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Abstract: \Western Area Power Administration (Western) and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(USFWS) have jointly prepared this programmatic environmental impact statement (PEIS) to
identify environmental impacts associated with various environmental review processes that
could be implemented to evaluate requests for interconnection of wind energy projects to
Western’s transmission system or requests for land exchanges to accommodate wind energy
elements that may affect wetland or grassland conservation easements managed by the
USFWS in Western’s Upper Great Plains Customer Service Region. The PEIS assesses
environmental impacts associated with wind energy development and identifies management
practices to address impacts. The processes and management practices identified in the PEIS
are intended to expedite site-specific National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA)
evaluations by providing a framework document from which other NEPA documents could tier.
The PEIS provides information that will help developers know what will be expected when they
apply for an interconnection or land exchange and will assist them with identifying and avoiding
environmentally sensitive areas where permitting would be more difficult. Decisions regarding
implementation of a programmatic process for environmental evaluations of requests for
interconnection of wind energy projects to Western'’s transmission facilities or for land
exchanges to accommodate wind energy that may affect easements managed by the USFWS
will be issued following the final PEIS as Records of Decision for each agency.
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NOTATION

The following is a list of acronyms and abbreviations, chemical names, and units of
measure used in this document. Some acronyms used only in tables may be defined only in
those tables.

GENERAL ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS

AC alternating current

ACEC Area of Critical Environmental Concern

ACGIH American Conference of Governmental Hygienists
ACHP Advisory Council on Historic Preservation

ACP advanced conservation practice

AGL above ground level

AHPA Archaeological & Historical Preservation Act
AIRFA American Indian Religious Freedom Act

AOPA Aircraft Owners and Pilots Association

AQRV air-quality related value

Argonne Argonne National Laboratory

ARM Administrative Rules of Montana

ARPA Archeological Resources Protection Act of 1979
ARRA American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009
ARS Agricultural Research Service (USDA)

ASM American Society of Mammalogists

ATC Air Traffic Control

ATCBI ATC Beacon Interrogator Radar

AWEA American Wind Energy Association

BA Biological Assessment

BACT best available control technology

BBCS Bird and Bat Conservation Strategy

BCR Bird Conservation Region

BEPC Basin Electric Power Cooperative

BERR Department for Business Enterprise and Regulatory Reform
BGEPA Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act of 1940
BIA Bureau of Indian Affairs

BLM Bureau of Land Management

BLS U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics

BMP Best Management Practice

BO Biological Opinion

BO/BA Biological Opinion/Biological Assessment

BPA Bonneville Power Administration

BWEA British Wind Energy Association

CanWEA Canadian Wind Energy Association

CDCA California Desert Conservation Area

CDFG California Department of Fish and Game
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CDW
CEQ
CERCLA
CFR

Cl

CNEL
CRP
CWA

CX

DHS
DISDI
DOD
DOE
DOI
DOL
DOT
DSIRE
DTI

EA
ECP
EERE
EF
EIA
EIS
ELF
EMF
EMI
E.O.
EPA
EPAct
EPRI
ERCOT
ERO
ESA
ESRI

FAA
FERC
FLPMA
FONSI
FR

FY

GAP
GE
GHG
GIS

Colorado Division of Wildlife

Council on Environmental Quality

Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act
Code of Federal Regulations

critically imperiled

Community Noise Equivalent Level

Conservation Reserve Program

Clean Water Act

Categorical Exclusion

Department of Homeland Security

Defense Installation Spatial Data Infrastructure Program
U.S. Department of Defense

U.S. Department of Energy

U.S. Department of the Interior

U.S. Department of Labor

U.S. Department of Transportation

Database on State Incentives for Renewables and Efficiency
Department of Trade and Industry

Environmental Assessment

Eagle Conservation Plan

Office of Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy
Enhanced Fujita Scale

Energy Information Administration
Environmental Impact Statement

extremely low-frequency

electric and magnetic fields

electromagnetic interference

Executive Order

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

Energy Policy Act of 2005

Electric Power Research Institute

Electric Reliability Council of Texas

Electric Reliability Organization

Endangered Species Act of 1973
Environmental Systems Research Institute, Inc.

Federal Aviation Administration

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission

Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976
Finding of No Significant Impacts

Federal Register

fiscal year

Gap Analysis Program
General Electric

greenhouse gas

geographic information system
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GPWE HCP
GWP

HAP
HB
HMA

IAC
IBA
ICUN
IDNR
IEC
IEEE
IFG
M
IPCC
IRAC
IUB

JEDI

KOP

Ldn
Leq
LFN
LGI

MAR
MBTA
MCA
MDEQ
MDNR
MEPA
MGGRA
Midwest ISO
MRO
MSDS
MTFWP
MTR

NAC
NAAQS
NABCI
NAGPRA
NAICS
NBII
NCDC

Great Plains Wind Energy Habitat Conservation Plan
Global Warming Potential

hazardous air pollutant
House Bill
Herd Management Area

lowa Administrative Code

Important Bird Area(s)

International Union for Conservation of Nature
lowa Department of Natural Resources
International Electrotechnical Commission
Institute of Electrical and Electronics Engineers
Idaho Fish and Game

Instruction Memorandum

Intergovernment Panel on Climate Change
Interdepartment Radio Advisory Committee
lowa Utility Board

NREL'’s Jobs and Economic Development Impact model
key observation point

day-night average sound level
equivalent sound pressure level
low frequency noise

Large Generator Interconnection

Minnesota Administrative Rules

Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918

Montana Code Annotated

Montana Department of Environmental Quality
Montana Department of Natural Resources
Montana Environmental Policy Act

Midwest Greenhouse Gas Reduction Accord
Midwest Independent System Operator
Midwest Reliability Council

Material Safety Data Sheets

Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks

military training route

Noise Area Classification

National Ambient Air Quality Standards

North American Bird Conservation Initiative

Native American Graves Preservation Act

North American Industry Classification System
USGS National Biological Information Infrastructure
National Climatic Data Center
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NCLS National Landscape Conservation System
NDAC North Dakota Administrative Code

NDCC North Dakota Century Code

NDEQ Nebraska Department of Environmental Quality
NDGFD North Dakota Game and Fish Department
NDPRD North Dakota Parks and Recreation Department
NDPSC North Dakota Public Service Commission
NEMA National Electrical Manufacturers Association
NEPA National Environmental Policy Act of 1969
NERC North American Electric Reliability Corporation
NEXRAD next generation radar

NGPC Nebraska Game and Parks Commission

NHPA National Historic Preservation Act

NHS National Historical Site

NIEHS National Institute of Environmental Health Sciences
NIETC National Interest Electric Transmission Corridors
NLCD USGS National Land Cover Database

NLCS National Landscape Conservation System

NM National Monument

NMFS National Marine Fisheries Service

NOAA National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
NOI Notice of Intent

NP National Park

NPCC Northern Power Coordinating Council

NPDES National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
NPS National Park Service

NRC National Research Council

NRCS National Resources Conservation Service
NREL National Renewable Energy Laboratory

NRI National Resource Inventory

NRHP National Register of Historic Places

NR/UR not ranked or under review

NSBP National Scenic Byways Program

NTIA National Telecommunications and Information Administration
NWCC National Wind Coordinating Committee

NWI National Wetlands Inventory

NWRS National Wildlife Refuge System

NWS National Weather Service

O&M operation and maintenance

OHV off-highway vehicle

OSHA Occupational Safety and Health Administration
PAD-US Protected Areas Database of the United States
PCB polychlorinated biphenyl

PE Presumed Extinct

PEIS programmatic environmental impact statement
P.L. Public Law

PM particulate matter
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PM2 5
PM1o
POD
PPE
PPR
PSC
PSC/MSU
PSD
PSR
PTC
PUC
PWS

RAM
RCRA
RCS
RD&D
Reclamation
RETI
RFC
RLOS
ROC
ROD
ROW
RPS
RRC

SAAQS
SB
SDCL
SDDENR
SDDGFP
SDWA
Se
SERC
SGI
SHPO
SIAP
SIP
SPCC
SPLs
SPP
SSA
SSR
SUA
SWPPP

particulate matter with a mean aerodynamic diameter of 2.5 um or less
particulate matter with a mean aerodynamic diameter of 10 um or less
plan of development

personal protective equipment

Prairie Pothole Region

Public Service Commission

Public Service Commission/Michigan State University

Prevention of Significant Deterioration

personal surveillance radar

Production Tax Credit

Public Utilities Commission

public water system

radar absorbing materials

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976
radar cross section

Research, Development, and Demonstration
U.S. Bureau of Reclamation

Renewable Energy Transmission Initiative
Reliability First Corporation

radar line of sight

Radar Operations Center

Record of Decision

right-of-way

Renewable Energy Portfolio Standard
Regional Reliability Councils

State Ambient Air Quality Standards

Senate Bill

South Dakota Codified Laws

South Dakota Department of Environment and Natural Resources
South Dakota Game, Fish & Parks

Safe Drinking Water Act of 1974

selenium

SERC Reliability Coordinating Council

Small Generator Interconnection

State Historic Preservation Office(r)

Smithsonian Institution Affiliations Program

State Implementation Plan

Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasures (SPCC) Plan
sound pressure levels

Southwest Power Pool, Inc.

sole source aquifer

secondary surveillance radar

Special Use Airspace

Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan
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THPO Tribal Historic Preservation Offices
TSA Transportation Security Administration
TSCA Toxic Substances Control Act of 1976
TSDF Treatment, storage and disposal facilities
UGP Upper Great Plains
USACE U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
usc United States Code
USCB United States Census Bureau
USDA U.S. Department of Agriculture
USFS U.S. Forest Service
USFWS U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
USGS U.S. Geological Survey
VAD vibroacoustic disease
VdB vibration impact level
VOC volatile organic compound
WECC Western Electricity Coordinating Council
Western Western Area Power Administration
WEWAG Wind Energy Whooping Crane Action Group
WGA Western Governors’ Association
WHO World Health Organization
WindPACT  Wind Partnerships for Advanced Component Technologies
WinDS Wind Deployment System
WRA wind resource area
WRP Wetlands Reserve Program
WSR weather surveillance radar
WTGS wind turbine generator system
CHEMICALS
(610 carbon monoxide NOy nitrogen oxides
COs carbon dioxide O3 ozone
COo¢ carbon dioxide equivalent Pb lead
COq4 methane SOs sulfur dioxide
NO> nitrogen dioxide
UNITS OF MEASURE
ac acre dBA A-weighted decibel(s)
ac-ft acre-foot (feet) °F degree(s) Fahrenheit
ac-ft/lyr  acre-foot (feet)/year ft foot (feet)
ft2 square foot (feet)
°C degree(s) Celsius
cm centimeter(s) gal gallon(s)
GW gigawatt(s)
dB decibel(s) GHz gigahertz
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ha
Hz

kWh

kV/m
kW
kWh

hour(s)
hectare(s)
hertz

inch(es)

kilogram(s)
kilohertz
kilometer(s)

square kilometer(s)
kilowatt hours
kilovolt(s)
kilovolts/meter
kilowatt(s)
kilowatt-hour(s)

liter(s)
pound(s)

meter(s)

meters per second
square meter(s)
cubic meter(s)

XXXVil

mi

mph
MW

ppm
psi

rm

yd3
yr

um

VdB

April 2015

mile(s)

square mile(s)
mile(s) per hour
megawatt(s)

part(s) per million
pound(s) per square inch

revolution(s) per minute
second(s)

metric ton(s)

watt(s)

cubic yard(s)
year

micrometer(s)

vibration impact level
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ENGLISH/METRIC AND METRIC/ENGLISH EQUIVALENTS

The following table lists the appropriate equivalents for English and metric units.

Multiply By To Obtain
English/Metric Equivalents
acres 0.4047 hectares (ha)
cubic feet (ft3) 0.02832 cubic meters (m3)
cubic yards (yd3) 0.7646 cubic meters (m3)
degrees Fahrenheit (°F) —32 0.5555 degrees Celsius (°C)
feet (ft) 0.3048 meters (m)
gallons (gal) 3.785 liters (L)
gallons (gal) 0.003785 cubic meters (m3)
inches (in.) 2.540 centimeters (cm)
miles (mi) 1.609 kilometers (km)
pounds (Ib) 0.4536 kilograms (kg)
short tons (tons) 907.2 kilograms (kg)
short tons (tons) 0.9072 metric tons (t)
square feet (ft2) 0.09290 square meters (m?2)
square yards (yd2) 0.8361 square meters (m?2)
square miles (mi2) 2.590 square kilometers (km?2)

yards(yd) 09144 meters(m) .

Metric/English Equivalents
centimeters (cm) 0.3937 inches (in.)
cubic meters (m3) 35.31 cubic feet (ft3)
cubic meters (m3) 1.308 cubic yards (yd3)
cubic meters (m3) 264.2 gallons (gal)
degrees Celsius (°C) +17.78 1.8 degrees Fahrenheit (°F)
hectares (ha) 2.471 acres
kilograms (kg) 2.205 pounds (Ib)
kilograms (kg) 0.001102 short tons (tons)
kilometers (km) 0.6214 miles (mi)
liters (L) 0.2642 gallons (gal)
meters (m) 3.281 feet (ft)
meters (m) 1.094 yards (yd)
metric tons (t) 1.102 short tons (tons)
square kilometers (km2) 0.3861 square miles (mi2)
square meters (m?2) 10.76 square feet (ft2)
square meters (m?2) 1.196 square yards (yd?)
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

ES.1 BACKGROUND

Executive Order 13212 (“Actions to Expedite Energy-Related Projects”) directed Federal
agencies to expedite their review of permits or to take other actions that will increase the
production, transmission, or conservation of energy while maintaining safety, public health, and
environmental protections. Additional requirements for departments and agencies to consider
and to facilitate the development of renewable energy and electric power transmission projects
have been promulgated in the Energy Policy Act of 2005 (EPAct) and the American Recovery
and Reinvestment Act of 2009, along with other policies and initiatives. On March 11, 2009, the
Secretary of the Interior issued a secretarial order establishing renewable energy production as
a top priority for the U.S. Department of the Interior (DOI). Wind energy development is likely to
be a major component in meeting these mandates.

To better address environmental concerns associated with increased development of
wind energy production, Western Area Power Administration (Western) and the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service (USFWS) are considering the implementation of environmental evaluation
procedures and mitigation strategies for wind energy development projects in Western’s Upper
Great Plains Customer Service Region (UGP Region), which encompasses all or parts of the
States of lowa, Minnesota, Montana, Nebraska, North Dakota, and South Dakota. The
environmental procedures and mitigation strategies would be applied to interconnection
requests made to Western by project developers and to requests for consideration of easement
exchanges to accommodate wind energy project development that may affect grassland and
wetland easements managed by the USFWS within the UGP Region. The Upper Great Plains
area of the United States has been identified as having a high potential for wind energy
development because of the availability of an excellent wind resource regime. In the six-State
region addressed in this programmatic environmental impact statement (PEIS), installed
commercial wind energy generation capacity has grown from about 0.5 gigawatts (GW) to more
than 12 GW from 2000 through 2014. Much of this growth has occurred since 2007, and it is
anticipated that the industry’s installed generating capacity within the UGP Region will continue
to increase at a rapid pace.

Western and the USFWS have interests in streamlining their procedures for conducting
environmental reviews of wind energy applications by implementing evaluation procedures and
identifying measures to address potential environmental impacts associated with wind energy
projects in the Upper Great Plains area. As joint lead agencies, Western and the USFWS have
prepared this PEIS to (1) assess the potential environmental impacts associated with wind
energy projects within the UGP Region that may connect to Western’s transmission system or
that may propose placement of project elements on grassland or wetland easements managed
by the USFWS; and (2) evaluate how environmental impacts would differ under alternative sets
of environmental evaluation procedures, best management practices (BMPs), and mitigation
measures that the agencies would request project developers to implement (as appropriate for
specific wind energy projects).

ES-1
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ES.2 PUBLIC SCOPING AND CONSULTATION

Public involvement is an important requirement of the National Environmental Policy Act
of 1969 (NEPA), especially for determining the appropriate scope of the analyses to be
conducted. The scope includes the range of alternatives that will be considered and potentially
significant impacts that should be evaluated. This public involvement process (which also
included consultations with other State and Federal agencies and Native American tribes) is
referred to as scoping. As part of the public involvement process, a Notice of Intent (NOI) to
prepare the PEIS was published in the Federal Register on September 11, 2008 (73 FR 52855—
52858). The NOI invited interested members of the public to provide comments on the scope
and objectives of the PEIS, including identification of issues and alternatives that should be
considered in the PEIS analyses. Western and the USFWS conducted scoping for the PEIS
from September 11, 2008, through November 10, 2008.

