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1.0

INTRODUCTION

Stoneray Power Partners, LLC, a subsidiary of EDF Renewable Energy (EDF) is committed to
siting, design, permitting, construction, and operation of renewable energy projects in an
environmentally sustainable manner. This includes avoiding and minimizing impacts to birds
and bats. EDF proposes to construct and operate a wind energy project with up to 105
megawatts (MW) of renewable energy capacity, to be known as the Stoneray Wind Project
(Project), in Pipestone and Murray counties, Minnesota. The Project consists of up to 62 Wind
Turbine Generators (WTG’s) and associated facilities and infrastructure located on the upland
portions of an approximate 29,500-acre area.
To address potential concerns of avian and bat mortality by regulatory agencies, EDF has
voluntarily developed this Bird and Bat Conservation Strategy (BBCS) for the Project. This
document is based upon recommendations from the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources
(MDNR), as well as guidance documents developed by the United States Fish and Wildlife
Service (USFWS) and the Wind Energy Advisory Committee (WEAC). Additionally, the
document follows the most recent Avian Protection Plan guidelines developed by the Edison
Electric Institute (EEI) and Avian Power Line Interaction Committee (APLIC) (2012).
1.1

PROJECT AND SITE DESCRIPTION

The Project area is approximately 29,500 acres in size. However, the buildable land portion of
this Project area has been extensively reduced because of the consideration of sensitive
ecological resources (based on desktop and field studies), current land lease agreements, and
adherence to state set-back requirements. Considering all constraints, the buildable land portion
of the Project area consists of approximately 1,750 acres.
The Project site is located in rural southwestern Minnesota (Figures 1 and 2) where the region is
dominated by agricultural land uses, particularly row crop cultivation. The majority of the Project site is
located between Holland and Woodstock, while the remaining portion of the Project site extends
southeast of Holland. The Project site has gently rolling topography that is intersected by numerous
county roadways that extend both east to west and north to south within and near the Project area. State
roads (State Highways 30 and 23) also occur within and near the site. Population centers of Holland and
Woodstock are located near the northwest and central portions of the site, respectively.
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The Project area is dominated by row crop production, estimated to include over 22,000 acres of
cultivated lands, which is approximately 75% of the Project area. Other portions of the Project area
include approximately 3,800 acres of grasslands, over 1,600 acres of pasture/hay, 1,500 acres of
developed/open space, and could contain over 750 acres of wetlands, based on USFWS National Wetland
Inventory (NWI) data and qualitative field evaluations (i.e., a wetland delineation has not been
completed).
Areas surrounding the Project site appear to be similar in nature to the areas within the Project site;
however, there are numerous wind energy facilities adjacent to the site and in the general area. Smaller
scale wind energy farms (two to three wind turbines typically) in the general area include Boeve
Windfarm, Fey Windfarm, K Brink Windfarm, Kas Brothers Windfarm, and Windcurrent Windfarm.
Larger wind energy facilities which consist of eight or more wind turbines also exist near the Project area,
including the wind farms of Chanarambie, Lake Benton II, Moraine, Viking, and Woodstock.

1.2

PURPOSE OF THE BBCS

EDF’s goal is to be a good environmental steward through compliance with applicable laws,
regulations, and guidelines. This document is designed to demonstrate that goal and, thus,
includes a BBCS under the USFWS Land-Based Wind Energy Guidelines (USFWS 2012)
(Guidance). This BBCS is also designed to demonstrate compliance with specific conditions of
a Minnesota Public Utilities Commission (MPUC) Site Permit Application for a Large Wind
Energy Conversion System (LWECS). The BBCS describes the environmental studies that were
undertaken and will be completed to identify potential sensitive resources and incorporates best
management practices (BMPs) that will be implemented in order to avoid and minimize impacts
to birds and bats. Specific analyses and decisions needed for progression through the “tiered
approach”, as provided in the Guidance, to minimize or mitigate impacts to wildlife, as well as
an outline for post-construction monitoring, are included in the BBCS.
1.3

