ROWs on public lands for systems for generation,
transmission, and distribution of electric energy (FLPMA Title V). The BLM will review the Proposed
Action and other alternatives and decide whether to approve, approve with modifications, or deny MVE's
application, and may include any terms, conditions, and stipulations it determines to be in the public
interest.

In making this decision, the BLM may consider MVE's goal to generate renewable energy with wind
turbines for delivery to power markets in the western United States, including those markets accessed via
interconnection to the existing Midpoint Substation or to an alternative new substation constructed along
the permitted, but not-yet-constructed, SWIP-North. The BLM will also consider a number of federal
regulations and policies, including the following:

e The policy expressed in 43 USC 3004(b) to "seek to issue permits that, in total, authorize
production of not less than 25 gigawatts of electricity from wind, solar, and geothermal energy
projects by not later than 2025, through management of public lands and administration of
Federal laws."

e The policy expressed in Executive Order (EO) 14008 (Tackling the Climate Crisis at Home and
Abroad) to "increase renewable energy production on [public] lands."

e The requirements of EO 12898 to "make achieving environmental justice part of [the BLM's]
mission by identifying and addressing, as appropriate, disproportionately high and adverse human
health or environmental effects of its programs, policies, and activities on minority populations
and low-income populations.”

e The requirements of 512 Departmental Manual 4 to "consult with tribes on a government-to-
government basis whenever DOI [U.S. Department of the Interior] plans or actions have tribal
implications."

1.3 DECISION TO BE MADE

The BLM must review all components of the project that involve the use of public lands. This EIS
provides the information and environmental analysis necessary to inform the BLM’s Authorized Officer
and the public about the potential environmental impacts from the project.

The BLM decision to be made will include

e whether to grant, grant with modification, or deny a ROW to construct, operate and maintain, and
decommission the proposed wind energy facility on public lands;

o the most appropriate location for the project on public lands; and

o the terms and conditions (stipulations) for the construction, operation and maintenance, and
decommissioning of the wind energy facility on public lands that should be applied to the ROW.

The BLM has prepared this EIS to disclose and analyze the potential direct, indirect, and cumulative
impacts of the Proposed Action and alternatives, as required by the NEPA; to facilitate public
participation; and to assist the BLM Authorized Officer in making the decision as described above.
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1.4 PRELIMINARY ISSUES IDENTIFICATION

Comments received during scoping were categorized as issues associated with resource topics, issues
associated with BLM policy (and therefore not addressed in this EIS), or out-of-scope comments (see EIS
Appendix 10 for additional details regarding this process). Substantive issues within the scope of this 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 are summarized in Table 1.4-1. These issues
include potential impacts to avian and bat species and to cultural, wildlife, and visual resources.
Substantive issues were identified as those that could have significant effects to resources in the area; are
necessary to make a reasoned choice among alternatives; or are needed to address points of disagreement,
debate, or dispute regarding an anticipated impact from the project. As described in Section 1.1,
additional resources and issues that were analyzed in detail that the BLM concluded were not
significantly impacted may be found in EIS Appendix 15.

Issues that were identified but did not warrant further detailed analysis include issues where the resource
in question is not present in the analysis area, where applicant-committed measures or other mitigation
would reduce impacts below significance, or where the impact context is so low that a detailed analysis
was not needed to determine significance. Further, issues analyzed in other NEPA documents and tiered
to in the Lava Ridge Wind Project EIS or issues that required an initial analysis to determine the potential
significance of impacts were analyzed in brief. Issues analyzed in brief and their rationale are detailed in
EIS Appendix 3. Some issues analyzed in brief may be affected by the project, but effects would be
relatively minor in comparison with the issues analyzed in detail. In compliance with 40 CFR 1502.2(b),
this EIS has “only brief discussion of other than significant issues.”

Table 1.4-1. Issues Analyzed in Detalil

Resource Final EIS Location Issues Analyzed in Detail

Air quality Section 3.2.1 in EIS How would criteria pollutants, hazardous air pollutants (HAPs), and
Construction air quality Appendix 15 fugitive d_ust createq durin_g cqnstru_ction,' decommissioning, and
and air quality—related reclamation affect air quality, including air quality-related values
values (AQRVs) at Class | areas or non-attainment areas?

Air quality Section 3.2.2 in EIS How would criteria pollutants, HAPs, and fugitive dust created during
Operation air quality and Appendix 15 construction, decommissioning, and reclamation affect air quality,
air quality—related values including AQRVs at Class | areas or non-attainment areas?

Avian and bat species EIS Section 3.3.1 How would turbine operation affect bat populations?

Bat populations and How would the project affect bat roosting habitat?
roosting habitat

Avian and bat species EIS Section 3.3.2 How would turbine operation and meteorological towers affect avian
Avian populations populations?

Avian and bat species EIS Section 3.3.3 How would the project affect nesting and wintering eagles?

Eagles How would the project affect populations of eagles?

Avian and bat species EIS Section 3.3.4 How would the project affect sage-grouse (Centrocercus urophasianus)
habitat?

Greater Sage-grouse
How would project noise and human activity affect sage-grouse?

How would the project affect how sage-grouse use habitat or how they
move among habitats?
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Resource

Final EIS Location

Issues Analyzed in Detail

Climate and
greenhouse gases

Construction greenhouse

gas emissions

Section 3.4.1 in EIS
Appendix 15

What quantity of GHG emissions would be emitted from construction
and decommissioning of the project, and how do GHG emissions
contribute to climate change?

Climate and
greenhouse gases

Operation greenhouse
gas emissions

Section 3.4.2 in EIS
Appendix 15

What quantity of GHG emissions would be emitted from operation of
the project, and how do GHG emissions contribute to climate change?

Cultural Resources
Physical impacts

EIS Section 3.5.4

How would ground disturbance from the project physically impact
cultural resources?

Cultural Resources
Non-physical impacts

EIS Section 3.5.5

How would the installation of new aboveground infrastructure cause
non-physical impacts to cultural resources (i.e., with visual or auditory
effects)?

Environmental justice
and socioeconomics

Environmental Justice
Communities

EIS Section 3.6.1

How would the project affect environmental justice communities, and
would these effects be disproportionately adverse?

Environmental justice
and socioeconomics

Community Services,
Employment, and
Housing Availability

Section 3.6.2 in EIS
Appendix 15

How would project construction and operation affect community
services, employment, and housing availability?

Environmental justice
and socioeconomics

Local and regional
economy

Section 3.6.3 in EIS
Appendix 15

How would project-related spending directly (wages, spending on
materials and equipment) or indirectly (taxes on goods and services)
contribute to the local and regional economy during construction and
operation?

Environmental justice
and socioeconomics

Residential property
values

Section 3.6.4 in EIS
Appendix 15

How would the presence and operation of wind turbines affect
residential property values?

Fire and fuels
management

Wildfire ignition, spread,
response, and
suppression

Section 3.7.1in EIS
Appendix 15

How would the project affect the risk of human-caused or natural-
caused wildfire ignition and spread in the analysis area and wildfire
response and suppression efforts?

Fire and fuels
management
Fuels reduction and
habitat restoration
projects

Section 3.7.2 in EIS
Appendix 15

How would project construction and operation affect the fuels reduction
aspect of habitat restoration projects that have been carried out in the
area and identified in the BLM’s IPOW?

Land use and realty
Land use authorizations

Section 3.8.1 in EIS
Appendix 15

How would construction and operation of the project affect existing and
reasonably foreseeable land use authorizations (i.e., authorized land
uses and ROWSs, communication sites, or FAA/aviation uses)? Would
the project result in the permanent conversion of existing land uses?

Land use and realty
Aviation

Section 3.8.2 in EIS
Appendix 15

How would construction and operation of the project affect aviation
resources, including regional airports, controlled airspace, and aerial
crop dusting or other aerial operations?

Livestock grazing

Grazing allotments and
range socioeconomics

Section 3.9.1 in EIS
Appendix 15

How would the project affect areas available for livestock grazing and
subsequent forage availability (using animal unit months) in BLM
grazing allotments?

Livestock grazing

Physiological effects to
livestock

Section 3.9.2 in EIS
Appendix 15

How would turbine operation, vehicle traffic, and increased human
presence from the project physiologically affect livestock?
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Resource

Final EIS Location

Issues Analyzed in Detail

Paleontological
resources

Potential disturbance of
unknown fossils

Section 3.10.1 in EIS
Appendix 15

How would ground disturbance associated with the project physically
affect unknown paleontological resources in areas with mapped
Quaternary-age alluvial and lacustrine (or playa) deposits?

Pollinators and insects
Pollinators

Section 3.11.1in EIS
Appendix 15

How would the project affect pollinators?