The public was provided with three methods to submit scoping comments for the PEIS:
(1) via an online comment form on the project Web site, (2) by mail, and (3) in person at public
scoping meetings. Comments received during the scoping period primarily pertained to
(1) policies of the agencies relative to wind energy, (2) alternatives that should be considered in
the PEIS, (3) interagency cooperation and government-to-government consultation, (4) siting
and technology concerns, (5) environmental and socioeconomic concerns, (6) cumulative
impacts, and (7) mitigation of impacts.

In addition to the public scoping, Western and the USFWS coordinated with tribes within
the UGP Region by making presentations to individual tribes regarding the development of the
PEIS and soliciting scoping input. Letters to State and Federal agencies were also sent out to
alert those agencies that the PEIS was being prepared and to solicit input from agencies
regarding the availability of information that could be used to evaluate environmental impacts
and information about specific concerns or issues that should be considered.

ES.3 PUBLIC REVIEW OF THE DRAFT PEIS

A Draft PEIS was completed in March of 2013. A Notice of Availability was published in
the Federal Register on March 22, 2013 (78 FR 17653-17656), inviting interested agencies
(Federal, State, county, and local), public interest groups, businesses, and members of the
public to review the Draft PEIS and to provide comments. The comment period on the Draft
PEIS closed on May 21, 2013, following a 60-day review period. Public hearings were held on
April 30, May 1, and May 2, 2013, in Billings, Montana; Bismarck, North Dakota; and Sioux
Falls, South Dakota, respectively. Reviewers were encouraged to communicate information
and comments on issues they believed Western and the USFWS should address in the Final
PEIS, and the Agencies requested that reviewers provide specific information and comments on
factual errors, missing information, or additional considerations that should be corrected or
included in the Final PEIS. Comments on the Draft PEIS were accepted electronically, via an
online comment form available on the project Web site (http://plainswindeis.anl.gov/index.cfm),
orally or in written form at public hearings, or by letter. Western and the USFWS considered all
electronic, written, and oral comments on the Draft PEIS when preparing the Final PEIS.
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ES.4 PROPOSED ACTION

The proposed action is for Western and the USFWS to streamline the environmental
reviews for wind energy projects that will interconnect to Western’s transmission facilities or that
would require consideration of an easement exchange to accommodate wind energy
development that may affect easements managed by the USFWS. Under the proposed action,
the agencies would identify standardized environmental evaluation procedures, BMPs, and
mitigation measures that would be applied to wind energy projects requesting interconnections
or easement exchanges.

ES.5 DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES

Four alternatives, including the No Action Alternative, are evaluated in the PEIS. The No
Action Alternative would entail no change to the procedures currently used by Western and the
USFWS to evaluate and address the environmental impacts associated with wind energy
projects. The other three alternatives would require changes in the current environmental
evaluation procedures used by the agencies and represent different ways in which the agencies
could accomplish the proposed action. The alternatives are described in the following sections
and are summarized in table ES.5-1.

ES.5.1 No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, requests for interconnection of wind energy projects to
Western’s transmission systems would be processed, reviewed, and evaluated in the current
manner, including environmental reviews performed for specific projects. Similarly, proposals to
place wind energy facilities on wetland and grassland easements managed by the USFWS
would continue to be considered as they have in the past. This means the USFWS will work
with the developer to avoid impacting easement interests if possible, and then minimize the
unavoidable impacts to the extent practicable. The resulting wind energy facilities that do not
impact critically needed habitat or species of special concern, and that do not significantly impair
any easement’s ability to achieve its conservation purpose, will be accommodated by executing
an exchange of easement interests.

NEPA analyses would be prepared by each agency, as appropriate, on a project-by-
project basis and BMPs, mitigation measures, and monitoring requirements would be developed
on a case-by-case basis only. Government-to-government consultation with Native American
tribes would continue to be conducted separately for each project as appropriate. Endangered
Species Act (ESA) Section 7 consultation with the USFWS regarding potential effects of project
development on federally listed species and consultation with appropriate agencies and
federally recognized Native American tribes under Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA) (16 USC § 470) regarding potential effects on cultural and
historic resources would also be conducted separately for each project.
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TABLE ES.5-1 Description of the Programmatic Alternatives Evaluated in the PEIS

Alternative Western Area Power Administration U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
No Action » Process and evaluate environmental reviews of interconnection Process and evaluate requests for easement exchanges separately
Alternative requests on a case-by-case basis. on a case-by-case basis.

Alternative 1
(Preferred
Alternative)

Alternative 2

Separate project-specific NEPA evaluations and analyses required
for each interconnection request.

Separate project-specific ESA Section 7 consultation initiated for
each interconnection request.

BMPs and mitigation measures identified on a project-by-project
basis.

Adopt a standardized structured process for collecting information
and evaluating and reviewing environmental impacts of wind energy
interconnection requests.

Apply programmatic BMPs and mitigation measures developed in
the PEIS to minimize impacts of interconnection requests.
Project-specific NEPA analyses tier off the analyses in the PEIS as
long as the appropriate identified BMPs and mitigation measures
are implemented as part of proposed projects.

Project-specific ESA Section 7 consultations tier off programmatic
consultation as long as the BMPs, minimization measures,
mitigation measures, and monitoring requirements established as
part of the programmatic ESA Section 7 consultation are
implemented, as appropriate.

Same as Alternative 1.

Separate project-specific NEPA evaluations and analyses would be
required for projects affecting easement lands.

Separate project-specific ESA Section 7 consultation would be
required for projects affecting easement lands.

BMPs, mitigation measures, and monitoring requirements identified
on a project-by-project basis for projects affecting easement lands.

Process and evaluate requests for easement exchanges separately
on a case-by-case basis.

Adopt a standardized structured process for collecting information
and evaluating and reviewing potential environmental impacts of
easement exchanges if wind energy facilities cannot avoid USFWS
easements.

Require implementation of programmatic BMPs, mitigation
measures, and monitoring to ensure the integrity and conservation
objectives of USFWS easements are maintained.

Project-specific NEPA analyses tier off the analyses in the PEIS as
long as the identified BMPs, mitigation measures, and monitoring
requirements are implemented as part of projects.

Future project-specific ESA Section 7 consultations tier off
programmatic consultation as long as the BMPs, minimization
measures, mitigation measures, and monitoring requirements
established as part of the programmatic ESA Section 7 consultation
are implemented, as appropriate.

No easement exchanges to accommodate wind energy facilities
would be allowed.
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TABLE ES.5-1

(Cont.)

Alternative

Western Area Power Administration

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Alternative 3

Separate project-specific NEPA evaluations required for each
interconnection request.

No additional BMPs or mitigation measures would be requested by
Western beyond those mandated under applicable Federal, State,
and local regulations.

Process and evaluate requests for easement exchanges separately
on a case-by case basis.

No additional mitigation measures, BMPs, or monitoring would be
required by the USFWS for easement exchanges beyond those
mandated under applicable Federal, State, and local regulations.
Easement exchanges would occur for wind energy projects as
presented by developers, without consideration of additional
measures to reduce impacts.
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ES.5.2 Alternative 1: Programmatic Regional Wind Energy Development Evaluation
Process for Western and the USFWS

Alternative 1 is identified by Western and the USFWS as the preferred alternative.
Under Alternative 1, both agencies would implement a standardized process for evaluating the
environmental effects of wind energy projects. Western would establish standardized
procedures for the environmental review when considering interconnection requests and would
identify BMPs and mitigation measures to be applied by developers where specific resource
conditions occur. The USFWS would continue to process requests for easement exchanges to
accommodate wind energy structures that may affect USFWS easements using current
procedures, but would adopt a standardized approach for reviewing potential environmental
impacts of easement exchanges. Standardized BMPs, mitigation measures, and monitoring
requirements that developers would need to apply to address potential environmental effects to
affected easements would be identified. Both agencies would continue to require appropriate
site-specific NEPA evaluations for projects (including analysis of cumulative impacts), but those
NEPA evaluations would tier off the analyses in this PEIS as long as the project developers are
willing to implement the applicable evaluation process, BMPs, and mitigation measures
identified for this alternative. Tiering from EISs refers to the process of addressing a broad,
general program, policy, or proposal in an EIS and analyzing a narrower site-specific proposal,
related to the initial program, plan, or policy in a subsequent NEPA document. If a developer
does not wish to implement the evaluation process, BMPs, or mitigation measures identified for
this alternative, a separate consultation or NEPA evaluation that does not tier off the analyses in
the PEIS would be required, as appropriate, to address specific issues. Government-to-
government consultation with Native American tribes and consultation with appropriate agencies
under Section 106 of the NHPA regarding potential effects on cultural and historic resources
would continue to be conducted separately for each project as appropriate. ESA Section 7
consultation beyond the programmatic consultation would not be required for projects for which
the project developers agree to implement the appropriate avoidance measures, minimization
measures, and mitigation measures that would result in a determination that listed species and
critical habitat are not likely to be adversely affected.

Both this PEIS and the associated programmatic ESA Section 7 consultation endeavor
to capture BMPs and conservation measures that have been found to be effective in avoiding or
reducing impacts on specific environmental resources. To accommodate placement of project
facilities on easements managed by the USFWS, the USFWS will consult on all exchanges of
easements and will process and evaluate requests on a case-by-case basis. Because of the
desire to include all practicable measures in this PEIS, some measures may not be appropriate
or effective in all situations, so Western and/or the USFWS (as appropriate for a specific project)
would coordinate with project developers during project planning activities to identify the project-
specific measures that would be applicable to each project.

Programmatic elements for each agency under this alternative include the following:

» Adoption of a standardized approach for evaluating environmental effects of
proposed wind energy projects;

* Adoption of programmatic BMPs and mitigation measures that would be

applied or recommended for specific projects and various resource
conditions; and
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Identification of environmental review requirements for situations where
programmatic BMPs and mitigation measures are adopted by project
developers and for situations where they are not adopted.

The agencies believe that the benefits of implementing Alternative 1 include the

following:

Tiering of project-specific environmental analyses. Future, project-specific
environmental analyses for wind energy development would tier off of the
analyses conducted in this PEIS and the decisions in the Record of Decision
(ROD), thereby allowing the project-specific analyses to focus on site-specific
issues that are not already addressed in sufficient detail.

Development of comprehensive procedures and mitigation measures.
Implementing the programmatic elements identified for Alternative 1 would
provide developers guidance on standardized environmental review
procedures, BMPs, mitigation measures, and requirements for wind energy
projects requesting connection to Western’s transmission system and/or
proposing modification of the USFWS’s wetland or grassland easements
through easement exchanges.

Consistent application and authorization process. Implementation of the
proposed standardized environmental review procedures, BMPs, and
mitigation measures would result in greater consistency and efficiency in the
environmental reviews of applications for wind energy interconnections and
for the environmental evaluation of requests for easement exchanges to
accommodate wind energy development that may affect easement lands.

Support development of wind energy projects and infrastructure within the
UGP Region. A programmatic process for evaluating environmental effects
of wind energy interconnection and development requests would facilitate
understanding by potential developers of the requirements for approval and
would result in a reduction of environmental impacts from wind energy
development. The ability to tier site-specific NEPA reviews off this PEIS
would reduce the amount of time needed to evaluate, plan, and construct
wind energy projects.

ES.5.2.1 Programmatic Environmental Evaluation Process

Western Area Power Administration. All wind energy interconnection requests will
follow the procedures established by Western’s Open Access Transmission Service Tariff or
that of a Regional Transmission Organization (RTO), upon Western’s UGP Region, placing its
facilities under the functional control of that RTO. Within those procedures, Western proposes
to adopt the following approach for environmental review and consultation requirements for wind
energy interconnection requests under Alternative 1:

Project developers seeking to develop a wind energy project that would
connect to Western’s transmission facilities shall consult with appropriate
Federal, State, and local agencies regarding specific projects as early in the
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planning process as appropriate to ensure that all potential pre-project
surveys, monitoring, construction, operation, maintenance, and
decommissioning issues and concerns are identified and addressed.

* As early in the planning process as appropriate, Western will initiate
government-to-government consultation with Native American tribal
governments whose interests might be directly affected by the planned
interconnection activities so that construction, operation, maintenance, and
decommissioning issues are identified and addressed.

*  Western will consult with the USFWS as required by Section 7 of the ESA for
all interconnections. A programmatic consultation has been completed as
part of this PEIS to address listed species, although specific consultation
requirements will be determined on a project-by-project basis. Under the
programmatic evaluation process, additional ESA Section 7 consultation
beyond the programmatic consultation would not be required for projects for
which the project developers commit to implementing appropriate and
applicable programmatic BMPs, avoidance measures, minimization
measures, and mitigation measures that would result in a determination that
listed species and critical habitat are not likely to be adversely affected.
Conversely, project-specific ESA Section 7 consultation would be initiated for
(1) any listed species or critical habitat not considered in the programmatic
consultation and (2) any listed species or critical habitat for which project
developers are unwilling or unable to implement the programmatic BMPs,
avoidance measures, minimization measures, and mitigation measures
applicable to a project. ESA Section 7 consultation for individual projects that
are addressed under the programmatic consultation will be documented
through the use of one or more Project Consistency and Species Consistency
Evaluation Forms to verify the action is consistent with the programmatic
Biological Assessment (BA) and the tiered approach identified in the
USFWS’s voluntary Land-Based Wind Energy Guidelines. Interconnection
project proponents must complete the appropriate forms and submit them to
Western. Western will review the completed forms to verify compliance with
the conservation measures identified in the programmatic BA and will use the
information, as described in the programmatic BA, to meet the requirements
of the programmatic ESA consultation.

*  Western will consult with the appropriate State Historic Preservation Office
(SHPO) as required by Section 106 of the NHPA. The specific consultation
requirements will be determined on a project-by-project basis. Western will
encourage project developers to coordinate their wind projects with the
SHPO. In some States, consultation with the SHPO on private projects is
already required as a provision of the State’s utility siting permit process.
Cultural resource surveys would be required for all ground-disturbing
activities, except in cases involving modifications to existing substations or
other areas where surveys have already been completed.

* The level of environmental analysis to be required under NEPA for individual

wind power projects and related facilities will be determined by Western for
projects requesting interconnection but no exchanges of USFWS easements;
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for projects that also require decisions regarding exchanges of USFWS
easements, the required level of tiered environmental analyses would be
determined jointly by Western and the USFWS. It is Western’s intent that
future wind energy project environmental analysis will tier off of the analyses
and decisions embedded in this PEIS and additional project-specific NEPA
analyses will refer back to this PEIS for relevant information, allowing
subsequent NEPA documents to focus on site-specific issues and concerns.
The site-specific NEPA analyses will include analyses of project site
configuration and micrositing considerations, unique or unusual aspects or
issues not anticipated by the PEIS, and the application of appropriate
mitigation measures. In particular, the BMPs and mitigation measures
identified in the PEIS (summarized below) would be implemented when
appropriate for addressing site-specific environmental conditions; additional
measures not identified in the PEIS may be requested to address some site-
specific situations. Public involvement will be incorporated into all wind
energy development projects so that concerns and issues are identified and
adequately addressed. In general, the scope of the NEPA analyses will focus
on the proposed Federal action related to interconnection to Western’s
transmission facilities. However, the environmental effects of a developer’s
proposed project will also be analyzed so that the anticipated impacts and
mitigation needs of the proposed project can be disclosed to the public and
considered by Federal decision makers. The NEPA analysis may also need
to assess the environmental effects from proposed transmission required to
reach the point of interconnection. Western’s analyses of impacts within
ROWs will tier off of this PEIS to the extent that the proposed project falls
within the scope of the PEIS analyses.

Site-specific environmental analyses will identify and assess any cumulative
impacts that are beyond the scope of the cumulative impacts addressed in
the PEIS.

USFWS Easements. The USFWS proposes to adopt the following approach for
reviewing requests for wind energy development on USFWS easements under Alternative 1:

Project developers seeking to place wind energy facilities on easements
managed by the USFWS shall consult with appropriate Federal, State, and
local agencies regarding specific projects as early in the planning process as
appropriate to ensure that all potential planning and preconstruction surveys
and information needs, construction, operation, and decommissioning issues
and concerns are identified and addressed.

Easements or portions of easements may be excluded from wind energy
development on the basis of findings of unacceptable resource impacts that
conflict with existing and planned conservation needs and/or cannot be
suitably avoided or mitigated.