BBCS GUIDANCE DOCUMENTS

This BBCS for the Project was prepared utilizing several documents and resources specific to the
Project and wind energy development. These documents provided guidance for decision making
on risk analyses, study protocols and results, and examples from comparable industrial
developments. These include:
USFWS Land-Based Wind Energy Guidelines (USFWS 2012a)
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2011 Draft Eagle Conservation Plan Guidance (USFWS 2011a)
Example Avian and Bat Protection Plans (ABPPs) and BBCSs prepared for EDF and
other wind developers from across the United States
Reducing Avian Collisions with Power Lines: The State of the Art in 2012 (APLIC 2012)
Site Permit Application for a Large Wind Energy Conversion System (LWECS): Stoneray
Wind Farm, Pipestone and Murray Counties, Minnesota, PUC Docket No. IP-6646/WS13-216
Draft Avian and Bat Survey Protocols for Large Wind Energy Conversion Systems in
Minnesota (MDNR 2012)
Avian Stick Nest Survey 2012 for the Stoneray Wind Project (Burns & McDonnell 2012a)
Spring and Fall 2012 Avian Point Count Survey for the Stoneray Wind Project (Burns &
McDonnell 2012b)
Acoustic Bat Survey for the Stoneray Wind Project (Burns & McDonnell 2013a)
Threatened and Endangered Species Field Habitat Assessment for the Stoneray Wind
Project (Burns & McDonnell 2013b)
Rookery Survey 2013 for the Stoneray Wind Project (Burns & McDonnell 2013c)
1.4

REGULATORY COMPLIANCE

The USFWS provides protection for migratory birds under authority of several laws including
the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) (16 USC 703-712), the Endangered Species Act (ESA)
(16 USC 1531-1543), and the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (BGEPA) (16 USC 668668c). This BBCS is prepared voluntarily to demonstrate efforts for compliance with the federal
regulations mentioned above and in accordance with the Guidance. The Guidance indicates that
adherence and communication with the USFWS would be viewed as “an appropriate means of
identifying and implementing reasonable and effective measures to avoid the take of species
protected under the MBTA and BGEPA.” Additionally, the USFWS “will take such adherence
and communication fully into account when exercising discretion” regarding the enforcement,
when necessary, of the MBTA and BGEPA.
1.4.1

Federal Endangered Species Act (ESA)

The federal ESA (16 U.S.C. §1531 et seq.) defines and lists species as “endangered” and
“threatened” and provides regulatory protections for those species listed. The ESA provides a
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program for conservation and recovery of threatened and endangered species, and ensures
conservation of designated critical habitat the USFWS has determined is required for the survival
and recovery of protected species. Additionally, candidate species for listing under the ESA are
often considered similarly as those species with a “threatened” or “endangered” status during
project reviews because the respective candidate species may have the potential to become listed
under the ESA during the development of the project. However, the ESA does not impart
jurisdiction over candidate species. The ESA directs all federal agencies to use their existing
authorities to conserve species listed as federally threatened and endangered, in consultation with
the USFWS. The goal is to ensure that their actions do not jeopardize the listed species or
destroy or adversely modify critical habitat. The ESA sets forth requirements for consultation to
determine if a proposed action could potentially affect a federally threatened or endangered
species.
According to the USFWS (USFWS 2011b) federally-listed species are defined as:
Endangered - “The classification provided to an animal or plant in danger of extinction
within the foreseeable future throughout all or a significant portion of its range.”
Threatened - “The classification provided to an animal or plant likely to become
endangered within the foreseeable future throughout all or a significant portion of its
range.”
Candidate – “Plants and animals that have been studied and the Service has concluded
that they should be proposed for addition to the Federal endangered and threatened
species list. These species have formerly been referred to as category 1 candidate
species.” From the February 28, 1996 Federal Register, page 7597: "Those species for
which the Service has on file sufficient information on biological vulnerability and
threat(s) to support issuance of a proposed rule to list but issuance of the proposed rule
is precluded."
1.4.2

The Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA)

Under the MBTA (16 U.S.C. §703-712), it is unlawful to pursue, capture, kill, or possess any
migratory bird or part, nest, or egg of any such bird listed in wildlife protection treaties between
the U.S., Canada, Mexico, Great Britain, Japan, and Russia (countries of the former Soviet
Union). In 2010, 1,007 avian species fell under the jurisdiction of the MBTA (50 CFR Part 10
9282-9314), not including the European starling, house sparrow, and rock pigeon, as well as
selected non-migratory game species.
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Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (BGEPA)