Pollinators and insects

St. Anthony sand dune
tiger beetle

Section 3.11.2 in EIS
Appendix 15

How would the project affect St. Anthony sand dune tiger beetle
(Cicindela arenicola) habitat and population?

Pollinators and insects
Monarch butterfly

Section 3.11.3in EIS
Appendix 15

How would the project affect monarch butterfly habitat and population?

Pollinators and insects

BLM special-status
bumble bees

Section 3.11.4 in EIS
Appendix 15

How would the project affect western bumble bee (Bombus
occidentalis) and Suckley's cuckoo bumble bee (Bombus suckleyi)
habitat and populations?

Recreation

Hunting and trapping
access and opportunities

Section 3.12.1 in EIS
Appendix 15

How would the project affect hunting and trapping access and
opportunities, and how would changes in hunting and trapping access
and opportunities affect the existing BLM-permitted hunting outfitter?

Recreation

Off-highway vehicle
opportunities and
experience

Section 3.12.2 in EIS
Appendix 15

How would the project affect OHV opportunities and experiences?

Soils

Soil and plant growth
materials

Section 3.13.1in EIS
Appendix 15

How would the project impact sensitive soils, soil health, and plant
growth material quantity and quality?

Vegetation Section 3.15.1 in EIS How would the project affect native upland vegetation communities?
Native upland vegetation ~ APpendix 15

communities

Vegetation Section 3.15.2 in EIS Would the project result in population declines of BLM special-status

Bureau of Land
Management special-
status plants

Appendix 15

plants?

Visual resources

Landscape character and
scenic quality

EIS Section 3.16.1

How would the introduction of project components impact sensitive
viewing platforms (i.e., KOPs) and the existing landscape character and
scenic quality?

Visual resources
Night skies

EIS 3.16.2

How would project lighting impact sensitive viewers and night skies at
CRMO and at Minidoka National Historic Site (NHS)? How would
aircraft warning lighting impact sensitive viewers and night skies during
operation?

Visual resources
Shadow flicker

Section 3.16.3 in EIS
Appendix 15

How would shadow flicker from the introduction of wind turbines impact
sensitive receptors within 2 miles of the siting corridors?

Water and wetland
resources

Groundwater quantity

Section 3.17.1in EIS
Appendix 15

How would groundwater withdrawals needed for the project affect
groundwater guantity in the analysis area?

Water and wetland
resources

Groundwater wells and
canals

Section 3.17.2 in EIS
Appendix 15

How would the integrity of existing groundwater wells and the Milner-
Gooding and Dietrich Main Canals be affected by project blasting?

Water and wetland
resources

Groundwater quality

Section 3.17.3in EIS
Appendix 15

Would groundwater be contaminated from project blasting and wind
turbine generator foundation construction?
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Resource Final EIS Location Issues Analyzed in Detail

Water and wetland Section 3.17.4in EIS How would project ground disturbance affect wetlands and surface
resources Appendix 15 waters (e.g., streams, canals, and ponds) in the analysis area?
Wetlands and surface

waters

Wildlife Section 3.18.1in EIS How would the presence of project facilities affect wildlife movement
Wildlife movement (non- Appendix 15 within the siting corridors and between the siting corridors and adjacent
game mammals and habitats?

reptiles)

Wildlife EIS Section 3.18.2 How would the project affect pronghorn and mule deer habitat and
Big game habitats and distribution of local (Owinza) populations?

populations

Wildlife Section 3.18.3in EIS How would the project affect amphibian breeding habitat and
Amphibians Appendix 15 populations?

Wildlife Section 3.18.4in EIS How would the project affect the pygmy rabbit and its habitat?
Pygmy rabbit Appendix 15

Minidoka National EIS Section 3.19 How would the impacts identified within the EIS affect the NPS
Historic Site Interpretive interpretive purpose of Minidoka NHS?

Purpose

IMPACT STATEMENT

In response to public comments and concerns raised during the public comment period for the draft EIS,
the BLM made revisions to the EIS, which are summarized here. This final EIS incorporates all design
modifications into the EIS analyses and considers public comments and feedback received from
cooperating agencies for the draft EIS. Key changes reflected in this final EIS include the following:

In response to the Consolidated Appropriations Act, 2024 (Public Law No. 118-42, Section 441),
the BLM held additional meetings to consult with stakeholders, local elected officials, and state
agencies on the project. These meetings were in addition to the meetings held as part of the
BLM’s planned outreach to facilitate coordination with Native American Tribes, cooperating
agencies, and consulting parties. The meetings focused on providing information on the design of
action alternatives that would reduce impacts to wildlife, cultural resources, transportation,
hunting, wetlands, the connected surface and ground waters, and other resources. The feedback
from these meetings was consistent with the information that the BLM had received throughout
the NEPA process and is incorporated into the final analysis within the EIS.

In addition to specific meetings held after the passage of the Consolidated Appropriations Act,
2024, the BLM engaged with stakeholders and local elected officials throughout the evaluation of
the project. The BLM recognizes the importance of public involvement in the management of
public lands and knows that facilitating opportunities for engagement is fundamental to its
mission. From the onset of the project in 2020, the BLM initiated early discussions with
stakeholders, commenced consultation with Native American Tribes, coordinated with MVE to
hold open houses, and established cooperating agencies and consulting parties. These proactive
measures were taken prior to initiating NEPA and were used in preparation for meeting the
NEPA requirements.

Throughout the NEPA process and the preparation of the EIS, the BLM provided multiple
opportunities through different channels to engage with cooperating agencies and interested
parties. This resulted in coordinating with or receiving feedback from local Native American
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Tribes, 12 federal and state agencies, three counties, 119 organizations, and numerous
individuals. The BLM also established a Resource Advisory Council subcommittee, which
resulted in information sharing and a comprehensive set of comments on multiple issues. All the
insights gathered from these engagements were instrumental in shaping the action alternatives
and contributed significantly to a well-informed analysis of the potential impacts.

e In response to the amendments to NEPA via the Fiscal Responsibility Act of 2023 (Public Law
No. 118-5, Section 321(e)(1)(B), 137 Stat. 10 and 41-42), the BLM revised the organization of
the final EIS to comply with the Fiscal Responsibility Act's 300-page limit, i.e., the limit for a
proposed agency action determined to be of “extraordinary complexity.” Among other things, the
resources and issues analyzed in detail in the draft EIS that the BLM concluded were either not
significant or could be mitigated to less than significant were moved to EIS Appendix 15.

o Identification of a Preferred Alternative, presented in EIS Section 2.8. This alternative was
identified to reduce visual impacts to Minidoka NHS, reduce disturbance to big game migration
routes and winter concentration areas, reduce impacts to Jerome County Airport and agricultural
aviation uses, and reduce impacts to non-participating private landowners.

o Because of the mitigation required by BLM policy that would include seasonal construction
restrictions, the total duration of construction for all action alternatives, except Alternative B, was
extended to up to 3 years.

e Revisions to the Proposed Action, as follows:
o Water use estimates were updated.

o The Grazing Plan (Appendix S in Magic Valley Energy, LLC [MVE] [2023]) was
updated, including additional details about temporary construction fencing, ongoing
animal unit months mitigation coordination with livestock permittees, and how MVE
would supply water to rangeland improvements in the project area.

o Additional applicant-committed measures were added to EIS Appendix 4 (Table App4-2)
regarding blasting and reclamation. Existing measures were clarified for fire, range
improvements, and reclamation.

e Asaresult of recent relevant case law, greater sage-grouse (Centrocercus urophasianus) analyses
were updated to include an additional analysis regarding population connectivity, as well as
broader population trends across the sage-grouse range, across the state of Idaho, and at a local
and regional level.

e New issue statements were added to the EIS analysis, as follows:

o Section 3.17.2 in EIS Appendix 15: How would the integrity of existing groundwater
wells and the Milner-Gooding and Dietrich Main Canals be affected by project blasting?

o Section 3.17.3 in EIS Appendix 15: Would groundwater be contaminated from project
blasting and wind turbine generator foundation construction?

o Section 3.19: How would the impacts identified within the draft EIS affect the National
Park Service (NPS) interpretive purpose of Minidoka NHS?

o Section 3.8.2 in EIS Appendix 15: How would construction and operation of the project
affect aviation resources, including regional airports, controlled airspace, and aerial crop
dusting or other aerial operations?

e Ananalysis of a potential area of critical environmental concern for Minidoka WRC was added to
Section 3.8.1 in EIS Appendix 15 (Land Use Authorizations), and a new appendix (EIS Appendix
13 [Preliminary Evaluations of Potential Areas of Critical Environmental Concern]) was added to
the EIS.
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Revisions were made to the visual resource inventory, and project-specific interim visual resource
management classes were added to the analysis (see EIS Section 3.16.1 [Landscape Character and
Scenic Quality]).