The level of environmental analysis to be required under NEPA for individual
wind power projects requesting exchanges of USFWS easements and not
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requesting interconnection to Western’s transmission system will be
determined by the appropriate USFWS Wetland Management District. For
projects also requesting interconnection with Western’s transmission system,
the required level of environmental analyses would be determined jointly by
Western and the USFWS. It is the USFWS’s intent that future wind energy
project environmental analysis will tier off of the decisions embedded in this
PEIS and limit the scope of additional project-specific NEPA analyses. The
site-specific NEPA analyses will consider project siting, site configuration and
micrositing, monitoring requirements, and the application of appropriate
mitigation measures. In particular, the BMPs and mitigation measures
identified in the PEIS (and summarized below) would be used when
appropriate and applicable for addressing site-specific environmental
conditions; additional measures not identified in the PEIS may be requested
to address some site-specific situations. Public involvement will be
incorporated into all wind energy development projects to ensure that
concerns and issues are identified and adequately addressed. In general,
the scope of the NEPA analyses will focus on the Federal action on USFWS
easements, but must also include the full project (for example, indirect effects
and impacts from connected and similar actions, if any). If access to
proposed development on adjacent non-USFWS-administered lands is
entirely dependent on obtaining access to USFWS-administered easements
and there are no alternatives to that access, the NEPA analysis may need to
assess the environmental effects from that proposed development so that the
anticipated impacts can be disclosed to the public and considered by Federal
decision makers.

» Site-specific environmental analyses will identify and assess any cumulative
impacts that are beyond the scope of the cumulative impacts addressed in
the PEIS.

* The USFWS will provide consultation guidance for federal agencies and their
applicants as required by Section 7 of the ESA for all exchanges of easement
lands to accommodate development of wind energy facilities. A
programmatic consultation has been completed as part of this PEIS to
address listed species and critical habitat, although specific consultation
requirements will be determined on a project-by-project basis. Under the
proposed programmatic evaluation process, the USFWS would conclude that
additional ESA Section 7 consultation beyond the programmatic consultation
would not be required for projects for which the project developers commit to
implementing the appropriate and applicable programmatic avoidance
measures, minimization measures, construction BMPs, and mitigation
measures that would result in a determination that listed species and critical
habitat are not likely to be adversely affected. Conversely, the USFWS would
initiate project-specific ESA Section 7 consultation for (1) any listed species
or critical habitat not considered in the programmatic consultation and (2) for
any listed species or critical habitat for which project developers are unwilling
or unable to implement the programmatic BMPs, avoidance measures,
minimization measures, and mitigation measures applicable to a project.

ESA Section 7 consultation for individual projects that are addressed under
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the programmatic consultation will be documented through the use of one or
more Project Consistency and Species Consistency Evaluation Forms to
verify the action is consistent with the programmatic BA and the tiered
approach identified in the USFWS’s voluntary Land-Based Wind Energy
Guidelines. Proponents of projects involving easement exchanges must
complete the appropriate forms and submit them to the USFWS lead for the
project. The USFWS will review the completed forms to verify compliance
with the conservation measures identified in the programmatic BA and will
use the information, as described in the programmatic BA, to meet the
requirements of the programmatic ESA consultation.

* The USFWS will consult with the SHPO as required by Section 106 of the
NHPA. The specific consultation requirements will be determined on a
project-by-project basis. In general, cultural resource surveys would be
required for all ground-disturbing activities, except in cases involving areas
where surveys have already been completed.

* Project developers seeking easement exchanges in order to accommodate
wind energy facilities that may affect USFWS easements shall develop a
project-specific plan of development (POD) that incorporates applicable
programmatic BMPs and mitigation measures and, as appropriate, the
requirements of other existing and relevant mitigation guidance. Additional
mitigation measures will be incorporated into the POD and into the
authorization as project stipulations, as needed, to address site-specific and
species-specific issues. The POD will include a site plan showing the
locations of turbines, roads, power lines, other infrastructure, and other areas
of short- and long-term disturbance.

+ The USFWS will incorporate management goals and objectives specific to
habitat conservation for species of concern, as appropriate, into the POD for
proposed wind energy projects.

* The effectiveness of the programmatic review procedures and the
programmatic BMPs and mitigation measures will be periodically reviewed
and will be updated and revised as new data regarding the impacts of wind
power projects become available. At the project level, operators may be
required to develop monitoring programs, as appropriate, to evaluate the
environmental conditions at affected easements through all phases of
development, to establish metrics against which monitoring observations can
be measured, to identify potential mitigation measures, and to establish
protocols for incorporating monitoring observations and additional mitigation
measures into standard operating procedures and project-specific
stipulations.

ES.5.2.2 Programmatic BMPs and Mitigation Measures

Under Alternative 1, Western and the USFWS would apply programmatic BMPs and
mitigation measures to all wind energy development projects within the UGP Region that would
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interconnect to Western and/or require an exchange of USFWS easements. The BMPs and
mitigation measures in the PEIS would be adopted, where appropriate and applicable, as
elements of project-specific development plans. Measures related to site monitoring and testing
and to preparation of development plans are also included and identify the elements of
development plans that would be needed to address potential impacts associated with
subsequent phases of development. Some of the proposed BMPs and mitigation measures
address issues that are not unique to wind energy development, such as road construction and
maintenance, wildlife management, hazardous materials and waste management, cultural
resource management, and pesticide use and integrated pest management.

The identification and selection of applicable project-specific BMPs and mitigation
measures would be based on whether the measure would (1) ensure compliance with relevant
statutory or administrative requirements, (2) minimize local impacts associated with siting and
design decisions, (3) promote post-construction stabilization of impacts, (4) maximize post-
construction restoration of habitat conditions, (5) minimize cumulative impacts, and (6) promote
economically feasible development of wind energy. Western and the USFWS acknowledge that
certain BMPs and mitigation measures may not be reasonable or applicable at a particular
project site; only those BMPs and mitigation measures found applicable to the situation at the
specific project site would be implemented. The programmatic BMPs and mitigation measures
are summarized below:

Site Monitoring and Testing.

* The area disturbed by installation of meteorological towers (i.e., footprint)
shall be kept to a minimum.

» Existing roads shall be used to the maximum extent feasible. Meteorological
towers shall be installed and other characterization activities
(e.g., geotechnical testing) shall be conducted as close as practicable to
existing access roads. If new roads are necessary, they shall be designed
and constructed to the appropriate standard.

» Meteorological towers shall not be located in sensitive habitats or in areas
where resources known to be sensitive to human activities (e.g., wetlands,
cultural resources, and listed species) are present. Installation of towers shall
be scheduled to avoid disruption of wildlife reproductive activities or other
important behaviors, and the disturbed area will be minimized.

» The use of guy wires on meteorological towers shall be avoided or minimized.
Any needed guy wires shall have guys appropriately marked with bird flight
diverters.

General Planning and Land Use.

* Project developers shall contact appropriate agencies, property owners,

tribes, and other stakeholders early in the planning process to identify
potentially sensitive land uses and issues, identify preproject surveys or data
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collection needs, and identify rules that govern wind energy development
locally, as well as land use concerns specific to the region. Project
developers should coordinate closely with the USFWS and the

U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) during initial project planning to
ensure that wetland and grassland easements are avoided to the extent
practicable.

*  Consult with the Department of Defense (DOD) during initial project planning
to evaluate impacts of a proposed project on military operations in order to
identify and address any DOD concerns.

* The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) required notice of proposed
construction shall be made as early as possible to identify any air safety
measures that would be required.

» Avoid locating wind energy developments in areas of unique or important
recreation, wildlife, or visual resources. When feasible, a wind energy
development should be sited on already altered landscapes.

» Available information describing the environmental and sociocultural
conditions in the vicinity of the proposed project shall be collected and
reviewed as needed to predict potential impacts of the project.

* To plan for efficient use of the land, necessary infrastructure requirements
shall be consolidated wherever possible, and current transmission and
market access shall be evaluated carefully.

» Projects shall be designed to utilize existing roads and utility corridors to the
maximum extent feasible, and to minimize the number and length/size of new
roads, lay-down areas, and borrow areas.

» Prior to start of construction, a monitoring plan shall be developed by the
project developers so that environmental conditions are monitored during the
construction, operation, and decommissioning phases. The monitoring plan
shall be submitted to the USFWS and shall identify the monitoring
requirements for important environmental conditions present at the site,
establish metrics against which monitoring observations can be measured,
identify potential mitigation measures, and establish protocols for
incorporating monitoring results and additional mitigation measures into
standard operating procedures and BMPs for the project.

*  “Good housekeeping” procedures shall be developed to ensure that during
operation the site will be kept clean of debris, garbage, fugitive trash, or
waste; to prohibit scrap heaps and dumps; and to minimize storage yards.

* An access road siting and management plan shall be prepared incorporating
applicable standards regarding road design, construction, and maintenance.
Access roads will be designed to minimize total length, avoid wetlands, and
avoid or minimize stream and drainage crossings.
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Ecological Resources.

Implementation of a Risk-Based Evaluation Approach. Many concerns relative to
the potential types and levels of impacts of wind energy development on wildlife and other
ecological resources depend upon site-specific and project-specific factors. Under
Alternative 1, project developers shall employ a risk-based evaluation approach to identify
project-specific concerns related to wildlife and other ecological resources, and the results of the
evaluation will be incorporated into project-specific NEPA documentation. The risk evaluation
approach used by developers should be consistent with the tiered approach identified in the
Land-Based Wind Energy Guidelines finalized by the USFWS in 2012. These guidelines
describe a decision framework for collecting information to evaluate environmental risks to
wildlife and other ecological resources during project planning and, in some cases, after project
development has been completed.

Using an evaluation process consistent with that identified in the Land-Based Wind
Energy Guidelines during wind farm planning and development would provide project
developers with a stepwise, or tiered, method for evaluating environmental concerns in their
decision-making process where information is collected in increasing detail and each tier refines
and builds on issues raised in the previous tier. The evaluation process would help identify
ecological resources that have a reasonable likelihood to be significantly affected by planned
project designs and activities, as well as those ecological resources that are unlikely to be
significantly affected. Proper identification of resources that could be significantly affected
would allow the focus to be on modifying the design of the proposed project or identifying BMPs
and mitigation measures to avoid, reduce, or otherwise compensate for potentially significant
impacts and would reduce the potential for unexpected impacts on natural resources and
subsequent delays in project development. In addition, requesting developers to implement a
method for evaluating the potential for ecological resources to be affected by wind energy
projects that is consistent with the Land-Based Wind Energy Guidelines would facilitate the
ability of Western and the USFWS to (1) identify and address project-specific concerns related
to species protected under the ESA; (2) identify and address project-specific concerns related to
protection of eagles under the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (BGEPA); and (3) meet
responsibilities of Federal agencies to protect migratory birds as directed by Executive
Order 13186 and to accomplish terms and objectives identified in a 2006 Memorandum of
Understanding between the DOE and the USFWS regarding implementation of the Executive
Order.

Timely communication with Western and/or the USFWS regarding results of the initial
steps of the risk evaluation is encouraged. This would allow the opportunity for the agencies to
provide, and developers to consider, technical advice about ways to modify the project design or
to identify BMPs and mitigation measures that could be considered to avoid, reduce, or
otherwise compensate for potentially significant impacts. As described in the Land-Based Wind
Energy Guidelines, preparation of a Bird and Bat Conservation Strategy (BBCS) should be
considered and the need for an Eagle Conservation Plan (ECP) should be evaluated for all
projects.

Protection of Federally Listed Species and Designated Critical Habitat. During
development of the PEIS, Western and the USFWS engaged in discussions relative to
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programmatic measures that could be implemented to limit the potential for adverse effects on
federally listed, candidate, or proposed threatened and endangered species and designated
critical habitat for those species within the UGP Region. A programmatic BA was prepared as
part of the programmatic ESA Section 7 consultation for federally listed, candidate, or proposed
threatened and endangered species within the study area boundaries (see appendix D). The
programmatic BA evaluated the potential impacts that could occur on federally listed, proposed,
or candidate species within the UGP Region from wind energy projects that could be
constructed under the purview of the proposed programmatic approach. The BA identified
programmatic avoidance criteria and species-specific minimization measures’ that would be
required of applicants to address those impacts, and presents determinations regarding the
potential for adverse effects on federally listed, candidate, or proposed species if the required
avoidance criteria and minimization measures are implemented. These measures are
summarized in table ES.5-2. Although Western does not have the authority to require project
proponents to implement the identified conservation measures, failure to voluntarily do so will
exclude them from the already completed programmatic ESA consultation and would require
initiation of project-specific ESA Section 7 consultation regarding potential impacts on federally
listed, candidate, or proposed species.

Under the proposed environmental review process, Western and the USFWS would
conclude that additional ESA Section 7 consultation beyond the programmatic consultation
would not be required for projects for which the project developers commit to implementing the
appropriate and applicable programmatic avoidance measures, minimization measures, and
mitigation measures that would result in a determination (1) of no effect, or (2) not likely to
adversely affect listed, candidate, or proposed species addressed in the programmatic BA.
Conversely, project-specific ESA Section 7 consultation would be required for any of these
species for which project developers are unwilling or unable to implement the programmatic
avoidance measures, minimization measures, or mitigation measures applicable to a project.

Any newly listed, candidate, or proposed species not considered in the programmatic
consultation would be addressed through an amendment to the programmatic BA. In general,
adaptive management is important as Western and the USFWS gain a better understanding of
issues related to wind energy development and conservation of species. Relative to the
programmatic BA, adaptive management is a process that will allow adjustments to the
conservation measures to reflect new information derived from research, surveys, and
monitoring. If the conservation measures are not producing the desired protection, adjustments
can be made to achieve the desired resource goal. Alternatively, if monitoring indicates that the
conservation measures exceed those necessary for species protection, the measures can be
scaled back. Thus, if new information reveals effects on species or critical habitat not
considered in the programmatic BA that warrants modification of the current avoidance and
minimization measures, the BA will be amended accordingly in consultation with the USFWS.

1 Avoidance measures identify areas (e.g., types of habitats or locations) within the UGP Region where specific
wind energy development and operational activities would be precluded or restricted under the PEIS in order to
protect federally listed species and designated critical habitat without affecting the ability for most wind energy
projects to proceed. Minimization measures are species-specific measures, such as seasonal timing restrictions
for activities, restricting the types of activities that can occur, or specific actions or design features to be
implemented in order to reduce the potential for adverse impacts on federally listed, candidate, or proposed
species in areas remaining once the avoidance criteria have been applied. In comparison, BMPs refer to
measures intended to limit or reduce potential impacts on all natural resources, including federally listed,
candidate, or proposed species.
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TABLE ES.5-2 Summary of Potential Impacts and Species-Specific Avoidance and Minimization Measures Used to Develop Effect
Determinations for Each Species Evaluated in the Programmatic Biological Assessment?

Scientific Name  Common Name Potential Impacts

Species-Specific
Avoidance Measures

Effect
Determination

Species-Specific
Minimization Measures

Plants
Platanthera Eastern prairie Existing remnant plants may
leucophaea fringed orchid be affected by site clearing

for construction and access
roads necessary for wind
energy development.

Negative impacts are
unlikely because wind
energy development would
be avoided in moist wetland
habitats where the Eastern
prairie fringed orchid occurs.

Mead’s
milkweed

Asclepias meadii Negative impacts are
unlikely because wind
energy development would
be avoided in native prairie
remnants where the Mead’s

milkweed occurs.

Conduct preconstruction evaluations
and/or surveys in areas of potential
occurrence to identify suitable habitat
and areas of occurrence within project
boundaries. Surveys should include
proper identification and survey
techniques based on
recommendations from the USFWS
on the most current survey protocols.

Do not site turbines, access roads,
transmission line towers, or other
project facilities in occupied habitats.

Clearly delineate buffer zones around
locations of plants within the project
area and restrict activities within 100 ft
(30.5 m) of those locations.

Conduct preconstruction evaluations
and/or surveys in areas of potential
occurrence to identify suitable habitat
and areas of occurrence within project
boundaries. Surveys should include
proper identification and survey
techniques based on
recommendations from the USFWS
on the most current survey protocols.

Do not site turbines, access roads,
transmission line towers, or other
project facilities in occupied habitats.

Clearly delineate buffer zones around
locations of plants within the project
area and restrict activities within 100 ft

For projects that encompass occupied habitat or
that occur near occupied habitat:

For projects that encompass occupied habitat or
that occur near occupied habitat:

May affect, but
is not likely to
Employ additional project-specific BMPs to adversely affect
control invasive plants in areas of suitable habitat

disturbed by project activities.

Employ additional project-specific BMPs during

and after construction to control erosion and

runoff along access roads adjacent to suitable

habitat.

Avoid actions that could alter surface-water flow,

infiltration, and groundwater levels in suitable

habitat (this determination can potentially be

based on soil survey data).

Do not use herbicides within 100 ft (30.5 m) of

areas where the species occurs.

May affect, but
is not likely to
Employ additional project-specific BMPs to adversely affect
control invasive plants in areas of suitable habitat

disturbed by project activities.

Only perform control measures from October to

March in order to avoid the species growing

season.

Do not use herbicides within 100 ft (30.5 m) of

areas where the species occurs.
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TABLE ES.5-2 (Cont.)