The BGEPA of 1940 (BGEPA; 16 U.S.C. 668-668c) is administered by the USFWS and
provides protections to bald (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) and golden (Aquila chrysaetos) eagles,
their nests, eggs, and parts. Under the BGEPA, it is unlawful for any person to take, possess,
sell, purchase, barter, offer for sale, transport, export, or import any bald or golden eagle live or
dead, or any part, nest or egg without a valid permit authorizing those activities. “Take” is
defined as an action “to pursue, shoot, shoot at, poison, wound, kill, capture, trap, collect, molest,
or disturb.” “Disturb” is defined as “to agitate or bother a bald or golden eagle to a degree that
causes, or is likely to cause, based on the best scientific information available: injury to an eagle;
a decrease in its productivity; by substantially interfering with normal breeding, feeding, or
sheltering behavior; or nest abandonment.” On September 11, 2009, the USFWS implemented
rules (74 FR 46835) for the take of bald and golden eagles. An activity that may disturb or take
an eagle or its nest must be permitting by the USFWS and must have been part of an otherwise
legal activity.
1.4.4

State Regulations

Many of the same species protected under federal law are also protected under State regulations,
which can include the following:
Minnesota’s Endangered Species Statute - 84.0895 Protection of Threatened and
Endangered Species
Minnesota Rules, Chapter 6134 - Endangered, Threatened, Special Concern Species
Minnesota Rules, Parts 6212.1800 to 6212.2300 - 6212.1800 (Permits)
The Minnesota Endangered Species Statute (Section 84.0895) imposes a variety of restrictions
for species designated as endangered or threatened. Under this statute a person may not take,
import, transport, or sell any portion of an endangered or threatened species of wild animal or
plant, or sell or possess with intent to sell an article made with any part of the skin, hide, or parts
of an endangered or threatened species of wild animal or plant, except under a few exceptions.
This statute requires the MDNR to adopt rules that designate species meeting the statutory
definitions of endangered, threatened, or species of special concern. The resulting list of
protected species is codified as Minnesota Rules, Chapter 6134. The Endangered Species Statute
also authorizes the MDNR to adopt rules that regulate treatment of species designated as
Stoneray Wind Project
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endangered and threatened. These regulations are codified as Minnesota Rules, Parts 6212.1800
to 6212.2300 and are regulated with the use of permits. Species of special concern are not
protected by Minnesota's Endangered Species Statute.
State-listed species are defined by MDNR (MDNR 2013a) as:
Endangered - “A species is considered endangered if the species is threatened with
extinction throughout all or a significant portion of its range within Minnesota.”
Threatened - “A species is considered threatened if the species is likely to become
endangered within the foreseeable future throughout all or a significant portion of its
range within Minnesota.”
Special Concern - “A species is considered a species of special concern if, although the
species is not endangered or threatened, it is extremely uncommon in Minnesota, or has
unique or highly specific habitat requirements and deserves careful monitoring of its
status. Species on the periphery of their range that are not listed as threatened may be
included in this category along with those species that were once threatened or
endangered but now have increasing or protected, stable populations.”
EDF does not anticipate a “taking” of threatened or endangered species, eagles, or a significant
numbers of birds; however, it voluntarily offers this BBCS as a proactive measure to avoid and
minimize any possible adverse impacts of the Project to birds and bats. As new best
management practices are adopted by the USFWS and industry experts, the Project will modify
its protective measures to the extent practicable using an adaptive management approach to
demonstrate that the Project will continually comply with all regulatory issues.
*****
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Tier I and II Studies and Conclusions

BIRD AND BAT CONSERVATION STRATEGY: TIER I AND II ANALYSES
AND CONCLUSIONS

2.1

USFWS GUIDANCE DIRECTIVES

The Guidance includes a tiered approach to analysis of a wind development project for
evaluation and study of wildlife and habitat interactions and impacts. This section details the
process by which the Project used the tiered system to answer the questions outlined in the
Guidance. This process, implemented by EDF, includes efforts to avoid, minimize, and mitigate
adverse effects on bird and bat species through siting, environmental studies, engineering,
construction, and operation.
2.2

TIERS I AND II SUMMARY OF STUDIES AND RISK ANALYSIS

EDF contracted Burns & McDonnell Engineering Company, Inc. (Burns & McDonnell) to
complete an analysis using the tiered approach outlined in the Guidance. The Guidance includes
Tier I: Preliminary site evaluation (landscape-scale screening of possible project sites), and Tier
II: Site characterization (broad characterization of one or more potential project sites). Tiers I
and II are generally completed together and are presented within one section of this document.
EDF completed considerable siting study and environmental review efforts to determine where
the Project site should be located and also to position individual turbines within the Project site.
2.2.1