The mitigation approach was further developed and refined (see EIS Appendix 4, Mitigation), as
follows:

o New measures were added to (or clarified in additional project-specific mitigation for)
biological resources, fire and fuels management, transportation, water resources, visual
resources, cultural resources, and human health and safety (see Table App4-3in EIS
Appendix 4).

o Compensatory mitigation frameworks were added for avian and bat species (including
greater sage-grouse), for big game, and for Minidoka NHS (see Table App4-4 in EIS
Appendix 4).

Details were added regarding the project avian and bat postconstruction monitoring plan.

Details were added regarding the mitigation variance process to allow for flexible
management of specified resources.
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CHAPTER 2. PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES

This chapter describes MVE’s proposal to construct and operate a wind energy facility, the alternatives
development process, alternatives carried forward for detailed analysis in this EIS, and alternatives
eliminated from detailed analysis. A description of the construction, operation and maintenance, and
decommissioning of the Proposed Action and alternatives is provided in this chapter, and more details on
the Proposed Action are in MVE (2023).

2.1 ALTERNATIVES DEVELOPMENT PROCESS

Internal and external scoping identified issues to be analyzed in this EIS, and a range of alternatives was
developed to address those issues. Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) guidance regarding
alternatives states that reasonable alternatives include those that are technically and economically feasible
and meet the purpose and need of the project, rather than simply desirable from the standpoint of MVE
(CEQ 2022). A range of alternatives was developed and alternatives were carried forward for detailed
analysis if they 1) met the BLM’s purpose and need, 2) were technically and economically feasible, 3)
addressed the substantive issues identified in scoping, 4) reduced potential adverse environmental effects
or addressed resource conflicts when compared to the Proposed Action, and 5) were consistent with
management objectives outlined in BLM (1986), as amended. Because the Proposed Action siting
corridors were developed considering wind resource data and requirements needed to develop a
technically feasible project, the alternatives were developed using subsets of the Proposed Action siting
corridors, resulting in alternatives that would meet the same technical requirements and also be
technically feasible. This approach was needed because the wind resource varies across the project area
and the data gathered to support the impacts analysis were focused on areas within or near the Proposed
Action siting corridors. All alternatives are described below. Additional rationale for the alternatives not
carried forward for detailed analysis is provided in Section 2.9 (BLM Alternatives Considered but
Eliminated from Detailed Analysis).

2.2 ALTERNATIVE A (NO ACTION)

Under Alternative A, the BLM would deny MVE’s application for construction, operation and
maintenance, and decommissioning of the project. The project facilities would not be built, and existing
land uses and present activities in the area would continue. The land would continue to be available to
other uses that are consistent with BLM (1986) and its amendments, including other potential wind
developments. Federal and regional renewable energy goals would have to be met using other alternative
energy projects at other locations.

2.3 PROJECT ELEMENTS COMMON TO ALL ACTION
ALTERNATIVES

Regardless of the action alternative selected, specific project requirements, constraints, and elements
apply to all action alternatives analyzed in detail. These include the project location, construction
methods, project components, operation and maintenance activities, and decommissioning activities.
Project elements common to all action alternatives are described in EIS Appendix 11.

2.3.1 Project Location, Siting, Landownership, and Jurisdiction

The project would be located on public lands managed by the BLM SFO and on state lands in the Idaho
counties of Jerome, Lincoln, and Minidoka (see Figure 1.3-1). Some project access would also occur via
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existing roads managed by the local highway districts across Bureau of Reclamation (BOR) public lands
and private lands. Relative to the surrounding communities, the general area for development would be
open rangelands east of Shoshone, north of Eden and Hazelton, and west of Minidoka. Dietrich would be
the closest community to the turbines (approximately 6 miles northwest).

All action alternatives would site infrastructure in corridors approximately 0.5 mile wide. Three types of
corridors are described based on the type of infrastructure and level of disturbance to which they are
associated (see also Figure 2.4-2):

1. Turbine siting corridors are 0.5 mile wide and would include all turbines and associated
infrastructure. MVE (2023) identifies these as “combined corridors” because they include turbine
siting and all other turbine-related access and infrastructure.

2. Ancillary siting corridors include all other infrastructure that falls outside of the 0.5-mile turbine
siting corridor (e.g., construction crane paths, access roads, transmission and collector lines, and
buildings). MVE (2023) identifies these as “balance of [generation] plant” corridors.

3. Range improvement corridors include areas where only range improvements would be
implemented (fencing, water lines, troughs, etc.) to minimize potential project impacts to grazing
operations.

Up to 11% of the siting corridors, regardless of corridor type, would have work area or infrastructure
ground disturbance (see Section 2.3.2 [Work Area and Infrastructure Disturbance]). Although the exact
location of infrastructure and activities within the siting corridors is unknown at this time, evaluating the
entirety of the siting corridors for potential impacts provides flexibility to site the project components
where necessary (from both resources and engineering perspectives) within the siting corridors. The
project’s final design and engineering would be completed after the BLM has issued a record of decision
(ROD) and would be informed by applicant-committed measures and other mitigation requirements
established in the ROD. The project's final design would identify the specific location for all
infrastructure and project activities and would be approved by the BLM Authorized Officer. This EIS
identifies and considers effects to resources present within the siting corridors, allowing for identification
of areas with fewer impacts or specific resource trade-offs. This identification of resource constraints
within the siting corridors provides flexibility for the project design to adjust through site-specific
engineering for the final layout. The action alternatives consider different configurations of the siting
corridors to avoid or minimize potential effects. These configurations are described by alternative below.

Wind turbine siting corridors would be concentrated in the higher elevation lands associated with several
buttes in the area and on mid-elevation lands between the buttes. The prominent buttes on the landscape
in the siting corridors are Wilson Butte, Owinza Butte, Sid Butte, and Kimama Bultte.

Most project components would be located on BLM public lands. Several State of Idaho—owned parcels
are also present in the siting corridors and would provide opportunities to locate additional wind turbines,
collector and transmission lines, and potentially other ancillary components. Tracts of privately owned
parcels are adjacent to the siting corridors. (Some project access would also occur via existing roads,
managed by the local highway districts, across BOR public lands and private lands.)

A siting consideration for alternatives development was the proximity of the project to the Minidoka
NHS, a World War 1l (WWII)—era Japanese American incarceration site in Jerome County. As described
further in Section 3.20 (Minidoka War Relocation Center and Minidoka National Historic Site) in EIS
Appendix 9, the incarceration site encompasses approximately 388 acres and is managed by the National
Park Service (NPS). Minidoka NHS comprises the central portion of the original approximately 34,000-
acre Minidoka War Relocation Center (WRC). The area within the Minidoka WRC boundary is now a
mixture of federal, state, and private land. Because scoping comments identified the potential for impacts
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to Minidoka NHS, alternatives were developed to avoid or minimize impacts to the site. Impacts to both
Minidoka NHS and Minidoka WRC are described in Section 3.5 (Cultural Resources), Section 3.6
(Environmental Justice and Socioeconomics), and 3.19 (Minidoka NHS Interpretive Purpose).

2.3.2 Work Area and Infrastructure Disturbance

Project ground disturbance is described as work areas disturbance or infrastructure disturbance (see
Section 1.3.3 in MVE [2023]). Since these components are discussed throughout this EIS, they are
defined here.

2.3.2.1 Work Area Disturbance

Work areas are the land needed to construct, and subsequently decommission, the project. Work areas
would have interim reclamation after construction and may not be wholly disturbed during project
operation. However, throughout the life of the project, work areas (even if they received interim
reclamation) may be re-disturbed to accommodate larger equipment for certain operation and
maintenance activities. For example, an intersection may be improved for construction to transport a
turbine blade to the turbine pad. After construction, this intersection would be reclaimed down to a
reasonable size for most operation activities. However, if a turbine blade needed to be replaced during
operation, the reclaimed part of that intersection would be re-disturbed to allow for transport of the blade
and crawler crane. Once the blade replacement is complete, the intersection would be reclaimed again.
Final reclamation of all work areas would occur following project decommissioning.

2.3.2.2 Infrastructure Disturbance

Land occupied by infrastructure would remain disturbed from the beginning of construction through
decommissioning of the wind energy facility. Infrastructure disturbance would include the footprint of the
infrastructure and the area immediately adjacent where operation and maintenance activities would occur
throughout the life of the project. During operation and maintenance, no interim reclamation would occur
within infrastructure disturbance areas. Reclamation would occur after decommissioning once the
infrastructure is removed.