Scientific Name

Common Name

Potential Impacts

Species-Specific
Avoidance Measures

Species-Specific
Minimization Measures

Effect
Determination

Plants (Cont.)

Lespedeza Prairie bush
leptostachya clover
Spiranthes Ute ladies’-
diluvialis tresses

Wind energy facility
construction (including
access roads and
transmission lines) may
eliminate individual bush
clover plants and gravelly
soils where plants could
become established in the
future.

Culvert and bridge
construction for access
roads may lead to bank
erosion, sediment loading,
or impacts on downstream
flows that could result in

alteration or loss of habitat.

Conduct preconstruction evaluations
and/or surveys in areas of potential
occurrence to identify suitable habitat
and areas of occurrence within project
boundaries. Surveys should include
proper identification and survey
techniques based on
recommendations from the USFWS
on the most current survey protocols.

Do not site turbines, access roads,
transmission line towers, or other
project facilities in occupied habitats.

Clearly delineate buffer zones around
locations of plants within the project
area and restrict activities within 100 ft
(30.5 m) of those locations.

Conduct preconstruction evaluations
and/or surveys in areas of potential
occurrence to identify suitable habitat
and areas of occurrence within project
boundaries. Surveys should include
proper identification and survey
techniques based on
recommendations from the USFWS
on the most current survey protocols.

Do not site turbines, access roads,
transmission line towers, or other
project facilities in occupied habitats.

Clearly delineate buffer zones around
locations of plants within the project
area and restrict activities within 100 ft
(30.5 m) of those locations.

For projects that encompass occupied habitat or

that occur near occupied habitat:

» Employ additional project-specific BMPs to
control invasive plants in areas of suitable habitat
disturbed by project activities.

« Employ additional project-specific BMPs during
and after construction to control erosion and
runoff along access roads adjacent to suitable
habitat.

» Avoid mowing along access roads or
transmission line ROWs in areas containing
suitable habitat.

» Do not use herbicides within 100 ft (30.5 m) of
areas where the species occurs.

For projects that encompass occupied habitat or

that occur near occupied habitat:

+ Employ additional project-specific BMPs to
control invasive plants in areas of suitable habitat
disturbed by project activities.

» Avoid vehicle traffic in areas where suitable
habitat is present.

» Avoid actions that could alter surface water flow,
infiltration, and groundwater levels in suitable
habitat.

» Use appropriate or additional project-specific
BMPs during and after construction to control
erosion and reestablish vegetation in disturbed
areas near suitable habitat.

» Do not use herbicides within 100 ft (30.5 m) of
areas where the species occurs.

May affect, but
is not likely to
adversely affect

May affect, but
is not likely to
adversely affect
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TABLE ES.5-2 (Cont.)

Scientific Name  Common Name Potential Impacts

Species-Specific
Avoidance Measures

Species-Specific
Minimization Measures

Effect
Determination

Plants (Con.t)

Platanthera
praeclara

Western prairie
fringed orchid

Existing remnant plants may
be affected by site clearing
for construction and access
roads necessary for wind
energy development.

Negative impacts are
unlikely because wind
energy development would
be avoided in moist wetland
habitats where the Western
prairie fringed orchid occurs.

Pinus albicaulis ~ Whitebark pine  Negative impacts are
unlikely, due to the lack of
suitable habitat in the vicinity
of areas best suited for wind

energy development.

Conduct preconstruction evaluations
and/or surveys in areas of potential
occurrence to identify suitable habitat
and areas of occurrence within project
boundaries. Surveys should include
proper identification and survey
techniques based on
recommendations from the USFWS
on the most current survey protocols.

Do not site turbines, access roads,
transmission line towers, or other
project facilities in occupied habitats.

Clearly delineate buffer zones around
locations of plants within the project
area and restrict activities within 100 ft
(30.5 m) of those locations.

Conduct preconstruction evaluations
and/or surveys in areas of potential
occurrence to identify suitable habitat
and areas of occurrence within project
boundaries.

Do not site turbines, access roads,
transmission lines, or other project
facilities in montane habitats occupied

For projects that encompass occupied habitat or

that occur near occupied habitat:

» Employ additional project-specific BMPs to
control invasive plants in areas of suitable habitat
disturbed by project activities.

« Employ additional project-specific BMPs during
and after construction to control erosion and
runoff along access roads adjacent to suitable
habitat.

» Avoid actions that could alter surface water flow,
infiltration, and groundwater levels in suitable
habitat.

» Do not use herbicides within 100 ft (30.5 m) of
areas where the species occurs.

Additional minimization measures specifically
intended to reduce the potential for adverse effects
on the whitebark pine have not been identified at
this time. The identified avoidance measures
together with general BMPs to reduce ecological
impacts from wind energy under the proposed
program adequately address the conservation
measures for this species.

May affect, but
is not likely to
adversely affect

No effect
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TABLE ES.5-2 (Cont.)

Scientific Name  Common Name Potential Impacts

Species-Specific
Avoidance Measures

Effect
Determination

Species-Specific
Minimization Measures

Invertebrates

American
burying beetle

Nicrophorus
americanus

Habitat loss or degradation
may occur due to movement
of construction equipment
along access roads,
clearing/grading for turbine
pads and substations,
construction of transmission
lines from turbines to the
electrical grid, construction
of access roads, and
storage of equipment.
Direct mortality may also
occur if soil is disturbed
during the breeding season
or overwintering period.

Hesperia
dacotae

Dakota skipper  Direct impacts include
mortality due to ground/
vegetation disturbance,
application of pesticides, or
collisions with vehicles.
Indirect impacts include a
loss of native plants used by
Dakota skippers due to
construction of access
roads, turbines, substations,
or transmission lines.

Conduct preconstruction evaluations
and/or surveys in areas of potential
occurrence to identify suitable habitat
and areas of occurrence within project
boundaries.

If surveys are warranted, obtain a
permit from the USFWS to survey for
the beetle within the project
boundaries. Contact the local
USFWS Ecological Services Field
Office for details.

Do not site turbines, access roads,
transmission line towers, or other
project facilities in occupied habitat.

Conduct preconstruction evaluations
and/or surveys in areas of potential
occurrence to identify suitable habitat
and areas of occurrence within project
boundaries.

Do not site turbines, access roads,
transmission line towers, or other
project facilities in occupied habitat or
suitable habitat within 0.6 mi (1 km) of
occupied habitat.

For projects that encompass occupied habitat or
that occur near occupied habitat:

For projects that encompass suitable, but
unoccupied, habitat farther than 0.6 mi (1 km) from
occupied habitat:

May affect, but
is not likely to
Avoid using herbicides or pesticides within adversely affect
occupied habitat within the current range of the

American burying beetle (refer to current range

map within the State). Contact the local USFWS

Ecological Services Field Office to determine

whether activities in the project area are within

American burying beetle range or within

occupied habitat. Applications should be made

by appropriately licensed applicators where

required and applied only in accordance with

label and application permit directions and

stipulations for terrestrial and aquatic

applications. Limit pesticide use to non-

persistent, immobile pesticides.

May affect, but
is not likely to
adversely affect
Obtain a grassland easement of native prairie,

equal to the amount disturbed that contains

obligate plant species to minimize additional loss

of suitable habitat or improve existing nearby

grassland easements to incorporate obligate

plants to provide additional suitable habitat.

Avoid broadcast applications of pesticides or

herbicides that may be harmful to Dakota

skippers or their nectar plants in Dakota skipper

habitat. Ensure that field crews recognize target

weeds to avoid adverse effects on important

native species. Applications should be made by

appropriately licensed applicators where required

and applied only in accordance with label and

application permit directions and stipulations for

terrestrial and aquatic applications. Limit

pesticide use to non-persistent, immobile
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TABLE ES.5-2 (Cont.)

Scientific Name

Common Name Potential Impacts

Species-Specific
Avoidance Measures

Species-Specific
Minimization Measures

Effect
Determination

Invertebrates (Cont.)

Hesperia
dacotae
(Cont.)

Lampsilis
higginsii

Oarisma
poweshiek

Proposed

critical habitat

for Dakota

skipper

Higgins eye Negative impacts are
unlikely because wind
energy development would
not occur in areas adjacent
to potential Higgins eye
habitat.

Poweshiek Direct impacts include

skipperling mortality due to

ground/vegetation
disturbance, application of
pesticides, or collisions with
vehicles. Indirect impacts
include a loss of native
plants used by skipperlings
due to construction of
access roads, turbines,
substations, or transmission
lines.

Do not site turbines, access roads,
transmission line towers, or other
project facilities in proposed critical
habitat or within a 0.6-mi (1-km) buffer
zone.

Conduct preconstruction evaluations
and/or surveys in areas of potential
occurrence to identify suitable habitat
and areas of occurrence within project
boundaries.

Do not site turbines, access roads,
transmission line towers, or other
project facilities in aquatic habitat
where Higgins eye mussels may be
present.

Conduct preconstruction evaluations
and/or surveys in areas of potential
occurrence to identify suitable habitat
and areas of occurrence within project
boundaries.

Do not site turbines, access roads,
transmission line towers, or other
project facilities in occupied habitat or
suitable habitat within 0.6 mi (1 km) of
occupied habitat.

Additional minimization measures specifically
intended to reduce the potential for adverse effects
on the Higgins eye mussel have not been identified
at this time. The identified avoidance measures
together with general BMPs to reduce ecological
impacts from wind energy under the proposed
program adequately address the conservation
measures for this species.

For projects that encompass suitable, but
unoccupied, habitat farther than 0.6 mi (1 km) from
occupied habitat:

» Obtain a grassland easement of native prairie,
equal to the amount disturbed, that contains
obligate plant species to minimize additional loss
of suitable habitat or improve existing nearby
grassland easements to incorporate obligate
plants to provide additional suitable habitat.

» Avoid broadcast applications of pesticides or
herbicides that may be harmful to the Poweshiek
skipperling or their nectar plants in Poweshiek
skipperling habitat. Ensure that field crews
recognize target weeds to avoid adverse effects
on important native species. Applications should
be made by appropriately licensed applicators
where required and applied only in accordance
with label and application permit directions and
stipulations for terrestrial and aquatic
applications. Limit pesticide use to non-
persistent, immobile pesticides.

No effect

No effect

May affect, but
is not likely to
adversely affect
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TABLE ES.5-2 (Cont.)

Scientific Name

Common Name Potential Impacts

Species-Specific
Avoidance Measures

Species-Specific
Minimization Measures

Effect
Determination

Invertebrates (Cont.)

Oarisma
poweshiek
(Cont.)

Cicindela
nevadica
lincolniana

Proposed

critical habitat

for the

Poweshiek

skipperling

Salt Creek tiger  Mortality could occur if wind

beetle energy facility construction
causes flooding and
sediment transport that
inundates burrows along
creek habitats in Nebraska.

Designated Critical habitat has been

critical habitat designated for four areas of

for Salt Creek Salt Creek, totaling

tiger beetle approximately 1,933 ac

(782 ha) in Lancaster and
Saunders Counties,
Nebraska. Saline wetland
and stream complexes
found along Little Salt Creek
and Rock Creek comprise
the critical habitat

Do not site turbines, access roads,
transmission line towers, or other
project facilities in proposed critical
habitat or within a 0.6-mi (1-km) buffer
zone.

Conduct preconstruction evaluations
and/or surveys in areas of potential
occurrence to identify suitable habitat
and areas of occurrence within project
boundaries.

Do not site turbines, access roads,
transmission line towers, or other
project facilities within 1 mi (1.6 km) of
occupied saline wetland and stream
complexes.

Do not site turbines, access roads,
transmission line towers, or other
project facilities within 1 mi (1.6 km) of
designated critical habitat.

Should wind farms be developed near saline
wetlands, measures should be taken to:

Avoid changing existing surface water flows that
would alter existing saline wetland habitat in the
Salt Creek and Rock Creek watersheds.

Avoid using herbicides or pesticides within
occupied habitat within the current range of the
Salt Creek tiger beetle within the State. Contact
the local USFWS Ecological Services Field
Office to determine whether activities in the
project area are within Salt Creek tiger beetle
range or within occupied habitat. Applications
should be made by appropriately licensed
applicators where required and applied only in
accordance with label and application permit
directions and stipulations for terrestrial and
aquatic applications. Limit pesticide use to non-
persistent, immobile pesticides.

No effect

May affect, but
is not likely to
adversely affect

No effect
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TABLE ES.5-2 (Cont.)

Scientific Name  Common Name Potential Impacts

Species-Specific
Avoidance Measures

Species-Specific
Minimization Measures

Effect
Determination

Invertebrates (Cont.)

Leptodea Scaleshell Negative impacts are

leptodon mussel unlikely because wind
energy development would
not occur in areas where
scaleshell mussels are
present.

Fish

Salvelinus Bull trout Stream flow may be altered

confluentus by installation of crossing

structures or sediments and
pollutants may enter the
water through consumptive
use of water for cleaning or
erosion and runoff during
project development,
operation, and
decommissioning.

Conduct preconstruction evaluations
and/or surveys in areas of potential
occurrence to identify suitable habitat
and areas of occurrence within project
boundaries.

Do not site turbines, access roads,
transmission line towers, or other
project facilities in aquatic habitat
where scaleshell mussels may be
present.

Conduct preconstruction evaluations
and/or surveys in areas of potential
occurrence to identify suitable habitat
and areas of occurrence within project
boundaries.

Do not site turbines, access roads,
transmission line towers, or other
project facilities within 300 ft (91.4 m)
of occupied aquatic habitat.

Do not cross occupied streams, lakes,
or designated critical habitat for any
activities associated with siting,
construction, operation, maintenance
procedures, or decommissioning for
wind power developments.

No sediment can enter occupied
streams, lakes or designated habitat
from any activities associated with
siting, construction, operation,

Additional minimization measures specifically
intended to reduce the potential for adverse effects
on the scaleshell mussel have not been identified at
this time. The identified avoidance measures
together with general BMPs to reduce ecological
impacts from wind energy under the proposed
program adequately address the conservation
measures for this species.

For projects that encompass areas within drainages
occupied by bull trout:

Avoid using herbicides or pesticides within 300 ft
(91.4 m) of the ordinary high water (OHW) mark
of occupied aquatic streams, lakes, or
designated critical habitat. Applications should
be made by appropriately licensed applicators
where required and applied only in accordance
with label and application permit directions and
stipulations for terrestrial and aquatic
applications. Limit pesticide use to non-
persistent, immobile pesticides.

Avoid actions that would alter surface water flow
in occupied habitat.

Employ BMPs (additional and project-specific)
during and after construction to control erosion
and runoff to aquatic habitats, designated core
areas, spawning or rearing habitat, and migratory
corridors.

No effect

May affect, but
is not likely to
adversely affect
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TABLE ES.5-2 (Cont.)

Species-Specific

Species-Specific

Effect

Scientific Name  Common Name Potential Impacts Avoidance Measures Minimization Measures Determination
Fish (Cont.)
Salvelinus maintenance procedures, or
confluentus decommissioning for wind power
(Cont.) developments.
Designated Designated critical habitat Do not site turbines, access roads, No effect
critical habitat within the UGP Region transmission line towers, or other
for bull trout includes approximately project facilities within 300 ft (91.4 m)
37 mi (59 km) of streams of designated critical habitat.
and 4,107 ac (1,662 ha) of
lakes within the Saint Mary-
Belly River Basins in Glacier
County, Montana.
Scaphirhynchus  Pallid sturgeon  Stream flow may be altered Conduct preconstruction evaluations For projects that encompass areas within drainages  No effect

albus by installation of crossing
structures or sediments and
pollutants may enter the
water through consumptive
use of water for cleaning or
erosion and runoff during
project development,
operation, and
decommissioning.

and/or surveys in areas of potential
occurrence to identify suitable habitat
and areas of occurrence within project
boundaries.

Do not site turbines, access roads,
transmission line towers, or other
project facilities in or immediately
adjacent to aquatic habitat where
pallid sturgeon occurs.

occupied by pallid sturgeon:

Employ BMPs (additional and project-specific)
during and after construction to control erosion
and runoff to aquatic habitats.

Avoid broadcast applications of pesticides or
herbicides that may be harmful to the pallid
sturgeon in aquatic habitat. Applications should
be made by appropriately licensed applicators
where required and applied only in accordance
with label and application permit directions and
stipulations for terrestrial and aquatic
applications. Limit pesticide use to non-
persistent, immobile pesticides.

Employ measures to minimize the amount of
stream habitat disturbance when transmission
lines and access roads must be constructed
across streams.

Ensure that upstream and downstream fish
passage is maintained in any areas where
stream habitat disturbance occurs.

Avoid actions that would alter surface water flow
in occupied habitat.
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TABLE ES.5-2 (Cont.)