Tier I: Preliminary Site Evaluation

The Project is located in southwest Minnesota in Pipestone and Murray counties. Pipestone and
Murray counties have each established comprehensive plans addressing the development of wind
power generating facilities within the last 10 years. Both counties encourage the development of
wind power generating facilities. The Project site is approximately 29,500 acres located in rural
southwestern Minnesota (Figure 3) where the region is dominated by agriculture. The Project
has been designed to site wind turbines and related facilities on agricultural land. Approximately
75% of the Project site is classified as agricultural. Turbine siting, spacing, and setbacks were
determined based on the established standards, guidelines, and discussion with the Commission,
MDNR, USFWS, and local authorities. A map (Figure 4) showing buildable land as determined
by this data was developed to minimize impacts to the environment, and is provided in Appendix
A.
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Constraints used in determining the Project site also included: the presence of jurisdictional
wetlands; designated critical habitat for federal and state protected species; unique ecosystems
identified by the MDNR, and presence of existing wind generation infrastructure, among other
considerations. Additional specific criteria to determine buildable land within an area included:
a wind access buffer of five Rotor Diameters (RD) in the prevailing wind direction and three RD
in the non‐prevailing wind direction; a noise setback meeting Minnesota Noise Standards,
Minnesota Rules Chapter 7030; and a minimum setback from homes of 1,250 feet, 250 feet from
road rights of way, and 5x3 RDs from property over which the wind rights are not controlled.
Final turbine locations are subject to change based upon final turbine model selection and other
geotechnical and environmental surveys.
Seasonal wetlands, grassland riparian areas endemic to northern prairie stream ecosystems, and
wooded and riparian corridors are significant to avian species during migration stop-over as well
as nesting and brood rearing. All wetlands were avoided during siting to avoid impacting this
habitat, minimize logistical complications, and avoid prolonged consultation and permitting for
those areas. The Project site is composed primarily of cultivated agriculture, therefore
minimizing impacts to grassland areas. Woodland areas are often located near homestead
developments, and thereby avoided to the extent practicable as a result of minimum setbacks. At
a landscape scale, the Project site is ecologically suitable for wind development.
2.2.2

Tier I: USFWS Guidance-Provided Questions and Responses

The Guidance includes questions for consideration for each Tier within the evaluation process.
Tier I questions are included and answered below.
Question I-1: Are there species of concern present on the potential sites(s), or is habitat (included
designated critical habitat) present for the species?
Answer I-1: Species of concern or listed species as well as designated critical habitat
have been indicated by the MDNR and USFWS known to be present within the Project
site. Those species will be analyzed further in respect to the Project in the Tier II and
Tier III discussions.
Question I-2: Does the landscape contain areas where development is precluded by law or areas
designated as sensitive according to scientifically credible information? Examples of designated
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areas include, but are not limited to: federally-designated critical habitat; high-priority
conservation areas for nongovernment organizations (NGOs); or other local, state, regional,
federal, tribal, or international categorizations.
Answer I-2: The Project site contains designated critical habitat for the Topeka shiner
(Notropis topeka) as well as two Reinvest in Minnesota (RIM) conservation easements.
The RIM conservation easements specifically include a wetland preserve located in the
extreme northwest corner (T107N, R44W, Section 7) of the Project site and a
conservation reserve enhancement riparian area located in the central part of the Project
site (T107N, R44W, Section 35). The Terrace Wildlife Management Area (WMA) is
located in the west portion of the Project site (T106N, R44W, Section 6 and T107N,
R44W, Section 31). The Burke WMA is located along the southern boundary of the
Project site (T106N, R44W, Sections 27 and 28). No conservation or preservation areas
for NGOs are within the Project site. In November 2012, The Audubon Society of
Minnesota designated six separate areas lying within the Prairie Pothole and Eastern
Tallgrass Prairie Bird Conservation Regions as an Important Bird Area (IBA).
Designated as the Prairie Coteau Complex Important Bird Area, portions of the IBA
occupy the northwestern corner and a small portion of the far southeastern corner of the
Project area.
Question I-3: Are there known critical areas of wildlife congregation, including, but not limited
to: maternity roosts, hibernacula, staging areas, winter ranges, nesting sites, migration stopovers
or corridors, leks, or other areas of seasonal importance?
Answer I-3: There are no known maternity roosts, hibernacula, nesting sites for eagles,
critical staging areas or winter ranges (i.e., large mammal wintering locations), leks, or
other areas of seasonal biological importance. Seasonal wetlands created by winter and
spring precipitation may provide migration stopovers for migratory birds. Many
migratory species use diverse habitats during spring and fall migration and may utilize
harvested agriculture row-crop fields, pastures, and other cropland habitat that is in high
abundance in southwest Minnesota. Numerous migratory birds nest in a diversity of
habitats throughout the Project site and surrounding areas. Bat species likely use the
Project site with the same level of intensity or abundance as surrounding areas.
Migratory birds and bats will be analyzed further in the Tier II and Tier III discussions.
Stoneray Wind Project