2.3.3 Project Phases and Duration
The project is proposed such that the entire development may be constructed in a single continuous period

or divided into two or more individual subphases that entail a portion of the overall project. The EIS
analysis assumes an approximate project schedule consisting of three phases (Table 2.3-1).

Table 2.3-1. Project Phases and Duration

Phase Alternative B Alternatives C-E and the Preferred
(years) Alternative (years)

Construction 2 3

Operation and maintenance 30 30

Decommissioning 2 3

Construction and decommissioning for all action alternatives may occur continuously or with gaps of
time in between. If construction occurs with gaps of time in between, it could take longer than 2 to 3
years. The EIS uses the term the life of the project when referring to the time period encompassing
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construction through decommissioning, which would be 34 years for Alternative B and at least 36 years
for the other action alternatives (Alternatives C through E and the Preferred Alternative).

Interim reclamation in work areas would occur following construction, and this EIS assumes that interim
reclamation would result in successful revegetation of native grasses in 2 to 5 years (though other
vegetation would take longer, as described in Section 3.15.1 [Native Upland Vegetation Communities] in
EIS Appendix 15). At that time, the BLM would evaluate and would implement further reclamation
activities if needed. EIS Appendix 4 details applicant-committed measures and BLM mitigation measures
that include project timing stipulations. Final reclamation would occur concurrent with decommissioning
and is described in the Final Reclamation section of EIS Appendix 11.

2.3.4 Avoidance and Minimization

Use of public lands for either development or access requires compliance with the stipulations and policy
governing those public lands, including BLM (1986), as amended, and relevant federal laws, regulations,
and policy. NEPA regulations (40 CFR 1508.1(s)) define mitigation as avoiding, minimizing, rectifying,
reducing over time, or compensating for impacts of a proposed action (CEQ 2022). MVE (2023) includes
numerous applicant-committed measures that are avoidance and minimization and are part of the project
design. Additional avoidance and minimization occurred through project siting and design; these are not
documented in MVE’s applicant-committed measures but are described in MVE (2023). The BLM
developed mitigation for the project using the mitigation hierarchy described in the Mitigation
Framework section of EIS Appendix 4. All applicant-committed measures and other mitigation measures
are detailed in EIS Appendix 4. These measures guide project planning, construction activities, facility
development, operation and maintenance, and decommissioning to minimize environmental and
operational impacts.

2.4 ALTERNATIVE B (PROPOSED ACTION)

As discussed in Section 1.1 (Summary of Proposed Project), the BLM received a ROW application from
MVE to construct, operate and maintain, and decommission a wind energy facility and associated
infrastructure. Under Alternative B, the BLM would authorize (with terms and conditions) the wind
energy facility as proposed by MVE. Figures 1.3-1 and 2.4-1 show the extent of the siting corridors
proposed for development under Alternative B. Table 2.4-1 lists the anticipated project components,
guantities, and associated disturbance acreages for Alternative B and the other action alternatives. Table
2.4.2 provides specific traffic details for Alternative B and the other action alternatives, and Table 2.4-3
provides details on roads. Table 2.4.1 provides the maximum number of turbines by turbine size. For
example, Alternative B could have up to 400 3-megawatt (MW) turbines or up to 349 6-MW turbines, or
a combination of 3-MW and 6-MW turbines not to exceed 400. The maximum height of the turbines
would be between 390 and 740 feet, depending on their MW capacity®. The ground disturbance described
in this EIS is for the largest disturbance footprint, which would be the maximum number of 3-MW
turbines. The generation capacity of Alternative B would be nearly 25% more than the largest existing
wind facility in the United States; there are only four other existing U.S. wind facilities with capacities of
800 MW or greater (Carlin 2022). However, other larger facilities are under construction (e.g., the
Chokecherry and Sierra Madre Wind Energy Project in Wyoming, which would produce approximately
3,000 MW and is scheduled for construction completion in 2026).

As discussed in Section 2.3.3, the project may be divided into two or more subphases that entail a portion
of the overall project. MVE would submit a project construction schedule to the BLM for review and

> MVE (2023) provides size characteristics for the potential use of 2-MW to 6-MW turbines. The Chapter 3 impacts analyses in
this EIS evaluate the potential use of 3-MW to 6-MW turbines.
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approval before the construction notice to proceed is granted (measure b in EIS Appendix 4). The
construction schedule within the Star Lake grazing allotment would occur in three subphases (North Star
Lake, South Star Lake, and West Star Lake; see Appendix S of MVE [2023]) so that construction occurs
in approximately one third of the Star Lake grazing allotment at any given time (see Figure 2.4-3).
Primary access roads to an active construction subphase area (for example the West Star Lake subphase)
would continue to be used through the previously completed subphase areas (for example the North Star
Lake subphase) to allow for sufficient access from Idaho Highway 24 (ID 24). Concentrating construction
activities in a single subphase area at a time would reduce the potential for conflicts between construction
activities and livestock operations, reduce the amount of temporary fence necessary during construction,
provide the public better predictability for areas not experiencing construction traffic, and make areas
available for wildlife to avoid human noise and activity from construction.
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Table 2.4-1. Project Components by Action Alternative

Project Component

Alternative B
(Proposed Action)

Alternative C
(Reduced Western Corridors)

Alternative D
(Centralized Corridors)

Alternative E
(Reduced Southern Corridors)

Preferred Alternative

General project area

197,474 acres

146,389 acres

110,315 acres

122,444 acres

103,864 acres

Siting corridors

84,051 acres

65,215 acres

48,597 acres

50,680 acres

44,768 acres

Wind turbines

Up to 400 3-MW turbines or up to 349 6-MW
turbines

Up to 378 3-MW turbines or up to 259 6-MW
turbines

Up to 280 3-MW turbines or up to 179 6-MW
turbines

Up to 269 3-MW turbines or up to 194 6-MW
turbines

Up to 241 3-MW or 5-MW turbines

Estimated generation capacity*

1,200-2,094 MW

1,134-1,554 MW

840-1,074 MW

807-1,164 MW

723-1,205 MW

Estimated annual generation in terawatt hours
(TWh) for the project operating at 35%—-45%
net capacity factors

3.7-4.7 TWh with all 3-MW turbines
6.4-8.3 TWh with all 6-MW turbines

3.5-4.5 TWh with all 3-MW turbines
(5% reduction from Alternative B)
4.8-6.1 TWh with all 6-MW turbines
(26% reduction from Alternative B)

2.6-3.3 TWh with all 3-MW turbines
(30% reduction from Alternative B)
3.3—4.2 TWh with all 6-MW turbines
(49% reduction from Alternative B)

2.5-3.2 TWh with all 3-MW turbines
(33% reduction from Alternative B)

3.6—4.6 TWh with all 6-MW turbines
(44% reduction from Alternative B)

2.2-2.9 TWh with all 3-MW turbines
(38% reduction from Alternative B)
3.7-4.8 TWh with all 5-MW turbines
(42% reduction from Alternative B)

Project duration

34 years total:
2 years construction
30 years operation
2 years decommissioning

36 years total:
3 years construction
30 years operation
3 years decommissioning

36 years total:
3 years construction
30 years operation
3 years decommissioning

36 years total:
3 years construction
30 years operation
3 years decommissioning

36 years total:
3 years construction
30 years operation
3 years decommissioning

Ground disturbance

9,114 acres total:
2,374 acres infrastructure
6,740 acres work areas

6,953 acres total:
1,811 acres infrastructure
5,142 acres work areas

4,838 acres total:
1,124 acres infrastructure
3,714 acres work areas

5,136 acres total:
1,402 acres infrastructure
3,734 acres work areas

4,492 acres total
992 acres infrastructure
3,500 acres work areas

Total project access roads
(see also Table 2.4-2)

486 miles new
147 miles improved

360 miles new
117 miles improved

270 miles new
83 miles improved

272 miles new
101 miles improved

231 miles new
79 miles improved

Construction crane path

33 miles new
14 miles improved

26 miles new
10 miles improved

23 miles new
7 miles improved

19 miles new
5 miles improved

14 miles new
5 miles improved

Vehicle traffict
(see also Table 2.4-3)

2,427,698 trips total:
812,882 trips construction
901,740 trips operation
713,076 trips decommissioning

2,696,164 trips total:
1,057,221 trips construction
868,043 trips operation
801,539 trips decommissioning

1,900,489 trips total:
669,985 trips construction
630,704 trips operation
599,800 trips decommissioning

2,092,141 trips total:
840,414 trips construction
608,269 trips operation
643,458 trips decommissioning