Scientific Name  Common Name Potential Impacts

Species-Specific
Avoidance Measures

Effect
Determination

Species-Specific
Minimization Measures

Fish (Cont.)
Notropis topeka  Topeka shiner Stream flow may be altered
(=tristis) by installation of crossing

structures or sediments and
pollutants may enter the
water through consumptive
use of water for cleaning or
erosion and runoff during
project development,
operation, and
decommissioning.

Conduct preconstruction evaluations
and/or surveys in areas of potential
occurrence to identify suitable habitat
and areas of occurrence within project
boundaries.

If surveys are warranted, obtain a

permit from the USFWS to survey for

the Topeka shiner within the project
boundaries. Contact the local

USFWS Ecological Services Field

Office for details. .

Do not site turbines, access roads,
transmission line towers, or other

project facilities in or adjacent to

aquatic and riparian habitat where .
Topeka shiners occur.

For projects that encompass areas within drainages
with suitable aquatic habitat for the Topeka shiner:

May affect, but
is not likely to
Avoid broadcast applications of pesticides or adversely affect
herbicides that may be harmful to the Topeka
shiner in aquatic habitat. Applications should be
made by appropriately licensed applicators
where required and applied only in accordance
with label and application permit directions and
stipulations for terrestrial and aquatic
applications. Limit pesticide use to non-
persistent, immobile pesticides.

Install buried utility lines by directionally boring
beneath streams, adjacent wetlands, and
floodplains, using comprehensive and effective
BMPs to ensure excavated materials do not
reach the waterway.

Access roads that cannot avoid crossing known
or potentially occupied Topeka shiner streams
must completely span the stream and floodplain
with a bridge, with no in-stream work involved.
Avoid actions that would alter surface water flow
of known occupied habitat and potentially
occupied habitat.

Avoid actions that would alter groundwater
levels/connections to known or potentially
occupied habitat.

Avoid actions that would alter off-channel
habitats (e.g., natural wetlands, dugouts, or
oxbows in the floodplain).

Employ comprehensive and effective (additional,
project-specific) BMPs during and after
construction to prevent erosion and runoff to
aquatic habitats.
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TABLE ES.5-2 (Cont.)

Species-Specific Species-Specific Effect
Scientific Name  Common Name Potential Impacts Avoidance Measures Minimization Measures Determination
Fish (Cont.)
Notropis topeka  Designated Designated critical habitat Do not site turbines, transmission line No effect
(=tristis) critical habitat within the UGP Region supports, access roads, or other
(Cont.) for Topeka includes the Boone River, project facilities in or adjacent to
shiner North Raccoon River, and designated critical habitat.

Rock River watersheds in

lowa, the Big Sioux/Rock

River watershed in

Minnesota, and the Elkhorn

River watershed in

Nebraska.
Reptiles
Sistrurus Eastern Direct mortality may occur Conduct preconstruction evaluations For projects that encompass occupied habitat or May affect, but
catenatus massasauga from ground-breaking and/or surveys in areas of potential that occur near occupied habitat: is not likely to
catenatus activities associated with occurrence to identify suitable habitat « Minimize disturbance (e.g., mowing, burning, adversely affect

construction or from vehicle
collisions along access
roads.

and areas of occurrence within project
boundaries.

Do not site turbines, access roads,
transmission line towers, or other
project facilities in occupied habitat.

excessive foot traffic) in suitable mesic grassland
and prairie habitats, especially during the spring
months.

Maintain ecological connectivity between parcels
of suitable habitat within project boundaries.
Identify and implement strategies to reduce
potential for road mortality on access roads

(e.g., close roads or limit traffic during migration
times, create road diversion structures to detour
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Species-Specific Species-Specific Effect

Scientific Name  Common Name Potential Impacts Avoidance Measures Minimization Measures Determination
Birds
Centrocercus Greater sage- Loss of shrub-dominated Conduct preconstruction evaluations For projects that encompass occupied sage-grouse  May affect, but
urophasianus grouse habitat may occur from and/or surveys in areas of potential habitat outside of core areas in Montana: is not likely to

construction of access occurrence to identify suitable habitat, < Contact Montana Fish, Wildlife and Parks adversely affect

roads, turbine pads, known core population areas, and lek Statewide Habitat Coordinator (406-444-3377) to

transmission lines, and locations within project boundaries. obtain sage-grouse distribution information in

substations. Sage-grouse early planning stages for the wind farm to

may also avoid suitable Do not site turbines, access roads, determine how best to site facility structures to

habitat due to the presence  transmission lines, or other project avoid sage-grouse habitat to the extent possible.

of tall structures such as facilities within greater sage-grouse » Avoid placing meteorological towers and/or

turbines, construction work core habitats in Montana, North turbines, and restrict surface use activities within

crews and equipment, and Dakota, and South Dakota, or within 4 mi (6.4 km) of active sage-grouse leks.

vehicular traffic. Core Areas State-defined greater sage-grouse « Do not use guy wires for turbine or

(Priority Protection Areas) in  connectivity areas in Montana. meteorological tower supports. All existing guy

Montana, North Dakota wires should be marked with approved bird flight

(Bowman, Slope and Golden diverters.

Counties), and South » Do not build new fences within 1.25 mi (2 km) of

Dakota (Butte and Harding occupied leks (unless unavoidable, then mark

Counties). fence with approved bird flight diverters).

Remove or mark existing fences with approved
fence bird flight diverters (BLM 2011).

» Disturbed areas around turbines in
shrub/grassland habitat used by sage-grouse
should be maintained to allow a shrub cover
>10 percent and grasses greater than 67 in
(16—18 cm) tall to improve nest success.

+ Limit the number of access roads through
sagebrush to decrease fragmentation of habitat.

» Limit noise at active lek perimeters to 10 db
above ambient or maximum of 34 db.

« Bury all project-related collector and distribution
lines, if practicable;
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TABLE ES.5-2 (Cont.)

Scientific Name  Common Name Potential Impacts

Species-Specific
Avoidance Measures

Species-Specific
Minimization Measures

Effect
Determination

Birds (Cont.)

Centrocercus

urophasianus

(Cont.)

Sternula Interior least Direct mortality may occur
antillarum tern from collision with turbine

blades during periods of low
visibility. Loss of habitat
may also occur due to
erosion along access roads
and tern avoidance of
suitable habitat near
construction.

Outside of core areas in Montana, do
not site turbines, access roads,
transmission lines, or other project
facilities within 4 mi (6.4 km) of sage-
grouse leks. (There are no known
greater sage-grouse occupied
habitats outside core areas in North
and South Dakota.)

Conduct preconstruction evaluations
and/or surveys in areas of potential
occurrence to identify suitable habitat
and areas of occurrence within project
boundaries.

Do not site turbines, access roads,
transmission lines, or other project
facilities within the Missouri (including
Niobrara River) and Yellowstone River
system floodplains or any closer than
1.5 mi (2.4 km) from known/suitable
sandbar habitat and reservoir
shorelines with nesting, resting, and
foraging areas.

* Do not place overhead power lines in suitable
sage-grouse nesting habitat located within 4 mi
(6.4 km) of a known lek.

» Mark new overhead power lines that traverse or
are located within 0.25 mi (0.4 km) of occupied
sage-grouse habitat with approved bird flight
diverters.

* Report all incidents of mortality or injury from
wind facility construction and operation to the
appropriate USFWS Ecological Services Field
Office and State Wildlife offices.

Additional minimization measures specifically
intended to reduce the potential for adverse effects
on the interior least tern have not been identified at
this time. The identified avoidance measures
together with general BMPs to reduce ecological
impacts from wind energy under the proposed
program adequately address the conservation
measures for this species.

May affect, but
is not likely to
adversely affect
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TABLE ES.5-2 (Cont.)

Scientific Name  Common Name Potential Impacts

Species-Specific
Avoidance Measures

Species-Specific
Minimization Measures

Effect
Determination

Birds (Cont.)

Sternula

antillarum

(Cont.)

Charadrius Piping plover Direct mortality may occur
melodus from collision with turbine

blades during periods of low
visibility. Habitat loss may
occur due to construction of
wind energy facilities,
access roads, and
transmission lines. Erosion
due to construction of
access roads may affect

nesting and foraging habitat.

Do not site turbines, access roads,
transmission lines, or other project
facilities within the Platte River
(including Loup and Elkhorn Rivers)
system floodplain or any closer than
1.5 mi (2.4 km) from known/suitable
riverine habitat.

Do not site turbines, access roads,
transmission lines, or other project
facilities within 1.5 mi (2.4 km) of
known sandpit nesting, resting, and
foraging areas along the Platte River
(including Loup and Elkhorn Rivers)
system.

Conduct preconstruction evaluations
and/or surveys in areas of potential
occurrence to identify suitable habitat

and areas of occurrence within project

boundaries.

Do not site turbines, access roads,
transmission lines, or other project
facilities within the Missouri (including

Niobrara River) and Yellowstone River

system floodplains or any closer than
1.5 mi (2.4 km) from known/suitable
sandbar habitat and reservoir
shorelines with nesting, resting, and
foraging areas.

Do not site turbines, access roads,
transmission lines, or other project
facilities within the Platte River
(including Loup and Elkhorn Rivers)
system floodplain or any closer than

Additional minimization measures specifically
intended to reduce the potential for adverse effects
on the piping plover have not been identified at this
time. The identified avoidance measures together
with general BMPs to reduce ecological impacts
from wind energy under the proposed program
adequately address the conservation measures for
this species.

May affect, but
is not likely to
adversely affect
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TABLE ES.5-2 (Cont.)

Scientific Name  Common Name

Potential Impacts

Species-Specific
Avoidance Measures

Species-Specific
Minimization Measures

Effect
Determination

Birds (Cont.)

Charadrius
melodus
(Cont.)

1.5 mi (2.4 km) from known/suitable
riverine habitat.

Do not site turbines, access roads,
transmission lines, or other project
facilities within 1.5 mi (2.4 km) of
known sandpit nesting, resting, and
foraging areas along the Platte River
(including Loup and Elkhorn Rivers)
system.

Do not site turbines, transmission
lines, access roads, or other project
facilities within 3.0 mi (4.8 km) of alkali
lakes where piping plover nesting has
been documented or those
designated as critical habitat.

Do not site turbines, transmission
lines, access roads, or other project
facilities between any alkali lakes
identified with a 3.0-mi (4.8-km) buffer
where the outer limit of the buffer
zones are less than 3.0 mi (4.8 km)

Si3d Abisuz puim 49N eul4

GLoZ [Hdy



0€-S3

TABLE ES.5-2 (Cont.)

Scientific Name  Common Name Potential Impacts

Species-Specific
Avoidance Measures

Species-Specific
Minimization Measures

Effect
Determination

Birds (Cont.)

Charadrius Designated Designated critical habitat

melodus critical habitat within the UGP Region

(Cont.) for piping plover consists of 19 critical habitat
units totaling approximately
183,400 ac (74,228.4 ha)

and portions of four rivers
totaling approximately

1,200 river mi (1,943.3 km)
in the States of Minnesota,
Montana, Nebraska, North
Dakota, and South Dakota.
This includes designated
critical habitat along the
Missouri River from Fort
Randall Dam, South Dakota,
south to Ponca State Park,
Nebraska (this includes
Lake Oahe and Lake Sharpe
(USFWS 2002b).

Calidris canutus  Rufa red knot Wind turbines can have a

rufa direct (e.g., collision
mortality) and indirect (e.g.,
migration disruption,
displacement from habitat)
impact on shorebirds.
Habitat loss may occur as a
result of wind energy
projects.

Do not site turbines, transmission
lines, access roads, or other project
facilities within 1.5 mi (2.4 km) of
riverine designated critical habitat or
within 3.0 mi (4.8 km) of alkali
wetlands designated as critical
habitat.

Conduct preconstruction evaluations
and/or surveys in areas of potential
occurrence to identify suitable habitat
and areas of occurrence within project
boundaries.

Additional minimization measures specifically
intended to reduce the potential for adverse effects
on the rufa red knot have not been identified at this
time. The identified general BMPs to reduce
ecological impacts from wind energy under the
proposed program adequately address the
conservation measures for this species.

Coordinate with the local USFWS field office
regarding new species information or conservation
measures during planning stages.

No effect

May affect, but
is not likely to
adversely affect
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Scientific Name  Common Name

Potential Impacts

Species-Specific
Avoidance Measures

Effect
Determination

Species-Specific
Minimization Measures

Birds (Cont.)

Anthus spragueii  Sprague’s pipit

Grus americana  Whooping

crane

Fragmentation of habitat
from roads, substations, and
turbine placement in
grassland communities is
likely the greatest impact on
Sprague’s pipits. Direct
mortality may occur from
collision with turbine blades
or overhead transmission
lines during aerial breeding
displays or during periods of
low visibility. Sprague’s
pipits may also avoid
suitable habitat due to
vehicular traffic and the
presence of tall structures
such as turbines.

Mortality may occur from
collision with turbine blades
or overhead power lines.
Suitable wetland habitat may
be avoided as a result of
construction activities or
may be degraded by erosion
and runoff from access
roads.

Conduct preconstruction evaluations
and/or surveys in areas of potential
occurrence to identify suitable habitat
and areas of occurrence within project
boundaries.

Avoid placement of meteorological
towers, turbines, access roads, and
transmission lines within 1,000 ft
(304.8 m) of occupied native prairie
tracts 160 ac (65 ha) or larger.

For projects that occur within the
portion of the whooping crane
migration corridor that encompasses
95 percent of historic sightings:

« Conduct preconstruction
evaluations and/or surveys to
identify wetlands that provide
potentially suitable stopover
habitat® and areas of occurrence
within project boundaries.

» Do not site turbines, transmission
lines, access roads, or other
project facilities within 1 mi
(1.6 km) of wetlands that provide
suitable stopover habitat® or within
5 mi (8 km) of the Platte or
Niobrara Rivers in Nebraska.

Design layouts to minimize further fragmentation of
native prairie habitats that are suitable for Sprague’s
pipit.

May affect, but
is not likely to
adversely affect

All new meteorological towers should be self-
supporting and not guyed. If guy wires are
unavoidable, they should be marked with approved
bird flight diverters.

For projects that that occur within the portion of the
whooping crane migration corridor that
encompasses 95 percent of historic sightings:

» Place approved bird flight diverters on the top
static wire on any new or upgraded overhead
collector, distribution, and transmission lines
within 1 mi (1.6 km) of suitable stopover habitat.”

* Establish a procedure for preventing whooping
crane collisions with turbines during operations
by establishing and implementing formal plans
for monitoring the project site and surrounding
area for whooping cranes during spring and fall
migration periods throughout the operational life
of the project (or as determined by the local
USFWS field office) and shutting down turbines
and/or construction activities within 2 mi (3.2 km)
of whooping crane sightings. Monitoring can be

May affect, but
is not likely to
adversely affect
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Scientific Name

Common Name

Potential Impacts

Species-Specific
Avoidance Measures

Species-Specific
Minimization Measures

Effect
Determination

Birds (Cont.)

Grus americana
(Cont.)

Mammals

Mustela nigripes

Designated
critical habitat
for whooping
crane

Black-footed
ferret

Designated critical habitat
within the UGP Region is
present in the Platte River
bottoms between Lexington
and Denman, Nebraska.

Potential impacts include
loss of habitat and prey,
predation by larger
carnivores, disease
transport, and direct
mortality from vehicle
collisions.

Do not site turbines, transmission
lines, access roads, or other project
facilities within 5 mi (8 km) of
designated critical habitat.

Conduct preconstruction evaluations
and/or surveys in areas of potential
occurrence to identify suitable habitat
and areas of occurrence within project
boundaries.

Avoid siting turbines, transmission
lines, access roads, or other project
facilities on prairie dog colonies where
black-footed ferrets have been
reintroduced or are known to occur.

If project facilities cannot avoid prairie

whooping crane identification. Specific
requirements of the monitoring and shutdown
plan will be determined during preconstruction
evaluations. Sightings of whooping cranes in the
vicinity of projects will be reported to the
appropriate USFWS field office immediately.

« Instruct workers in the identification and reporting
of sandhill and whooping cranes, and to avoid
disturbance of cranes present near project areas.

« The acreage of wetlands that are potentially
suitable migratory stopover habitat located within
a 0.5-mi (0.8-km) radius of turbines may be
mitigated based upon site-specific evaluations.

Report observations of ferrets, their sign, or
carcasses on the project area to the USFWS within
24 hours and work with the black-footed ferret
coordinator or local USFWS Ecological Services
Office to determine whether additional measures
need to be undertaken.

Do not commence construction activities until any
needed ferret surveys are completed and reviewed
by the local USFWS Ecological Services Office.

Ensure that prairie dog colonies are not poisoned or
compromised due to wind development on the site.