2-3

Burns & McDonnell

Bird and Bat Conservation Strategy

Tier I and II Studies and Conclusions

Question I-4: Are there large areas of intact habitat with the potential for fragmentation, with
respect to species of habitat fragmentation concern needing large contiguous blocks of habitat?
Answer I-4: The Project site is primarily used for cultivated agriculture. As such, there
are no large areas of intact habitat present within the Project site. Additionally, the
Project site includes existing wind generation facilities. The Project would not result in
significant fragmentation of habitat or impacts to large contiguous blocks of habitat.
2.2.3

Tier II: Site Characterization

The Tier II analysis includes incorporation of detailed desktop reviews and preliminary on-site
evaluations by qualified biologists and Project team members. These assessments were
completed to determine if sensitive environmental areas or other environmental issues would be
detrimental to the Project (i.e., fatal flaws). This review included analysis of locations and
habitat capable of supporting listed species, areas of significant biodiversity, forested and
wetland areas, and area designated as important by federal or state agencies (i.e., WMAs) or
other conservation organizations (i.e., IBAs designated by the National Audubon Society). No
environmental-based fatal flaws were identified during the Tier II analysis.
This analysis indicated the presence of unique or significant habitats within the Project site that
were avoided to the extent practicable during siting. However, the Tier II review concluded that
the Project site has relatively few areas of high quality avian migration stopover habitat and
ecological diversity in comparison to the overall landscape in southwest Minnesota, as well as
nearby conservation areas and reservoirs with wetland and riparian corridors. The Project site
also does not provide locations for the concentration of bats during seasonal migrations,
hibernation, or reproduction.
2.2.3.1

Agency Correspondence and Data Review

Correspondence with state and federal agencies, including the MDNR and USFWS, was initiated
in 2011 for information specific to the Project site regarding sensitive resources and potential
impacts. Consultations with the MDNR and USFWS continued into 2013 as the Project site,
Project layout, biological studies, and Project permitting progressed.
The Project submitted Site Permit Application for a Large Wind Energy Conversion System
(LWECS), PUC Docket No. IP-6646/WS-13-216 in June 2013 (EVS 2013). This application was
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submitted in compliance with a Minnesota state policy that LWECS be sited in an orderly
manner that is compatible with environmental preservation, sustainable development, and
efficient use of resources (Minnesota Statute § 216F.03). In addition, the siting considerations in
the Minnesota Power Plant Siting Act also apply to large wind energy conversion systems
(Minnesota Statute § 216E.03, subd. 7). This project furthers these state policies by maximizing
the use of the best wind resource area in Minnesota (Buffalo Ridge) while minimizing the project
footprint as well as avoiding residences and sensitive natural areas to the extent feasible. One
year of on‐site monitoring data indicate the Project is a low risk site, as determined by the MDNR, for
impacts to birds and bats, including current or likely future protected species.