1,926,583 trips total:
748,878 trips construction
545,868 trips operation
631,837 trips decommissioning

Fixed-wing aircraft traffic

90 days total
3 daysl/year (8 hours/day) operation

90 days total
3 days/year (8 hours/day) operation

90 days total
3 daysl/year (8 hours/day) operation

90 days total
3 days/year (8 hours/day) operation

90 days total
3 days/year (8 hours/day) operation

Helicopter traffic*

390 days total
240 days (8 hours/day) construction
150 days (40 hours/year) operation

390 days total
240 days (8 hours/day) construction
150 days (40 hours/year) operation

370 days total
220 days (8 hours/day) construction
150 days (40 hours/year) operation

370 days total
220 days (8 hours/day) construction
150 days (40 hours/year) operation

370 days total
220 days (8 hours/day) construction
150 days (40 hours/year) operation

Blasting

2 blasts/day construction

2 blasts/day construction

2 blasts/day construction

2 blasts/day construction

2 blasts/day construction

Water use

191,750,000 gallons total:
160,000,000 gallons construction

13,300,000 gallons operation and
maintenance

18,450,000 gallons decommissioning

262,310,000 gallons total:
230,000,000 gallons construction

12,810,000 gallons operation and
maintenance

19,500,000 gallons decommissioning

198,280,000 gallons total:
175,000,000 gallons construction

9,280,000 gallons operation and
maintenance

14,000,000 gallons decommissioning

192,450,000 gallons total:
170,000,000 gallons construction

8,950,000 gallons operation and
maintenance

13,500,000 gallons decommissioning

172,000,000 gallons total:
150,000,000 gallons construction

9,000,000 gallons operation and
maintenance

13,000,000 gallons decommissioning

Groundwater wells

6 construction; 4 remain open during operation
and decommissioning

5 construction; 4 remain open during operation
and decommissioning

4 construction; 4 remain open during operation

and decommissioning

4 construction; 4 remain open during operation
and decommissioning

4 construction; 4 remain open during operation
and decommissioning

Livestock fencing (20%—25% of the temporary
fencing may be deployed at any given time) (up
to 3 years construction, up to 3 years
decommissioning)

395 miles temporary

303 miles temporary

222 miles temporary

257 miles temporary

200 miles temporary

Range improvements

Up to 65 new troughs
Up to 54 new waterline miles

Up to 55 new troughs
Up to 54 new waterline miles

Up to 40 new troughs
Up to 27 new waterline miles

Up to 40 new troughs
Up to 42 new waterline miles

Up to 40 new troughs
Up to 42 new waterline miles

Personnel

400-850 construction and decommissioning
20-75 operation and maintenance

400-850 construction and decommissioning
20-75 operation and maintenance

300-700 construction and decommissioning
17-62 operation and maintenance

300-700 construction and decommissioning
17-62 operation and maintenance

300-700 construction and decommissioning
17-62 operation and maintenance
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Project Component

Alternative B
(Proposed Action)

Alternative C
(Reduced Western Corridors)

Alternative D
(Centralized Corridors)

Alternative E
(Reduced Southern Corridors)

Preferred Alternative

Collector substations

5 substations

5 substations

5 substations

4 substations

4 substations

230/500-kV substation

1 substation

1 substation

1 substation

1 substation

1 substation

Interconnection substation

1 substation

1 substation

1 substation

1 substation

1 substation

34.5-kV underground and overhead collector
lines

248 miles total:
56 miles underground
192 miles overhead
Estimated 3,455 poles

201 miles total:
53 miles underground
148 miles overhead
Estimated 2,664 poles

150 miles total:
39 miles underground
111 miles overhead
Estimated 1,998 poles

145 miles total:
38 miles underground
107 miles overhead
Estimated 1,926 poles

156 miles total:
34 miles underground
122 miles overhead
Estimated 2,196 poles

230-kV transmission line

34 miles
Estimated 306 support structures

34 miles
Estimated 306 support structures

21 miles
Estimated 189 support structures

25 miles
Estimated 225 support structures

24 miles
Estimated 218 support structures

500-kV transmission line

19 miles
Estimated 114 support structures

19 miles
Estimated 114 support structures

19 miles
Estimated 114 support structures

19 miles
Estimated 114 support structures

19 miles
Estimated 114 support structures

Battery energy storage system

1 system

1 system

1 system

1 system

1 system

Operation and maintenance facilities

3 facilities

3 facilities

3 facilities

3 facilities

3 facilities

Laydown and staging yards

Up to 7 yards construction and
decommissioning

Up to 3 yards operation

Up to 7 yards construction and
decommissioning

Up to 3 yards operation

Up to 7 yards construction and
decommissioning

Up to 3 yards operation

Up to 7 yards construction and
decommissioning

Up to 3 yards operation

Up to 7 yards construction and
decommissioning

Up to 3 yards operation

Concrete batch plants

3 batch plants

3 batch plants

3 batch plants

3 batch plants

3 batch plants

Meteorological (met) towers

5 permanent towers (260—460 feet tall)

19 temporary towers (up to 460 feet tall, 2—-3
years)

5 permanent towers (260—460 feet tall)

19 temporary towers (up to 460 feet tall, 2—-3
years)

4 permanent towers (260-460 feet tall)

13 temporary towers (up to 460 feet tall, 2—-3
years)

4 permanent towers (260—460 feet tall)

13 temporary towers (up to 460 feet tall, 2—-3
years)

4 permanent towers (260—460 feet tall)

13 temporary towers (up to 460 feet tall, 2—-3
years)

Aircraft detection lighting system towers

4 permanent towers (260-460 feet tall)

3 permanent towers (260-460 feet tall)

3 permanent towers (260-460 feet tall)

3 permanent towers (260-460 feet tall)

3 permanent towers (260-460 feet tall)

New impervious surface (for substations and
buildings)

13.5 acres

13 acres

10 acres

9.5 acres

9.5 acres

Intermodal yards

1-2 existing yards on private land near the
towns of Shoshone or Minidoka

1-2 existing yards on private land near the
towns of Shoshone or Minidoka

1-2 existing yards on private land near the
towns of Shoshone or Minidoka

1-2 existing yards on private land near the
towns of Shoshone or Minidoka

1-2 existing yards on private land near the
towns of Shoshone or Minidoka

Note: See Section 2.3.2 (Work Area and Infrastructure Disturbance) for definitions of work area and infrastructure disturbance.
*The minimum estimated generation capacity is based on 3-MW turbines, and the maximum capacity is based on 6-MW turbines.
§ Twh are megawatt hours multiplied by 1 million or gigawatt-hours multiplied by 1,000. Annual net capacity factor is the ratio of the net electricity generated in 1 year to the energy that could have been generated at continuous full-power operation in 1 year.

T All trips one way, as reported in Appendix J of MVE (2023). Using one-way trips helps simplify the analysis and provides a more accurate result. For all action alternatives, operational trips are estimated for a 30-year operation phase. Construction and decommissioning trips are estimated for a 2-year phase for Alternative B and a 3-year phase for
Alternatives C through E and the Preferred Alternative.

#No helicopter use would occur during decommissioning.
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Table 2.4-2. Access Road Categories and Mileages within the Siting Corridors

Access Road Details Road Widths Alternative B* Alternative C Alternative D Alternative E Preferred Alternative
(Proposed Action) (Reduced Western Corridors) (Centralized Corridors) (Reduced Southern Corridors)
Typical access roads 24 feet wide 167 miles new 121 miles new 90 miles new 94 miles new 82 miles new

(20-foot road surface with 2 feet of berm

or ditch on either side)

117 miles improved

91 miles improved

60 miles improved

80 miles improved

58 miles improved

Construction crane path

50 feet wide

(interim reclamation planned during

operation)

33 miles new
14 miles improved

26 miles new
10 miles improved

23 miles new
7 miles improved

19 miles new
5 miles improved

14 miles new
5 miles improved

500-kV transmission line access roads

24 feet wide
(16 feet wide during operation)

3 miles new
16 miles improved

3 miles new
16 miles improved

3 miles new
16 miles improved

3 miles new
16 miles improved

3 miles new
16 miles improved

230-kV transmission line access roads

24 feet wide
(16 feet wide during operation)

34 miles new

34 miles new

21 miles new

25 miles new

19 miles new

34.5-kV collector line access roads

14 feet wide
(10 feet wide during operation)

248 miles new

176 miles new

133 miles new

131 miles new

131 miles new

Total project access roads

486 miles new
147 miles improved

360 miles new
117 miles improved

270 miles new
83 miles improved

272 miles new
101 miles improved

231 miles new
79 miles improved

County roads used to access project

79 miles

69 miles

47 miles

51 miles

44 miles

Highways used to access project

38 miles

33 miles

23 miles

33 miles

33 miles

Note: See the Access Roads section of EIS Appendix 11 for detailed descriptions of these road categories.
*Since MVE (2023) includes contingency calculations and the project is still a preliminary design, there may be differences between the mileages included in MVE (2023) and this EIS. If the project is authorized by the BLM, a measure to minimize road construction would be included as part of the ROW authorization.