No effect

May affect, but
is not likely to
adversely affect
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Species-Specific

Species-Specific
Minimization Measures

Effect
Determination

Scientific Name  Common Name Potential Impacts Avoidance Measures
Mammals

(Cont.)

Mustela nigripes expected to live, conduct

(Cont.) preconstruction surveys in areas of

suitable habitat where the project may
impact prairie dog colonies.

Lynx canadensis Canada lynx Negative impacts are Conduct preconstruction evaluations
unlikely, due to the lack of and/or surveys in areas of potential
suitable habitat in the vicinity occurrence to identify suitable habitat
of areas best suited for wind  and areas of occurrence within project
energy development. boundaries.

Do not site turbines, transmission
lines, access roads, or other project
facilities in core lynx habitat as
defined in the USFWS September
2005 Canada lynx recovery outline.

Designated Designated critical habitat Do not site turbines, transmission

critical habitat within the UGP Region lines, access roads, or other project

for Canada lynx includes boreal forest facilities within designated critical
landscapes that provide habitat.

specific beneficial habitat
elements in the Carbon,
Gallatin, Glacier, Lewis and
Clark, Park, Pondera,
Stillwater, Sweet Grass, and
Teton counties of Montana.

If black-footed ferrets have been reintroduced or are
being considered for reintroduction at a location
where wind development is proposed, project
proponents will partner with the local ferret recovery
team to exchange information and provide
assistance or management as may be appropriate
at that site.

Additional minimization measures specifically
intended to reduce the potential for adverse effects
on the Canada lynx have not been identified at this
time. The identified avoidance measures together
with general BMPs to reduce ecological impacts
from wind energy under the proposed program
adequately address the conservation measures for
this species.

May affect, but
is not likely to
adversely affect

No effect
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Scientific Name

Common Name

Potential Impacts

Species-Specific
Avoidance Measures

Species-Specific
Minimization Measures

Effect
Determination

Mammals (Cont.)

Canis lupus

Ursus arctos
horribilis

Myotis sodalis

Gray wolf

Grizzly bear

Indiana bat

Wolves may be displaced or
migratory corridors may be
altered due to fragmentation
of previously undeveloped
habitats. Mortality may
occur from vehicle collisions
in previously undisturbed
areas.

Negative impacts are
unlikely due to the lack of
suitable habitat in the vicinity
of areas best suited for wind
energy development.

Mortality may occur from
collision with turbine blades.

Conduct preconstruction evaluations
and/or surveys in areas of potential
occurrence to identify suitable habitat
and areas of occurrence within project
boundaries.

Do not site turbines, transmission
lines, access roads, or other project
facilities in habitats occupied by the
gray wolf.

Conduct preconstruction evaluations
and/or surveys in areas of potential
occurrence to identify suitable habitat
and areas in which grizzly bears may
occur within project boundaries.

Do not site turbines, power lines,
access roads, or other project facilities
within 0.5 mi (0.8 km) of locations
known to be occupied by grizzly
bears.

Throughout the range of the Indiana
bat within the UGP Region (southern
lowa), conduct preconstruction
evaluations and/or surveys in areas of
potential occurrence to identify
suitable foraging and roosting habitat
within project boundaries and to
identify the distance from project
boundaries to hibernacula used by
Indiana bats. Disturbance of
hibernacula is prohibited throughout
the year

Do not site turbines in areas within
20 mi (32 km) of hibernacula used by
Indiana bats or within 1,000 ft (300 m)

Additional minimization measures specifically
intended to reduce the potential for adverse effects
on the gray wolf have not been identified at this
time. The identified avoidance measures together
with general BMPs to reduce ecological impacts
from wind energy under the proposed program
adequately address the conservation measures for
this species.

Additional minimization measures specifically
intended to reduce the potential for adverse effects
on the grizzly bear have not been identified at this
time. The identified avoidance measures together
with general BMPs to reduce ecological impacts
from wind energy under the proposed program
adequately address the conservation measures for
this species.

A robust survey developed and implemented as part
of the BBCS program, consistent with the Wind
Energy Guidelines and approved by the USFWS
during the preconstruction evaluation and survey
stage, will be implemented for a minimum of 1 yr
preconstruction.

Increase turbine cut-in speeds to 22.6 ft/sec

(6.9 m/sec) or greater from 0.5 hour before sunset
to 0.5 hour after sunrise during the fall migration
period (generally August 15—October 15, but consult
with the USFWS for the established migration dates)
to avoid mortality to the Indiana bat. Use of
feathering below the cut-in speed of 22.6 ft/sec

(6.9 m/sec) will also be implemented at night during
the fall migration season to eliminate turbine rotation

May affect, but
is not likely to
adversely affect

May affect, but
is not likely to
adversely affect

May affect, but
is not likely to
adversely affect
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Scientific Name

Common Name

Potential Impacts

Species-Specific
Avoidance Measures

Species-Specific
Minimization Measures

Effect
Determination

Mammals (Cont.)

Myotis sodalis
(Cont.)

Myotis
septentrionalis

Northern long-
eared bat

Mortality may occur from
collision with turbine blades.

of known or presumed occupied
foraging and roosting habitat (edges
along forested areas with dense forest
canopy, riparian areas, and small
wetlands). Habitat evaluations should
be coordinated with the local USFWS
Ecological Services Office prior to or
during turbine site planning.

Throughout the range of the northern
long-eared bat within the UGP
Region, conduct preconstruction
evaluations and/or surveys to identify
suitable foraging, roosting, and
commuting habitat within project
boundaries and to identify the
distance from project boundaries to
hibernacula known/presumed to be
used by northern long-eared bats.
Disturbance of hibernacula is
prohibited throughout the year.

and avoid mortality of migrating Indiana bats.
Increased cut-in speed and feathering can be
suspended between 0.5 hour after sunrise and
0.5 hour before sunset.

In the event that preconstruction surveys or post-
construction monitoring indicate species occurrence
or occupancy of habitat adjacent to the project area,
the higher turbine cut-in speeds described above
will be required during the spring bat migration
season to offset the increased risk for injury or
mortality. The monitoring must be rigorous enough
to meet standards acceptable to the local USFWS
State office.

Immediately report observations of Indiana bat
mortality to the appropriate USFWS office.

A robust survey developed and implemented as part
of the BBCS program, consistent with the Wind
Energy Guidelines and approved by the USFWS
during the preconstruction evaluation and survey
stage, will be implemented for a minimum of 1 yr
preconstruction.

The need for implementation of cut-in speeds higher
than manufacturers recommendations during the fall
bat migration period will be based on the following
site-specific, project-by-project risk assessments by
the State Ecological Services Field Office of the

May affect, but
is not likely to
adversely affect
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Scientific Name  Common Name

Potential Impacts

Species-Specific
Avoidance Measures

Species-Specific
Minimization Measures

Effect
Determination

Mammals (Cont.)

Myotis
septentrionalis
(Cont.)

Avoid all suitable habitat (do not site
turbines) in areas within 5 mi (8 km) of
hibernacula used by northern long-
eared bats or within 0.5 mi (0.8 km) of
known or presumed occupied
foraging, roosting, and commuting
habitat. Habitat evaluations should be
coordinated with the local USFWS
Ecological Services Office prior to or
during turbine site planning.

During the preconstruction evaluation and survey
stage, and based on a collision risk assessment
of location of the project, proximity to potential
summer habitat, distance to known occurrences,
distance to known hibernacula, and suspected
migration patterns, the applicant will coordinate
with Western, Refuges, and the local Ecological
Services Field Offices of the USFWS to
determine if the risk of injury or mortality is
sufficiently high to warrant higher cut-in speeds.
In the event that preconstruction surveys indicate
species occurrence or occupancy of habitat
adjacent to the project area, higher turbine cut-in
speeds will be required to offset the increased
risk for injury or mortality. The monitoring must
be rigorous enough to meet standards
acceptable to the local USFWS State office.
When warranted by either of the two
aforementioned conditions for specific projects,
turbine cut-in speeds will be increased to

16.4 ft/sec (5.0 m/sec) or greater from 0.5 hour
before sunset to 0.5 hour after sunrise during the
fall migration period (generally August 15—
October 15, but consult with the USFWS for the
established migration dates in each State) for
northern long-eared bats in the western and
central areas of the UGP Region. In the eastern
fringe of the UGP Region, a minimum cut-in
speed of 22.6 ft/sec (6.9 m/sec) from 0.5 hour
before sunset to 0.5 hour after sunrise during the
fall migration period (generally August 15—
October 15, but consult with the USFWS for the
established migration dates in each State) for
northern long-eared bats is required. For
administrative purposes as well as an
implementation consistency in meeting these
requirements, areas within the UGP Region that
occur east of the western borders of Minnesota
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TABLE ES.5-2 (Cont.)

Scientific Name  Common Name

Potential Impacts

Species-Specific
Avoidance Measures

Species-Specific
Minimization Measures

Effect
Determination

Mammals (Cont.)

Myotis
septentrionalis
(Cont.)

and lowa will be used as the line of demarcation
where the minimum cut-in speed of 22.6 ft/sec
(6.9 m/sec) will be used. Use of feathering below
the respective cut-in speed of 16.4 ft/sec

(5.0 m/sec) or 22.6 ft/sec (6.9 m/sec) will also be
implemented at night during the fall migration
season to eliminate turbine rotation and avoid
mortality of migrating northern long-eared bats.
Increased cut-in speed and feathering can be
suspended from 0.5 hour after sunrise to

0.5 hour before sunset.

Immediately report observations of northern long-
eared bat mortality to the appropriate USFWS office.

See individual species accounts in the programmatic BA (appendix D) for additional information regarding ecology, natural history, and potential impacts for each species.

Species-specific avoidance and minimization measures would be required under the proposed programmatic approach; species-specific mitigation measures would not be
required but may assist in reducing impacts. The effect determination for each species was developed to account for the potential impact after required avoidance and

minimization measures were applied.

vegetation) and submerged sandbars in wide, unobstructed river channels that are isolated from human disturbance.

Potentially suitable migratory stopover habitat for whooping cranes is considered to consist of wetlands with areas of shallow water without visual obstructions (i.e., high or dense

Si3d Abisuz puim 49N eul4

GLoZ [Hdy



Final UGP Wind Energy PEIS April 2015

ESA Section 7 consultation for individual projects that comply with the provisions of the
programmatic BA would be documented using Project and Species Consistency Evaluation
Forms included in the programmatic BA (see appendix D of the PEIS). Guidance for completion
of the forms is also provided in the BA. The Consistency Evaluation Forms are to be used for
documenting compliance with general BMPs and species-specific avoidance and minimization
measures identified in the programmatic BA that are to be implemented to ensure that individual
projects, reviewed and approved pursuant to the programmatic consultation process, will not
have adverse effects on listed, candidate, or proposed species and will comply with the informal
consultation requirements of the ESA.

A primary goal for development of the programmatic measures for protection of federally
listed species and designated critical habitats was to identify a set of measures that would limit
the potential for adverse effects on species and critical habitats while still accommodating the
majority of wind energy projects likely to occur within the UGP Region. This met objectives of
the agencies to establish programmatic processes that would facilitate environmental
evaluations for most of the requests for interconnection to Western’s transmission system and
for most of the requests to accommodate wind energy development that may affect areas under
USFWS easements. The agencies believe that the numbers of wind energy development
projects that will be unable to implement the programmatic species-specific avoidance and
minimization measures would be small and environmental evaluations could be completed for
such projects using project-specific NEPA evaluations and/or ESA Section 7 consultations that
do not tier off of the proposed programmatic environmental evaluation process to evaluate
specific issues.

The species-specific measures summarized in table ES.5-2 were developed by first
identifying avoidance areas (e.qg., types of habitats or locations) within the UGP Region where
specific wind energy development and operational activities would be precluded or restricted in
order to protect federally listed species and designated critical habitat within the UGP Region
without affecting the ability for most wind energy projects to proceed. Species-specific
avoidance measures are intended to limit the potential for most of the direct impacts of wind
energy development and operations on designated critical habitats, on habitat areas considered
vital to maintaining existing populations of federally listed species, and on individual organisms
in areas known to be occupied by federally listed species. If there was information about
species-specific threats to survival, habitat use, or behavior that indicated that the avoidance
measures alone would not be sufficient to reasonably limit the potential for adverse effects,
species-specific minimization measures were identified that would further reduce the potential
for adverse effects. For some species (e.g., whooping crane), site-specific evaluations will be
used to determine whether species-specific mitigation measures are needed to compensate for
potentially adverse losses of habitat or habitat use that remain even if species-specific
avoidance and minimization measures are applied.

Compliance with the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act. Wind energy projects
within some areas of the UGP Region have a potential to adversely affect bald and golden
eagles. On July 9, 2007, the final rule (72 FR 37346—-37372) removing the bald eagle in the
lower 48 States from the list of endangered and threatened wildlife was published; it became
effective on August 8, 2007. Bald and golden eagles continue to be protected by the BGEPA
(16 U.S.C. 668-668c) and the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) (16 USC 703 et seq.). Both
acts prohibit killing, selling or otherwise harming eagles, their nests, or their eggs. On June 5,
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2007, the USFWS announced a final definition of “disturb,” (72 FR 31132-31140), a notice of
availability for the final National Bald Eagle Management Guidelines (72 FR 31156-31157), and
a proposed regulation that would establish a permit process to allow a limited amount of “take”
consistent with the preservation of bald and golden eagles (72 FR 31141-31155). A final rule
was published on May 20, 2008 (73 FR 29075-29084) providing a process for permits for
disturbance and take. The USFWS'’s existing authority to authorize “take” in 50 CFR 22

(e.g., scientific, educational, or religious purposes) is included in this final rule. On

September 11, 2009, the USFWS published a final rule establishing new permit regulations
under the BGEPA for nonpurposeful take of eagles (74 FR 46836-46879). These regulations
are related to permits to take eagles where the take is associated with, but not the purpose of,
otherwise lawful activities. The regulations provide for both standard permits and programmatic
permits.

Documented occurrence of eagles can generally be acquired from the local USFWS
Ecological Services office, State wildlife agencies, or State natural heritage databases. In order
to remain consistent with the USFWS’s Land-Based Wind Energy Guidelines, surveys during
early project development should identify all important eagle use areas (nesting, foraging, and
winter roost areas) within the vicinity of the project’s footprint. If analyses consistent with those
described in the USFWS’s Land-Based Wind Energy Guidelines indicate that eagle use areas in
the vicinity of a project footprint could be at risk, it is recommended that the project developer
prepare an Eagle Conservation Plan (ECP).

The USFWS’s Eagle Conservation Plan Guidance that has been prepared by the
USFWS provides recommendations for the development of ECPs to support issuance of
programmatic eagle permits for wind facilities. Programmatic take permits would authorize
limited, incidental mortality and disturbance of eagles at wind facilities, provided effective
offsetting conservation measures that meet regulatory requirements are carried out. To comply
with the permit regulations, conservation measures must avoid and minimize take of eagles to
the maximum degree possible and, for programmatic permits necessary to authorize ongoing
take of eagles, conservation practices must be implemented such that any remaining take is
unavoidable. Further, for eagle populations that cannot sustain additional mortality, any
remaining take must be offset through compensatory mitigation such that the net effect on the
eagle population is, at a minimum, no change. The USFWS’s Eagle Conservation Plan
Guidance interprets and clarifies the permit requirements in the regulations in 50 CFR 22.26
and 22.27.

It is recommended that ECPs be developed in five stages. Each stage builds on the
prior stage, such that together the process is a progressive, increasingly intensive look at likely
effects of the development and operation of a particular site and configuration on eagles. The
Eagle Conservation Plan Guidance recommends that project developers employ fairly specific
procedures in their site assessments so the data can be combined with that from other facilities
in a formal adaptive management process. This adaptive management process is designed to
reduce uncertainty about the effects of wind facilities on eagles. Project developers are not
required to use the recommended procedures; however, if different approaches are used, the
developer should coordinate with the USFWS in advance to ensure that proposed approaches
would provide comparable data.

The USFWS’s Eagle Conservation Plan Guidance recommends that project developers
determine which of the following categories the project, as planned, falls into: (1) high risk to
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eagles, little opportunity to avoid or minimize effects; (2) high to moderate risk to eagles, but
with an opportunity to mitigate effects; and (3) minimal risk to eagles, where there are no
important eagle use areas or migration concentration sites within the project area. Projects in
Category 1 should be moved, significantly redesigned, or abandoned because the project would
likely not meet the regulatory requirements for issuance of an eagle permit. Projects in
Category 1 or Category 2 would be candidates for ECPs. In order to be able to tier off of this
PEIS, proponents of projects within Categories 1 and 2 are required to work with the USFWS to
implement the Eagle Conservation Plan Guidance. It is recommended that project developers
use a standardized approach to categorize the likelihood that a site or operational alternative
will meet standards in 50 CFR 22.26 for issuance of a programmatic eagle permit. Biologists
from the USFWS are available to work with project developers in the development of their ECP.