Table 2.4-3. Traffic Details

Alternative E Preferred Alternative

(Reduced Southern Corridors)

Alternative D
(Centralized Corridors)

Alternative C
(Reduced Western Corridors)

Trip Details Alternative B
(Proposed Action)

Total trips 2,427,698 2,696,164 1,900,489 2,092,141 1,926,583

Trips per day Construction: 1,103 average, range 11-2,032 Construction: 1,329 average, range 13-2,563 Construction: 909 average, range 9-1,671 Construction: 1,075 average, range 11-2,097
Operation: 38 average, range 38—-134 Operation: 37 average, range 37-134 Operation: 27 average, range 27-134 Operation: 26 average, range 26—-134
Decommissioning: 1,270 average, range 13-1,830 Decommissioning: 1,241 average, range 15-2,053 Decommissioning: 1,068 average, range 11-1,535 Decommissioning:

Construction: 968 average, range 10-1,866
Operation: 23 average, range 23-134
Decommissioning:

958 average, range 12-1,647 978 average, range 12-1,617

Construction:1-170
Operation: 5-17
Decommissioning: 1-153

Construction: 1-214
Operation: 5-17
Decommissioning: 1-171

Trips per hour Construction: 1-139
Operation: 3-17

Decommissioning: 1-128

Construction: 1-175
Operation: 3-17
Decommissioning: 1-137

Construction: 1-156
Operation: 3-17
Decommissioning: 1-135

Note: All trips are one way, as reported in Appendix J of MVE (2023). Using one-way trips helps simplify the analysis and provides a more accurate result. Work hours (and thus traffic) would occur 12 hours per day during construction and decommissioning and 8 to 12 hours per day during operation. Construction and decommissioning traffic would
occur 7 days per week. For all action alternatives, operational trips are estimated for a 30-year operation phase. Construction and decommissioning trips are estimated for a 2-year phase for Alternative B and a 3-year phase for Alternatives C through E and the Preferred Alternative.
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Figure 2.4-1. Action alternatives comparison.
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2.5 ALTERNATIVE C (REDUCED WESTERN CORRIDORS)

Alternative C would reduce the project’s overall extent by eliminating development within specific
corridors (see Figures 2.4-1 and 2.4-2). The intent of this alternative is to avoid and minimize potential
impacts to Wilson Butte Cave, Minidoka NHS, and the communities that have connections to these
places. Alternative C would also aim to encourage development in areas that have already been impacted
by energy infrastructure and reduce the extent of wildlife habitat fragmentation.

Under Alternative C, the southwest and northeast siting corridors (proposed in Alternative B) would not
be considered for wind turbine siting, but some of these corridors would still allow for access or
powerline development. Alternative C would also limit the project’s 500-kV transmission line to a single
route that would follow the alignment of existing transmission lines. The 500-kV transmission line would
have the flexibility to interconnect with the Midpoint Substation or an alternative new substation along
the SWIP-North alignment. However, the interconnection with the SWIP-North alignment would be in an
area adjacent to the Midpoint Substation. Alternative C would also not allow for improvement of the road
segment that traverses Wilson Butte and provides access to Wilson Butte Cave.

Alternative C would not include siting corridors nearest to and in the most prominent viewing directions
of Wilson Butte Cave and Minidoka NHS. The intent is to reduce impacts to the setting and feeling of
these places while still maintaining connectivity of turbine corridors to the main substation and
maintaining electricity generation. The draft viewshed analysis for key observation point (KOP) 1 and
KOP 10 and visual simulations that show potential placement of the turbines (SWCA Environmental
Consultants [SWCA] 2023) were reviewed to inform the alignment of this alternative. KOPs are
viewpoints where there is public sensitivity to visual change (BLM 1986, as amended). Portions of
corridors were removed from within the boundary of the historic Hunt War Relocation Center also called
the Minidoka WRC associated with Minidoka NHS. The only project infrastructure that would remain in
the Minidoka WRC boundary would be access roads.

Alternative C would not include siting corridors north of 1D 24. The intent is to minimize the extent of
wildlife habitat fragmentation and reduce considerable development in areas that are relatively
undeveloped and have a low potential to be successfully reclaimed. Although there are large blocks of
public land south of 1D 24, these public lands are crossed by major transmission lines and are
intermingled with agricultural areas and associated infrastructure that can limit wildlife movement from
one area to another. Relative to the public lands south of ID 24, the public lands north of the highway are
contiguous and have limited obstructions to wildlife movement. Another intent of not including siting
corridors north of ID 24 is to avoid the introduction of elements that could disconnect greater sage-grouse
leks located just north of the highway from nesting and brood rearing habitat to the northeast.

Alternative C would not include siting corridors north of ID 24 (see Figures 2.4-1 and 2.4-2). The intent is
to provide for a path with fewer obstructions to the western end of the project for pronghorn (Antilocapra
americana) and mule deer (Odocoileus hemionus) migration.

Alternative C construction subphases would be the same as Alternative B.

See Tables 2.4-1 through 2.4-3 for the Alternative C project components and a detailed comparison to
these components for Alternatives B, D, and E.

2.6 ALTERNATIVE D (CENTRALIZED CORRIDORS)

Like Alternative C, Alternative D would reduce the project’s overall extent by eliminating specific siting
corridors from development (see Figures 2.4-1 and 2.4-2). Also similar to Alternative C, Alternative D
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would focus on minimizing fragmentation of wildlife habitat and potential impacts to Wilson Butte Cave,
Minidoka NHS, and the communities that have connections to these places.

Therefore, Alternative D would eliminate nearly the same siting corridors that are eliminated under
Alternative C, and additionally would not include most of the siting corridors east of Crestview Road.
The intent of Alternative D is to avoid development in areas that have higher sagebrush cover and protect
functional sage-grouse habitat. The reduced overall project footprint would also avoid or minimize
impacts to other resources and areas of concern. As a result of this additional avoidance, the total acres in
the siting corridors under Alternative D would be the second smallest of the action alternatives (only the
Preferred Alternative would be smaller). Therefore, the analysis of Alternative D provides insight on how
a reduced development scenario would result in potential trade-offs within a different development area.
Since this alternative would avoid most impacts to greater sage-grouse habitat, it would require less off-
site mitigation than Alternative B and the other action alternatives.

Similar to Alternative C, Alternative D would reduce potential impacts to Minidoka NHS and the
Minidoka WRC. The only project infrastructure that would remain in the Minidoka WRC boundary
would be access roads.

Alternative D construction subphases would be the same as Alternative B.

See Tables 2.4-1 through 2.4-3 for the Alternative D project components and a detailed comparison to
these components for Alternatives B, C, and E.

2.7 ALTERNATIVE E (REDUCED SOUTHERN CORRIDORS)

The intent of Alternative E is to avoid and minimize potential impacts to Minidoka NHS and Japanese
American communities associated with the site. Alternative E builds off of Alternative C but would
further avoid and minimize potential impacts to the setting and feeling of Minidoka NHS by removing
additional siting corridors from development (see Figures 2.4-1 and 2.4-2). Removing additional siting
corridors would also reduce potential impacts to the ability of descendant communities and the general
public to experience Minidoka NHS.

Alternative E would eliminate the same siting corridors that are eliminated under Alternative C (which
also reduces potential impacts to Wilson Butte Cave) and would continue to limit the project’s 500-kV
transmission line to a single route that would follow the alignment of existing transmission lines.
Alternative E would also eliminate most of the siting corridors west of Crestview Road and south of the
Section 368 West-wide Energy Corridor (WEC).

These siting corridor eliminations are intended to further reduce visibility of the project from Minidoka
NHS. Viewshed mapping and visual simulations from Minidoka NHS (SWCA 2024) were used to
identify the turbine corridors that had the potential to introduce a strong or moderate degree of visual
contrast.

Alternative E proposes the same adjustments to siting corridors located north of ID 24 that are made in
Alternative C. However, portions of some corridors are included in Alternative E that are not included in
Alternative C. This corridor configuration is intended to provide an assessment of the potential impacts
resulting from these specific corridors in combination with a smaller project footprint and minimization
measures.

Alternative E construction subphases would be the same as Alternative B.
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See Tables 2.4-1 through 2.4-3 for the Alternative E project components and a detailed comparison to
these components for Alternatives B, C, and D.

2.8 PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

The BLM has identified a Preferred Alternative based on a combination of elements of Alternatives B, C,
D, and E, which the BLM examined in the draft EIS. The Preferred Alternative responds to resource
impact concerns raised by cooperating agencies and the public through the public comments received on
the draft EIS. The Preferred Alternative would reduce visual impacts to Minidoka NHS and Wilson Butte
Cave by having the greatest distance between these sites and turbine siting corridors, reduce disturbance
to big game migration routes and winter concentration areas, reduce impacts to Jerome County Airport
and agricultural aviation uses, and reduce impacts to non-participating private landowners. The
combination of elements from Alternatives B through E for the Preferred Alternative include siting
corridor and infrastructure adjustments to avoid or minimize impacts while balancing development of the
wind resource (see Figures 2.4-1 and 2.4-2). To identify the Preferred Alternative, the BLM considered,
in part, the following information: results of the analysis of potential impacts prepared for the draft EIS;
agency, stakeholder, and public feedback on the draft EIS; recommendations from the BLM Idaho
Resource Advisory Council’s Lava Ridge Wind Project Subcommittee; new wildlife datasets provided by
the Idaho Department of Fish and Game (IDFG); and publicly available wind speed information for the
project area.

2.8.1 Project Components

To reduce visibility of the project from Minidoka NHS, the Preferred Alternative would increase the
distance of turbine corridors from Minidoka NHS as compared to Alternatives C and D. Under the
Preferred Alternative, all but one turbine corridor would be located outside of the immediate foreground
and foreground of Minidoka NHS. The one turbine corridor retained within the foreground would be
located approximately 9.5 miles from the Minidoka NHS Visitor Center and would be obstructed by
existing infrastructure on adjacent farmland. Additionally, the Preferred Alternative would include a
maximum turbine tip height limit for all turbines of 660 feet. The Preferred Alternative would have the
lowest number of turbines visible from and within the foreground of Minidoka NHS; it would also have
the lowest maximum tip height of all action alternatives.

To minimize development within big game migration routes and winter concentration areas, the Preferred
Alternative would exclude siting corridors north of ID 24 and north of Idaho Power Company line 805,
exclude siting corridors north of the Milner-Gooding Canal, and exclude corridors east of Crestview Road
and west of Kimama Butte. In comparison to Alternatives C and D, the Preferred Alternative would
reduce the amount of siting corridors in the southern part of the project area but maintain some corridors
northeast of big game winter concentration areas. The Preferred Alternative would also include two
additional project component adjustments to reduce impacts to big game migration routes and winter
concentration areas: 1) access roads that would enter the project from the north near Star Lake and from
the south near Cinder Butte would be removed and 2) locations for operational and maintenance buildings
would be limited to areas near existing county roads or highways to reduce the need for project workforce
access into the center of the project area.

The siting corridor exclusions and maximum turbine tip height described above were also designed to
increase turbine siting corridor distance from the Jerome County Airport and to facilitate more options for
flight paths to agriculture lands in the central portion of the project.

To minimize impacts to non-participating private landowners, the Preferred Alternative would include a
setback distance of 1.5 times the maximum turbine tip height, or 1,000 feet (whichever is greater), from
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the property line of non-participating private landowners and 5 times the total turbine height from existing
residences. When the setbacks are applied to a maximum turbine height of 660 feet, the setback from the
property line would be 1,000 feet (0.19 mile), and the setback from residences would be 3,300 feet (0.63
mile).

2.8.2 Construction Phasing

As described in Section 2.3.3, the Preferred Alternative would be constructed in approximately 3 years.
The Preferred Alternative would be constructed in subphases to concentrate activities in a single area at a
time; however, the subphase locations would differ from those described under Alternatives B, C, D, and
E. Similar to Alternative B, concentrating construction activities in a single subphase area at a time would
reduce the potential for conflicts between construction activities and livestock operations, reduce the
amount of temporary fence necessary during construction, provide the public better predictability for
areas not experiencing construction traffic, and make areas available for wildlife to avoid human noise
and activity from construction.

Under the Preferred Alternative, the BLM would include a term and condition requiring a phased
construction schedule that would focus major construction activities within a single region of the project
area at a time, require adherence to seasonal wildlife restrictions and measures aimed to reduce impacts to
wildlife during crucial time periods (see EIS Appendix 4 for applicant-committed measures and BLM
mitigation measures), and provide the necessary timing elements for the BLM and grazing permittees to
plan and coordinate grazing operations before and throughout the construction of the project.
Construction would be divided into three subphase areas: North Star Lake, South Star Lake, and Sid Butte
(see Figure 2.4-4). Although MVE would develop a final construction schedule in coordination with the
BLM and grazing permittees before construction, it is anticipated that construction year 1 would occur in
the North Star Lake subphase area, construction year 2 would occur in the Sid Butte subphase area, and
construction year 3 would occur in the South Star Lake subphase area. A plan that allows for a shorter
construction timeframe may also be considered if it focuses major construction activities within a single
region of the project area at a time and not in areas actively being used by permittees. Similar to
Alternatives B, C, D, and E, primary access roads to a construction subphase area would continue to be
used through the previously completed subphase areas to allow for sufficient project access.

See Tables 2.4-1 through 2.4-3 for the Preferred Alternative project components and a detailed
comparison to these components for Alternatives B, C, D, and E.

2.9 BLMALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT ELIMINATED FROM
DETAILED ANALYSIS

This section describes five alternatives considered by the BLM during alternatives development that are
not analyzed in detail in this EIS. See Figure 2.9-1 at the end of this section for a map of these
alternatives. Refer also to Section 2.1 (Alternatives Development Process) for the five criteria used to
determine whether alternatives were carried forward for detailed analysis.

2.9.1 Alternative F

Alternative F would remove the same siting corridors from development that were removed for
Alternative C (for the same reasons) and would remove additional corridors on the western end of the
project that are within assumed big game migration areas (see Figure 2.9-1).
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The intent of Alternative F was to address concerns for potential impacts to big game from development
in winter and migratory habitats. After Alternative F’s initial proposal was developed, additional
coordination with cooperating agencies highlighted that the current information on the locations of big
game migratory corridors was based on limited data, and it is likely that big game would use all of the
siting corridors as winter habitat and for migration. These discussions identified that minimization
measures would be more effective at lessening impacts on big game than alternatives that targeted
specific siting corridors. Since the benefit of removing siting corridors from the identified migration
corridors is uncertain, Alternative F would not substantially reduce impacts beyond the alternatives
analyzed in detail. Therefore, Alternative F was not brought forward for detailed analysis in this EIS
because Alternatives C and D would have similar impacts and would provide a reasonable range of
alternatives that evaluate reducing impacts to big game.

2.9.2 Alternatives C(2) and F(2)

Alternatives C(2) and F(2) would be the same as Alternative C and Alternative F, respectively, but would
also add siting corridors in the northeast corner of the project that would be within 3.1 miles of a greater
sage-grouse lek (see Figure 2.9-1). MVE initially proposed these siting corridors but later removed them
from Alternative B because they are located within 3.1 miles of a lek (see Section 2.3.4 [Avoidance and
Minimization]). For Alternative C(2) or Alternative F(2) to be a selectable alternative, a land use plan
amendment would be required. After consideration of these alternatives, the BLM concluded that an
adequate range of alternatives could be developed that would be technically and economically feasible
and satisfy MVE's development goals while minimizing impacts to other resources. For these reasons,
alternatives that would require a plan amendment to allow for more development at the cost of increased
impacts to greater sage-grouse habitat were not needed.

2.9.3 Alternative G

Alternative G was the result of a discussion with the BLM interdisciplinary team that was aimed at
exploring what additional options were available for balancing the resource issues that were addressed in
Alternative C (big game migration) but retaining more of the corridors proposed by Alternative B (see
Figure 2.9-1). This alternative would have the same layout as Alternative C but would add several siting
corridors north of ID 24. The alternative was dismissed from further consideration because the
components of the alternative were being analyzed in other alternatives and therefore would not
contribute to additional information concerning potential impacts (i.e., the alternative would be
substantially similar in design to alternatives that are analyzed in detail).