During tiered project-specific NEPA evaluations, project developers may apply, if
appropriate, to the USFWS for a programmatic take permit for bald or golden eagles under
50 CFR 22.26. If granted, a programmatic permit would authorize limited, incidental mortality
and disturbance of eagles at wind facilities, provided effective offsetting conservation measures
are implemented that meet regulatory requirements. Regardless of when and whether a permit
is authorized, the project developer should demonstrate due diligence in avoiding and
minimizing take of eagles. Due diligence would be documented through the completion of an
ECP and implementation of agreed-upon advanced conservation practices. This may also
entail development of a Bird and Bat Conservation Strategy (BBCS) as described in the
USFWS’s Land-Based Wind Energy Guidelines.

Visual Resources. BMPs and mitigation measures for addressing potential impacts on
visual resources are summarized below. Refer to section 5.7.1.3 for a more extensive listing of
BMPs and mitigation measures.

+ Consult with Federal and State land management agencies early during the
planning stages in order to identify important visual resources in the vicinity of
the project area and to obtain input on ways to reduce potential effects on
visual resources.

* The public shall be involved with and informed about the visual site design
elements of the proposed wind energy facilities. Possible approaches include
conducting public forums for disseminating information and using computer
simulation and visualization techniques in public presentations.

» Turbine arrays and turbine design shall be integrated with the surrounding
landscape. Design elements to be addressed include visual uniformity, use
of tubular towers, proportion and color of turbines, nonreflective paints, and
prohibition of commercial messages on turbines.

» Other site design elements shall be integrated with the surrounding
landscape to the extent practicable. Elements to address include micrositing
to take advantage of local topography, minimizing the profile of the ancillary
structures, burial of power collection systems, prohibition of commercial
symbols, and lighting. Regarding lighting, efforts shall be made to minimize
the need for and amount of lighting on ancillary structures.
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Soil Resources. BMPs and mitigation measures for addressing potential impacts on
soil resources are summarized below. Refer to section 5.2.3.1 of the PEIS for a more extensive
listing of BMPs and mitigation measures.

As feasible, construction and maintenance activities shall be conducted when
the ground is frozen or when soils are dry and native vegetation is dormant.

Disturbed areas that are not actively under construction shall be stabilized
using methods such as erosion matting or soil aggregation, as the site
conditions warrant.

Excavation areas (and soil piles) shall be isolated from surface water bodies
using silt fencing, bales, or other accepted and appropriate methods to
prevent sediment transport by surface runoff.

Topsoil shall be salvaged from all excavation and construction activities to
reapply to disturbed areas once construction is completed.

Water Resources. BMPs and mitigation measures for addressing potential impacts on
water resources are summarized below. Refer to section 5.3.2 of the PEIS for a more extensive
listing of BMPs and mitigation measures.

Turbines or transmission support structures shall not be placed in waterways
or wetlands.

New roads shall be sited to avoid crossing streams and wetlands and
minimize the number of drainage bottom crossings.

Standard erosion control BMPs shall be applied to all construction activities
and disturbed areas (e.g., sediment traps, water barriers, erosion control
matting), as applicable, to minimize erosion and protect water quality.

Drainage ditches shall be constructed only where necessary and shall use
appropriate structures at culvert outlets to prevent erosion.

Alteration of existing drainage patterns shall be avoided, especially in
sensitive areas such as erodible soils or steep slopes.

Air Quality. BMPs and mitigation measures for addressing potential impacts on air
quality are summarized below. Refer to section 5.4.2 of the PEIS for a more extensive listing of
BMPs and mitigation measures.

All pieces of heavy equipment used during construction shall meet emission
standards specified in the appropriate State regulations, and routine
preventive maintenance shall be conducted, including tune-ups to
manufacturer specifications to ensure efficient combustion and minimum
emissions.
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» Stockpiles of soils shall be sprayed with water, covered with tarpaulins,
and/or treated with appropriate dust suppressants, especially when high wind
or storm conditions are likely. Vegetative plantings may also be used to limit
dust generation for stockpiles that will be inactive for relatively long periods.

Ground Transportation. BMPs and mitigation measures for addressing potential
impacts on transportation are summarized below.

» A transportation plan shall be developed, particularly for the transport of
turbine components, main assembly cranes, and other large pieces of
equipment. The plan shall consider specific object sizes, weights, origin,
destination, and unique handling requirements and shall evaluate alternative
transportation approaches. In addition, the process to be used to comply with
unique State requirements and U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT)
requirements, and to obtain all necessary permits, shall be clearly identified.

+ A traffic management plan shall be prepared for the site access roads to
ensure that no hazards would result from the increased truck traffic and that
traffic flow would not be adversely impacted. This plan shall incorporate
measures such as informational signs, flaggers when equipment may result
in blocked throughways, and traffic cones to identify any temporary changes
in lane configuration as necessary.

Noise. BMPs and mitigation measures for addressing potential impacts on noise are
summarized below. Refer to section 5.5.2 for a more extensive listing of BMPs and mitigation
measures.

+ Developers of a wind energy development project shall take measurements
to assess existing background noise levels at a given site and compare them
with the anticipated noise levels associated with the proposed project.

» A process shall be established for documenting, investigating, evaluating,
and resolving project-related noise complaints.

* All equipment shall be maintained in good working order in accordance with
manufacturer specifications. Suitable mufflers and/or air-inlet silencers
should be installed on all internal combustion engines and certain
compressor components.

Noxious Weeds and Pesticides. BMPs and mitigation measures for controlling
noxious weeds and for use of pesticides are summarized below. Refer to sections 5.6.2 and
5.12.1.4 of the PEIS for a more extensive listing of BMPs and mitigation measures.

» Operators shall develop a plan for control of noxious weeds and invasive

species, which could take advantage of opportunities provided by new
surface disturbance activities. The plan shall address monitoring, education
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of personnel on weed identification, the manner in which weeds spread, and
methods for treating infestations. The use of certified weed-free mulching
shall be required. If trucks and construction equipment are arriving from
locations with known invasive vegetation issues, a controlled inspection and
cleaning area shall be established to visually inspect construction equipment
arriving at the project area and to remove and collect seeds that may be
adhering to tires and other equipment surfaces.

If pesticides are used on the site, an integrated pest management plan shall
be developed to ensure that applications would be conducted in an
appropriate manner and would entail only the use of pesticides registered
with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). Pesticide use shall be
limited to nonpersistent, immobile pesticides and shall only be applied by a
properly licensed applicator in accordance with label and application permit
directions and stipulations for terrestrial and aquatic applications.

Paleontological, Cultural, and Historic Resources. BMPs and mitigation measures
for addressing potential impacts on paleontological, cultural, and historic resources are
summarized below. Refer to sections 5.8.1.6 and 5.9.1.6 for a more extensive listing of BMPs
and mitigation measures.

As appropriate, Western and the USFWS shall consult with Native American
tribal governments early in the planning process to identify issues regarding
the proposed wind energy development, including issues related to the
presence of cultural properties, access rights, disruption to traditional cultural
practices, and impacts on visual resources important to the tribe(s).

If cultural resources are known to be present at the site, or if areas with a
high potential to contain cultural material have been identified, consultation
with the SHPO shall be undertaken by the appropriate Federal agency. In
instances where Federal oversight is not appropriate, developers can interact
directly with the SHPO.

Cultural resource surveys shall be conducted in any area where ground-
disturbing activities are planned, unless the area has been previously
surveyed within the past 10 years.

Cultural resources discovered during construction shall immediately be
brought to the attention of the lead Federal agency or agencies. Work shall
be halted in the vicinity of the find to avoid further disturbance of the
resources while they are being evaluated and appropriate mitigation plans
are being developed.

Developers shall determine whether paleontological resources exist in a
project area on the basis of the sedimentary context of the area; a records
search of Federal, State, and local inventories for past paleontological finds in
the area; review of past paleontological surveys; and/or a paleontological
survey. A paleontological resources management plan shall be developed
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for areas where there is a high potential for paleontological material to be
present.

ES.5.3 Alternative 2: Programmatic Regional Wind Energy Development Evaluation
Process for Western and No Wind Energy Development Allowed on USFWS
Easements

Under Alternative 2, Western would analyze typical impacts of wind energy development
and would develop and identify standardized BMPs, mitigation measures, and monitoring needs
for interconnection requests as identified for Alternative 1. Project-specific NEPA evaluations
would be required by Western for interconnection requests, but those NEPA evaluations would
tier off of the analyses in this PEIS as long as the project developer is willing to implement the
evaluation process, BMPs, and mitigation measures identified for Alternative 1. Consultations
for ESA Section 7 would be completed under the programmatic consultation process described
in section 2.3.2.2 of the PEIS. If a developer does not wish to implement the evaluation
process, mitigation measures, BMPs, and monitoring requirements, a separate NEPA
evaluation and a separate ESA Section 7 consultation that does not tier off the analyses in the
PEIS or the programmatic Section 7 consultation would be required, as appropriate, to address
specific issues. Under Alternative 2, the USFWS would not allow easement exchanges for wind
energy development. Consequently, no wind energy development could occur on the particular
tract(s) of land that are covered by USFWS-administered easements.

ES.5.4 Alternative 3: Regional Wind Energy Development Evaluation Process for
Western and the USFWS with No Programmatic Requirements

Under Alternative 3, as with the other alternatives considered in this PEIS, wind energy
projects would be required to meet established Federal, State, and local regulatory
requirements. However, no additional BMPs, mitigation measures, or monitoring would be
requested of project developers by Western or the USFWS. Project-specific NEPA evaluations
and ESA Section 7 consultations would be required to evaluate potential environmental impacts.
If an easement exchange was necessary for a project to proceed, the USFWS would evaluate
the proposed project as presented by the developers, without requiring additional modifications
to reduce the environmental impacts.

ES.6 SCOPE OF THE ANALYSIS

The PEIS analyzes information about known impacts and effective mitigation measures
for wind energy facility development. The scope of the analysis includes an assessment of the
positive and negative environmental, social, and economic impacts; discussion of BMPs and
mitigation measures to address these impacts; and identification of appropriate programmatic
procedures to be included in the proposed wind energy development programs implemented
for environmental reviews. The geographical scope of the analysis includes Western's UGP
Region and the grassland and wetland easements administered by Regions 3 and 6 of the
USFWS that are located within the boundaries of the UGP Region. Thus, the areas considered
include all or part of six States: lowa, Minnesota, Montana, Nebraska, North Dakota, and
South Dakota. The analysis is based, in part, upon the potential levels of wind energy
development activities within the UGP Region through 2030. The analysis presented in this

ES-44



Final UGP Wind Energy PEIS April 2015

PEIS used current, available, and credible scientific data regarding potential impacts. Expected
direct and indirect impacts of wind energy development on the environment, social systems, and
the economy have been evaluated at the programmatic level. Cumulative impacts associated
with the proposed action have also been evaluated.

In many cases, even though there is a potential for impacts on environmental resources
to be significant, the implementation of specific engineering controls and management practices
may be used so that the anticipated impacts would be unlikely to occur or the magnitude of the
impacts would be limited to acceptable levels. This PEIS identifies the range of potential
environmental impacts for wind energy projects and identifies BMPs and mitigation measures
that could be applied to satisfactorily eliminate, minimize, or reduce the environmental impacts
for many wind energy projects. Under the proposed action, a programmatic process to be
followed for environmental evaluations would be adopted by Western and the USFWS, along
with identification of BMPs and mitigation measures that developers would be requested to
implement in order to address environmental impacts. Western and the USFWS would request
wind energy project developers and operators to follow the identified environmental review
procedure and to incorporate the appropriate programmatic BMPs, conservation measures, and
mitigation measures into project-specific development and operations plans for projects
requesting interconnection to Western’s transmission facilities or easement exchanges from the
USFWS for placement of wind energy facilities. For projects that follow the programmatic
environmental evaluation process, and where agreements are reached to apply the appropriate
standardized BMPs, conservation measures, and mitigation measures during project planning,
construction, and operation phases of development, the analyses presented in the PEIS would
serve as the principal means of identifying the nature and magnitude of impacts. This would
simplify the preparation of project-specific NEPA documentation and would reduce the time
needed to complete environmental evaluations.

The proposed environmental evaluation processes, BMPs, conservation measures, and
mitigation measures would not fully address some site-specific issues and concerns. Thus,
there will be some site-specific issues that will require more detailed environmental evaluation
during environmental reviews of individual project applications. Project-specific environmental
reviews will be used to identify which BMPs and mitigation measures are applicable for specific
projects and the degree to which individual project analyses, reviews, and approvals may tier off
of the PEIS by using applicable content to streamline and expedite NEPA compliance. Itis
intended that the PEIS will address the majority of the environmental impacts that occur when
wind energy projects are constructed, operated, maintained, and decommissioned, based on
practical experience with existing projects. Thus, the PEIS will support, but will not supplant,
individual project NEPA reviews. As a programmatic evaluation, this PEIS does not evaluate
site-specific issues associated with individual wind energy development projects. A variety of
location-specific factors (e.g., soil type, watershed characteristics, habitat, vegetation, viewshed,
public sentiment, threatened and endangered species, and cultural resources) may vary
considerably from site to site, especially over a six-State region. In addition, variations in project
size and design will greatly influence the magnitude of the environmental impacts from given
projects. The combined effects of location-specific and project-specific factors cannot be fully
anticipated or addressed in a programmatic analysis; such effects must be evaluated at the
project level for specific projects after they have been proposed.
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ES.7 SUMMARY OF IMPACTS

ES.7.1 No Action Alternative

Western and the USFWS would not establish programmatic environmental evaluation
procedures for wind energy development projects under the No Action Alternative. Instead, the
agencies would evaluate the environmental effects of wind energy projects requesting
interconnections (Western) and requests for easement exchanges (USFWS) on a project-by-
project basis, following existing procedures. Programmatic BMPs and mitigation measures
would not be established under the No Action Alternative. However, under existing
environmental evaluation procedures, Western and the USFWS would continue to identify and
request BMPs and mitigation measures to address environmental concerns on a project-by-
project basis. Thus, future wind energy projects would continue to be evaluated solely on an
individual, case-by-case basis, and there would be no programmatic process for environmental
reviews.

Compared to the various alternatives for accomplishing the proposed action, the
absence of a standardized environmental process for wind energy projects would likely result in
a slower rate of interconnection of wind energy developments to Western’s transmission system
and evaluations and approvals for easement exchanges to accommodate wind energy facilities
that may affect USFWS easements. The anticipated benefits of implementing programmatic
wind energy environmental evaluation procedures, including the use of tiered NEPA analyses
and identification and implementation of programmatic BMPs and mitigation measures, would
not be realized under the No Action Alternative. Without these elements, the length of time
needed to review, process, and approve requests for interconnection of wind energy projects
and to make decisions regarding accommodation of wind energy facilities on easement lands is
expected to be greater.

Extended timelines for application and approval processes usually translate into
increased costs for developers, and the cost per unit of wind energy developed would likely be
greater under the No Action Alternative than under the various alternatives for implementing the
proposed action. This could result in delays in establishing necessary project financing and
power market contracts.

The potential adverse impacts on natural and cultural resources associated with the No
Action Alternative could be greater than under Alternatives 1 and 2 if effective BMPs and
mitigation measures are not applied to individual projects. In all likelihood, however, effective
measures would be developed for individual wind energy projects by virtue of the environmental
analyses required by Western and the USFWS. In that event, potential adverse impacts on
natural and cultural resources under the No Action Alternative would be similar to those for
Alternatives 1 and 2. The absence of a standardized programmatic process for environmental
reviews of wind energy projects, however, could result in inconsistencies in the types of BMPs
and mitigation measures required for individual projects.

Because it is difficult to estimate the degree to which the absence of the proposed
programmatic environmental review process for wind energy development would affect the pace
and amount of development, it is difficult to estimate the extent to which economic impacts
under the No Action Alternative would vary from those estimated for the proposed action
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alternatives. While the economic impact of specific projects would likely be similar regardless of
whether a programmatic review process is in place or not, uncertainties surrounding the time
required for approvals and the consequent impact on project cost could delay the development
of any given project. The consequent postponement of the various economic (employment,
income, and output) and fiscal (taxes and ROW rental receipts) benefits of specific projects
could affect economic development of the region.

ES.7.2 Alternative 1

Under Alternative 1, Western would adopt a standardized, structured process for
collecting information and evaluating and reviewing the environmental impacts, and would
establish programmatic BMPs and mitigation measures to minimize the environmental impacts
from projects requesting interconnection with Western’s transmission facilities in the UGP
Region. Under this alternative, the USFWS would adopt a similar process for evaluating and
addressing the impacts associated with projects requesting easement exchanges in order to
accommodate placement of wind energy facilities that may affect USFWS easements. The
overall extent of wind energy development expected within the UGP Region is expected to be
the same as under the No Action Alternative.