294 Alternative H

Alternative H was considered in order to examine an alternative that eliminates potential impacts to the
visual landscape surrounding the Minidoka NHS. Alternative H considered a project layout that would
only include turbine siting corridors that were identified through a GIS terrain analysis as being not
visible from the Minidoka NHS (see Figure 2.9-1). The turbine siting corridors that could be developed
under this alternative would be located northeast of Kimama Butte, east of Sid Butte, and north of ID 24.
Siting corridors located within the Minidoka NHS viewshed would still be proposed for project use (e.g.,
access roads, transmission lines, substations, and other supporting infrastructure); however, these project
components are unlikely to be visible from the Minidoka NHS. Additionally, to ensure turbines are not
visible from the Minidoka NHS under Alternative H, the turbine heights would be limited to no more than
545 feet. Table 2.9-1 provides an estimate of project components that would be developed within the
siting corridors under Alternative H.
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Table 2.9-1. Project Components for Alternative H

Project Component

Quantity

Siting corridors

29,000 acres

Wind turbines

Up to 84 3-MW turbines

Estimated generation capacity*

252 MW

Ground disturbance

2,900 acres

Collector substations

3 substations

230/500-kV substation

1 substation

Interconnection substation

1 substation

34.5-kV underground and overhead collector lines

At least 65 miles

230-kV transmission line

25 miles

500-kV transmission line

19 miles

Total project access roads

55 miles new road

80 miles improved road

* Estimated generation capacity of 252 MW has been estimated with the assumption that the 3-MW turbines would be installed.

Like other alternatives, Alternative H proposes a subset of siting corridors that were described in
Alternative B (the Proposed Action) and does not consider locating turbines outside those siting corridors
(see Section 2.1). The siting corridors considered for Alternative H were identified by MVE as having the
wind resource characteristics needed to support a wind energy project as a part of the total project as
proposed under Alternative B. However, under Alternative B, some of the corridors were identified as
“alternate” siting locations, and these siting locations would be developed if development in more optimal
locations was found to be infeasible. Approximately 40% of the siting corridors used in Alternative H are
siting corridors that were identified as “alternate” in Alternative B and have a lower modeled wind speed.
The 100-meter aboveground modeled wind speed for the 40% of siting corridors in Alternative H that
were identified as “alternate” locations in Alternative B is in the mid- to lower 6 meters per second. This
is less than the majority of the rest of the project area, which is shown to have modeled wind speeds in the
upper 6 meters per second and into the 7 meters per second.

Alternative H would site most project components on BLM public lands and some State of Idaho lands.
The project phases under Alternative H would be the same as presented for Alternative B, including
following applicant-committed measures, mitigation required by BLM policy, and additional project-
specific mitigation.

Alternative H would not include a specific limit of the turbine model or generation capacity, but because
the total height would be restricted, it is anticipated that turbines with a 3-MW generation capacity or less
would be installed. The total amount of power collector lines, access roads, and substations needed would
be reduced compared to other alternatives. However, because the project would continue to have an
interconnection point at Midpoint Substation or the SWIP-North alignment, the same or similar length of
230-kV and 500-kV transmission lines is estimated for Alternative H.

When considering Alternative H, the BLM reviewed where project components could be sited to
eliminate visual impacts to Minidoka NHS and how these locations meet the core siting requirements for
renewable wind projects: high-quality wind resource, available land, suitable transmission, and
environmental issues. Two of the core siting requirements, wind resource quality and access to suitable
transmission, reduce the feasibility of Alternative H compared to Alternative B and other action
alternatives.
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Publicly available modeled wind speed estimates for the project area were used to better understand the
wind variability within the project area (Argonne National Laboratory 2023; Davis et al. 2023). The
information showed that the wind resource varies with topographic features and associated changes in
elevation that are present across the project area. Alternative H would result in siting 35 of the 84 turbines
in turbine siting corridors that were identified by MVE in Alternative B as “alternate” siting locations (see
Section 1.3.5 of MVE [2023]). These siting corridors would only be developed under Alternative B if
primary locations were determined infeasible to develop. These corridors are a second choice for a variety
of reasons, but it is understood that a major consideration is that the wind resource has less potential for
generating electricity and higher development costs if not developed in conjunction with other siting
corridors as proposed in Alternative B. The BLM assumed Alternative H would have approximately 20%
of the generation capacity of Alternative B and would require developing infrastructure in areas of lower
wind potential. The estimate of 20% is conservative and a best-case scenario because it assumes the lower
end of generation capacity of Alternative B (1,200 MW). This comparison also does not account for the
potential variation in the wind resource because it is a comparison of the nameplate generation capacity
and not of the potential annual generation. Since 35 of the 84 turbines would be located in areas that have
a lower quality wind resource, it is likely that Alternative H would result in less electricity generated than
the estimated 20% of Alternative B.

Alternative H, like Alternative B, would include an interconnection at the Midpoint Substation or
construction of a new substation and interconnect with the SWIP-North alignment to access suitable
transmission to energy markets. The turbine siting corridors proposed in Alternative H are located at the
eastern and northern ends of the project area, and the interconnection at the Midpoint Substation or
SWIP-North alignment is located on the western side of the project area. This results in Alternative H
requiring the same amount of 230-kV transmission lines (25 miles) and 500-kV transmission lines (19
miles) to access suitable transmission to energy markets. The amount of project-related transmission lines
is a major factor for determining if a renewable energy project is feasible. Although Alternative H would
require the same amount of project transmission lines as Alternative B, the other project components
would only provide approximately 20% of the generation capacity of Alternative B.

The purpose of considering Alternative H was to identify whether there was a feasible alternative that
could eliminate all visual impacts to the Minidoka NHS, because the other action alternatives considered
focus on reducing these impacts but not fully eliminating them. Since no turbines would be visible,
Alternative H and the No Action would have similar, if not the same, visual impacts to the Minidoka
NHS. Unlike the No Action, Alternative H would have some capacity to generate electricity. However,
given that Alternative H would generate approximately 80% less electricity compared to Alternative B
and the distance to suitable transmission may not be supported by a smaller project, Alternative H was not
considered as an economically feasible alternative. With the No Action, Alternative B, and other action
alternatives, this EIS includes a reasonable range of alternatives that cover the full spectrum needed by
NEPA to evaluate the differences in potential impacts relevant to the issues identified.

The total lower generation capacity in combination with the cost to develop the project are primary
factors in determining the cost per megawatt at which the electricity would need to be sold. Since the
development costs are not proportionally reduced under Alternative H to the reduced amount of electricity
generation, this would require the electricity to be sold at a higher rate. To be economically feasible,
smaller projects require lower development costs, a higher power purchase agreement price, or a
combination of both.

As described in comments received on the draft EIS, there are smaller wind projects that have been
developed in Idaho. Although the development cost information was not publicly available for these
projects, there is information that shows at the time these projects were developed, rates established in
power purchase agreements were higher. Cost trends for wind projects in the United States are described
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in the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) Land-Based Wind Market Report (2023) and show that the
levelized power purchase agreement prices were significantly higher in western markets when the
existing wind projects in Idaho were being developed and coming online in 2009, 2010, 2011, and 2012
(Hoen et al. 2018 [version 6.1, released November 28, 2023])

In addition to Alternative H, as described above, the BLM considered whether an alternative that used the
same wind turbine development but included an interconnection point along existing transmission lines
located within the project area would be feasible. These transmission lines are west of the Borah West
transmission path and east of Midpoint West transmission path. as described in Idaho Power’s 2023
Integrated Resource Plan. Idaho Power describes these paths as having heavy east-west flows during low
hydro operating conditions (which can occur daily or seasonally) and states that “additional transmission
capacity will likely be required if new resources or market purchase are located east of theses path(s)”
(Idaho Power 2023). This information indicates there is already a large amount of electricity that takes up
transmission capacity on the existing lines, and it is likely that new transmission lines (like the proposed
Lava Ridge Wind transmission line) would be required. Additionally, there currently are no substations at
locations within the project area that would allow for interconnection, and MVE does not have an
interconnection agreement that would allow them to develop connection points in these locations.

Alternative H, as described above, includes interconnection at the Midpoint Substation, as MVE has an
interconnection agreement with Idaho Power. This ensures the project can feasibly connect to the exiting
electrical grid and deliver power to existing markets. Alternative H also assumes interconnection with the
SWIP-North could provide a feasible alternative to interconnection at the Midpoint Substation. This
assumption is based on LS Power being the parent company of both MVE and Great Basin Transmission
(holder of and developer of the SWIP-North transmission line ROW). Without existing substations or an
interconnection agreement indicating adequate transmission capacity at locations within the project area,
the options to connect to the grid in these locations are not currently feasible.

2.9.5 Alternative Components

The BLM evaluated painting one turbine blade black on each turbine because this has been documented
to reduce bird fatalities by 70% in Europe (May et al. 2020). However, this would not comply with
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) standards (FAA 2020) and was not carried forward for detailed
analysis.
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