Western and the USFWS reviewed the impact analysis and mitigation measures to
identify appropriate programmatic environmental evaluation procedures, BMPs, and mitigation
measures to be applied to wind energy development projects requesting interconnections to
Western’s transmission systems or easement exchanges to accommodate placement of
facilities that may affect easements managed by the USFWS within the UGP Region. The
identified programmatic BMPs and mitigation measures would be applied to all projects, as
appropriate, to address site-specific conditions and environmental resource concerns. The
programmatic evaluation review process for Alternative 1 (see ES.5.2) would be used to identify
the project-specific environmental issues that would need to be addressed and to identify which
of the programmatic BMPs and mitigation measures would be required. In addition, the
evaluation would be used to identify significant environmental impacts that would not be
adequately addressed by the programmatic BMPs and mitigation measures and would guide
identification of additional measures that may be needed. Thus, site-specific and species-
specific issues would be addressed at the project level so that potential impacts of a wind
developer’s project would be minimized. Project-specific BMPs and mitigation measures would
be incorporated into plans of development and would be identified in site-specific NEPA
documents that tier off of the PEIS. It is anticipated that site-specific NEPA compliance for most
projects agreeing to implement the processes identified for Alternative 1 could be completed
with shorter and more concise NEPA documents.

Implementation of the proposed wind energy development process, including the
establishment of programmatic procedures, BMPs, and mitigation measures, would be expected
to reduce delays and costs for wind energy projects by reducing the amount of time needed to
complete environmental reviews. Some other factors that can affect the pace and cost of wind
energy development within the region are largely beyond the influence or control of Western or
the USFWS and would not be affected by implementation of the programmatic approach
identified for Alternative 1; these include (1) the presence, absence, or structure of national
production tax credits and national and State renewable portfolio standards; (2) access to and
the cost of electricity transmission; (3) the cost of other fuels for electricity supply, including
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natural gas and coal; and (4) public support or opposition to wind power development.
Implementation of Alternative 1 would promote efficiency and consistency in the environmental
evaluation of wind project interconnection requests by Western and in the way environmental
evaluations of easement exchanges for accommodation of wind energy facilities on easements
managed by the USFWS are reviewed and resolved.

The programmatic evaluations alone would not eliminate the need for detailed analyses
at the project level; they would, however, bring focus to the efforts. Decisions regarding what
actions must be undertaken at the project level to address concerns for some resources cannot
be resolved until specific information regarding the location and design of a proposed project is
known. ldentification of the appropriate BMPs and mitigation measures would be guided by the
programmatic risk-based evaluation process identified for Alternative 1; those measures would
then be incorporated into project-specific development plans. To the extent practicable, the
environmental issues that must be evaluated in detail at the project level would be reduced to
site-specific and species-specific issues and concerns that cannot be effectively dealt with in a
standardized manner. The PEIS provides a general guide for developers regarding the impacts
proposed projects might have on environmental resources and the BMPs and mitigation
measures expected to be implemented to avoid and minimize those impacts. This would be
helpful to developers in their planning and designing of projects to avoid or minimize
environmental impacts up front, thus greatly reducing the need for mitigation.

Under Alternative 1, the time necessary to obtain approval of interconnection requests
and easement exchanges could be reduced compared to the No Action Alternative, along with
the associated costs to both the agencies and industry, without compromising the level of
protection to natural and cultural resources. To the extent that decisions about future wind
energy projects could be tiered off of the analyses in this PEIS or decisions in the resultant
record of decision, there could be additional time and cost savings. Compared to the No Action
Alternative, Alternative 1 would facilitate wind energy development in the UGP Region and
reduce the agencies’ workloads for processing requests from developers and completing NEPA
evaluations, while addressing the potential for adverse environmental, sociocultural, and
economic impacts.

The proposed BMPs and mitigation measures would establish environmentally sound
and economically feasible mechanisms for avoiding and protecting natural and cultural
resources. Environmental review processes are identified for establishing the issues and
concerns that must be addressed by project-specific plans during each phase of development.
Specifically, the proposed BMPs and mitigation measures would address issues associated with
land use, project location, sensitive or critical habitats, habitat fragmentation, threatened and
endangered and other protected species, avian and bat impacts, habitat restoration, visual
resources, road construction and maintenance, transportation planning and traffic management,
air emissions, noise, noxious weeds, pesticide use, cultural and paleontological resources,
hazardous materials and waste management, erosion control, and human health and safety.

The USFWS considers the easement program to be a crucial tool in conserving native
grassland habitat in the UGP Region, where conversion of grasslands to agriculture and other
uses continues at a rapid rate. Although existing easement properties could be protected from
impacts by not allowing wind energy development to occur on easements, there is a possibility
that achievement of habitat conservation goals could be hampered by outright exclusion of wind
energy development on easements if such a policy diminishes the ability to continue to secure
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easements from landowners in the future. Under Alternative 1, the USFWS would keep the
potential for limited wind energy development on USFWS easements the same as under the No
Action Alternative, while implementing requirements to steer wind energy development away
from sensitive habitats; would require implementation of BMPs and mitigation measures to
reduce impacts on remaining areas to negligible or minor levels; and would secure
compensatory easement areas to offset habitat losses from facility placement. The amount of
easement land that would require exchange to accommodate facilities under Alternative 1 would
probably be small. If it is assumed that the level of accommodation of wind energy facilities on
USFWS easements would be similar to the average level that occurred from 2002 to 2012, it is
estimated that between 2012 and 2030 accommodation would be made for eight wind energy
projects, which would occur on parts of 31 different easement tracts, and the total area of direct
impacts from placement of facilities that would require easement exchanges would be
approximately 83 ac (33.6 ha). Overall, it is anticipated that implementing the proposed action
in the manner described for Alternative 1 would provide a minor benefit to overall conservation
efforts by helping to encourage landowners to enter into easement agreements while still
allowing for wind energy development.

Implementation of the proposed programmatic environmental review procedures, BMPs,
and mitigation measures would help limit potential adverse impacts on most of the natural and
cultural resources present at wind energy development sites to negligible to minor levels
(potential exceptions include some species of wildlife and visual resources). This would include
potential impacts on soils and geologic resources, paleontological resources, water resources,
air quality, noise, land use, and cultural resources not having a visual component. The
proposed environmental review procedures, BMPs, and mitigation measures would encourage
designing and locating projects to avoid environmental impacts to the extent practicable, and
would require incorporation of BMPs and mitigation measures for resources that would be
affected into project plans. This would include the incorporation of programmatic BMPs and
mitigation measures together with additional measures developed to address site-specific or
species-specific concerns. Western and the USFWS would periodically review and revise the
programmatic procedures, BMPs, and mitigation measures on the basis of new information and
experiences regarding the environmental impacts of wind energy projects.

Implementation of the proposed programmatic environmental evaluation process and the
programmatic BMPs and mitigation measures would reduce potential impacts on wildlife by
requiring that wildlife issues be addressed comprehensively, using a risk-based evaluation
approach. For example, under Alternative 1, operators would be required to collect and review
information regarding federally listed threatened and endangered species and designated
critical habitats with a potential to occur in the vicinity of the project site and to design the project
to avoid, minimize, and mitigate impacts on these resources. The specific measures needed to
address many site-specific and species-specific issues, however, would be addressed at the
project level. While it is possible that adverse impacts on wildlife could occur at some of the
future wind energy development sites, the magnitude of potential impacts and the degree to
which they could be successfully avoided or mitigated would vary from site to site.

The processes, BMPs, and mitigation measures that would be applied under
Alternative 1 would also reduce potential impacts on visual resources, although the degree to
which this could be achieved would be site-specific. This would include impacts on cultural
resources that have a visual component (e.g., sacred landscapes). The proposed program
would require that the public be involved in and informed about potential visual impacts of a
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specific project during the project review process. Minimum requirements regarding project
design (e.g., measures such as setback distances from residences and roads, and color and
lighting of turbines) would be incorporated into individual project plans. Ultimately,
determinations regarding the magnitude of potential visual impacts would consider input from
local stakeholders.

Implementation of the proposed action, as described for Alternative 1, would generally
be expected to benefit local and regional economies. Projected development under the
potential development scenarios would result in new jobs and increased income, sales tax, and
income tax in each of the UGP Region States during both construction and operation. These
economic benefits would be realized and increase to varying degrees in each State by the
year 2030. Because the potential for wind energy development would be similar for all
alternatives in terms of the overall level of development and the areas in which wind energy
development is likely to occur, the impacts on the economy of the UGP Region States under all
the alternatives would be similar to those under the No Action Alternative. However, reducing
uncertainties surrounding the amount of time required for approving interconnection requests
and exchanges for placement of wind energy facilities on easement lands could affect the
relative timing and magnitude of economic benefits among alternatives.

ES.7.3 Alternative 2

Under Alternative 2, Western would analyze typical impacts of wind energy development
and would develop and identify standardized BMPs and mitigation measures for projects
seeking interconnection to Western’s transmission system in the same manner as described for
Alternative 1. However, the USFWS would not allow easement exchanges to accommodate
placement of wind energy facilities that affect USFWS easements under Alternative 2. As under
Alternative 1, it is anticipated that site-specific NEPA compliance for interconnection requests of
most projects agreeing to implement the processes identified for Alternative 2 could be
completed with shorter and more concise NEPA documents.

Implementation of Alternative 2 would be expected to facilitate wind energy development
in the UGP Region at a pace similar to that described for Alternative 1. Although cessation of
the consideration of easement exchanges for accommodating wind energy facilities on USFWS
easements could inconvenience some developers, it is anticipated that placement of wind
energy facilities would shift to non-easement private lands in the same general vicinity.
Because the USFWS would not need to consider requests for placement of wind energy
facilities on easement properties, there would be reduced demand for the USFWS's time to
evaluate such requests. Given the relatively small number of turbines and other wind energy
facilities that have been placed on easement properties in the past, the impacts of such a
decision on the overall pace of wind energy development within the UGP Region would be
negligible.

Because Western would implement the same environmental review processes,
BMPs, and mitigation measures for wind energy projects requesting interconnection as for
Alternative 1, the overall environmental impacts of projects that interconnect to Western’s
transmission systems would be expected to be similar to those described for Alternative 1.
Although existing easement properties would be protected from direct impacts of wind energy
projects under Alternative 2 by not allowing wind energy development to occur on easements, it
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is possible that achievement of habitat conservation goals could be hampered if such a policy
diminishes the ability to continue to secure easements from landowners in the future. Overall,
however, it is anticipated that implementing such a policy under Alternative 2 would have a
minor effect on conservation efforts by the USFWS in the UGP Region.

The potential economic impacts of Alternative 2 would be similar to those described for
Alternative 1. Compared to the No Action Alternative and Alternative 1, some landowners who
have entered into easement agreements with the USFWS could be affected by potential loss of
income from an inability to alternately lease portions of those easement lands for wind energy
development. However, at a regional or State scale, the number of affected leases would be
small and it is anticipated that the necessary wind energy development leases would be
negotiated for other nearby non-easement lands. Consequently, the regional or State-level
economic impacts of such foregone revenue would probably be negligible.

ES.7.4 Alternative 3

Under Alternative 3, Western would evaluate environmental effects of wind energy
projects requesting interconnections and the USFWS would evaluate requests for easement
exchanges in order to accommodate placement of wind energy facilities on USFWS easements
on a project-by-project basis following existing procedures. However, unlike the No Action
Alternative, no additional BMPs or mitigation measures would be requested by Western or the
USFWS beyond those mandated under applicable Federal, State, and local regulations. In
addition, easement exchanges by the USFWS would occur for wind energy projects as
presented by developers, without consideration of additional measures to reduce impacts.

The proposed approach under Alternative 3 would promote efficiency and consistency in
the environmental evaluation of wind project interconnection requests by Western and in the
way requests for easement exchanges to accommodate development of wind energy facilities
that may affect easements managed by USFWS would be reviewed and resolved. While not
changing the need for detailed NEPA environmental analyses at the project level, decisions and
debate regarding which BMPs and mitigation measures would need to be undertaken at the
project level might be resolved more quickly, because BMPs and mitigation measures to be
addressed in project-specific plans of development would be determined solely on the basis of
existing Federal, State, and local requirements and would not require consideration of additional
measures by Western or the USFWS. As a result, the time necessary to obtain approval of
interconnection requests and requests for easement exchanges under Alternative 3 could be
reduced compared to other alternatives, along with the associated costs to both the Agencies
and industry.

Under Alternative 3, implementation of environmental review procedures, BMPs, and
mitigation measures for wind energy projects beyond those required to meet existing Federal,
State, and local regulations would not be requested by Western or the USFWS. Easement
exchanges to accommodate wind energy facilities that may affect USFWS easements would
continue to be considered and, if allowed, would not require consideration of additional
measures to reduce potential environmental impacts. The types of potential impacts on various
environmental attributes under Alternative 3 would be similar in nature to those identified for the
No Action Alternative. However, the magnitude of impacts on some of those resources from
wind energy projects considered for interconnection requests by Western or for accommodation
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of project facilities on easements by the USFWS could be greater under Alternative 3 than
under the other alternatives because some BMPs and mitigation measures are not mandated
under existing regulations and would no longer be requested of developers. Although the
USFWS’s ability to acquire additional conservation easements would probably not change
under Alternative 3, its ability to protect conservation values on those easements could be
reduced if fewer BMPs and mitigation measures are implemented by developers. Overall, it is
anticipated that Alternative 3 would result in less environmental protection than the other
alternatives considered in the PEIS.

Because the overall regional level of development and the areas where development
would be likely to occur are not expected to differ noticeably among the alternatives, the impacts
on the economy of the UGP Region States under Alternative 3 would be similar to those under
the No Action Alternative. However, improved resolution of uncertainties surrounding the
amount of time required for approving interconnection requests and permits for placement of
wind energy facilities on easement lands and the consequent impact on project cost and
development time could result in positive economic benefits for developers. Therefore, it is
anticipated that the economic benefits of Alternative 3 would be somewhat greater compared to
the No Action Alternative.
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1 INTRODUCTION

“The increased production and transmission of energy in a safe and
environmentally sound manner is essential to the well-being of the American
people. In general, it is the policy of this Administration that executive
departments and agencies (agencies) shall take appropriate actions, to the
extent consistent with applicable law, to expedite projects that will increase
the production, transmission, or conservation of energy.” (President

George W. Bush, Executive Order 13212 “Actions to Expedite Energy-Related
Projects”)

Executive Order 13212 (“Actions to Expedite Energy-Related Projects” [U.S. President
2001a]), directed Federal agencies to expedite their review of permits or to take other actions
that will increase the production, transmission, or conservation of energy while maintaining
safety, public health, and environmental protections. Additional requirements for departments
and agencies to consider and to facilitate the development of renewable energy and electric
power transmission projects have been promulgated in the Energy Policy Act of 2005 (EPAct)
and the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009, along with other policies and
initiatives. On March 11, 2009, the Secretary of the Interior issued a secretarial order
establishing renewable energy production as a top priority for the U.S. Department of the
Interior (DOI). Wind energy development is likely to be a major component of renewable energy
development. This Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (PEIS) and the associated
Programmatic Biological Assessment (see Appendix D) support goals and objectives of the
administrative actions identified above as well as Executive Order 13423 (“Strengthening
Federal Environmental, Energy, and Transportation Management” [U.S. President 2007]);
Executive Order 13604 (“Improving Performance of Federal Permitting and Review of
Infrastructure Projects” [U.S. President 2012]); the President’s Climate Action Plan (Office of the
President 2013), and the Department of Energy’s (DOE’s) 2014 Strategic Plan, Strategic
Objectives 1 and 2 (DOE 2014).

To better address environmental concerns associated with increased development of
wind energy production, the DOE’s Western Area Power Administration (Western) and DOI's
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) are considering changes in their environmental
evaluation procedures and mitigation strategies for wind energy interconnection requests within
Western’s Upper Great Plains Customer Service Region (UGP Region) and on lands associated
with the USFWS'’s grassland and wetland easements on private lands within the same area.
The UGP Region encompasses all or parts of the States of lowa, Minnesota, Montana,
Nebraska, North Dakota, and South Dakota.

Western and the USFWS are seeking to streamline their procedures for environmental
review of wind energy applications and to identify appropriate mitigation to address potential
impacts associated with wind energy projects. Along with other environmental aspects,
Western and the USFWS are considering environmental evaluation procedures and mitigation
strategies to help meet their responsibilities as Federal agencies to protect migratory birds, as
directed by Executive Order 13186 (“Responsibilities of Federal Agencies to Protect Migratory
Birds” [U.S. President 2001b]) and the 20