There are several conservation programs to encourage setting aside cropland, wetland, and
grassland for conservation purposes or practices on private land. These programs include the
Conservation Reserve Program (CRP), Minnesota RIM, Wetland Reserve Program (WRP), and
the Environmental Quality Incentive Program (EQIP). Based on MDNR data, two statemanaged properties occur within the Project area. These include Conservation Reserve
Enhancement Program (CREP) area located in the central part of the Project area (T107N,
R44W, Section 35). The Casey Jones State Trail is also an area managed by the State of
Minnesota that bisects the west and central portions of the Project area, east to west (T106,
R43W, Sections 5, 6, 7, 8 and T106, R44W, Sections 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 7, and 8). The Terrace WMA
is located along the western boundary of the Project area (T106N, R44W, Section 6 and T107N,
R44W, Section 31). The Van Beek WMA is located along the eastern boundary of the Project
area (T107N, R44W, Section 24). The Salt & Pepper WMA is located along the southern
boundary of the Project area (T106N, R43W, Section 29). Additionally, MDNR data indicates
there are two “terrestrial communities” within the Project area. Five state-managed WMAs, four
RIM conservation easements, and five CREP conservation easements are also located along but
outside the boundary or within one mile of the Project area. Some of these state-managed lands
are known to or could potentially host sensitive species and habitats. These areas include:
Holland WMA (T107N, R44W, Section 5)
Gromers Draw WMA (T107N, R44W, Section 10)
Terrace WMA (T106N, R44W, Section 6 and T107N, R44W, Section 31)
Van Beek WMA (T107N, R44W, Section 24)
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Salt & Pepper WMA (T106N, R43W, Section 29)
Wetland Preserve (RIM) (T107N, R43W, Section 18)
Marginal Cropland (RIM) (T107N, R44W, Section 7)
Marginal Cropland (RIM) (T107N, R44W, Section 13)
Unspecified RIM (T107N, R44W, Section 35)
Native Prairie Bank (CREP) (T106N, R43W, Section 32)
Native Prairie Bank (CREP) (T106N, R43W, Section 32)
Native Prairie Bank (CREP) (T106N, R43W, Section 33)
Native Prairie Bank (CREP) (T106N, R43W, Section 33)
Native Prairie Bank (CREP) (T106N, R43W, Sections 32 and 33)
In addition to the primary land use of cultivated agriculture, MDNR‐Natural Heritage
Information System (NHIS) data indicates there are four state‐designated rare natural community
types recorded in the Project site, which include three calcareous fens, 38 wet meadows, 435
upland prairie segments, and four marshes. Many of these features are located in the north and
west portions of the Project site and appear associated with streams. There appears to be no
USFWS‐owned lands, Waterfowl Production Areas (WPAs), MDNR‐Designated Wildlife
Lakes, MDNR Migratory Waterfowl Feeding and Resting Areas (MWFRAs), State Game
Refuges, or State Wild, Scenic, and Recreational Rivers (WSRs) within the Project boundary.
Portions of the designated Prairie Coteau Complex IBA and the Prairie Pothole and Eastern
Tallgrass Prairie Bird Conservation Region IBA occupy the northwestern corner and a small
portion of the far southeastern corner of the Project area.
2.2.3.2

Desktop Federal Protected Species Review

There are four species federally‐listed or candidates for federal listing in Pipestone and Murray
counties (Table 3-1). However, no avian or bat species are known to inhabit the Project site that
are protected by the ESA or BGEPA. Federal candidate species are often evaluated on a similar
level as threatened or endangered species by the USFWS because they could become listed as
threatened or endangered at some point in the future. However, a candidate species is not
afforded protection under the ESA. The Dakota skipper (Hesperia dacotae), poweshiek
skipperling (Oarisma poweshiek), and Topeka shiner have been recorded within the Project site.
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USFWS designated critical habitat for the Topeka shiner includes four stream reaches within the
Project site in both Pipestone and Murray counties. These reaches are associated with the
following watercourses:
Rock River (4a)
East Branch Rock River (4aa)
Unnamed Tributary (4bb)
North Branch Chanarambie Creek (4x)
Table 2-1

Federally Protected Species or Species Proposed for Listing Known or Likely
to Occur Pipestone and Murray Counties
Federal
Species
Status
Habitat
County

Bald eagle
(Haliaeetus leucocephalus)

Dakota skipper
(Hesperia dacotae)

Poweshiek skipperling
(Oarisma poweshiek)

Topeka shiner
(Notropis topeka)*

Western prairie fringed
orchid
(Platanthera praeclara)

BGEPA

Riparian corridors near waterbodies for foraging. Large
and mature trees required for roosting and nest building.

Native dry-mesic to dry prairie, dominated by midheight grasses, such as little bluestem (Schizachyrium
scoparium), prairie dropseed (Sporobolus heterolepis),
and side-oats grama (Bouteloua curtipendula). Larval
candidate stages require clump grasses that are not annually
maintained (i.e., little bluestem) and adults prefer
flowering plants in the coneflower genus (Echinacea
spp.). Most productive sites feature some topographic
variation.
Occurs in wet to dry native prairie, but not in sand
prairie. Larval stages require clump grasses that are not
annually maintained (i.e., little bluestem, sideoats
grama) and adults prefer flowering plants in the
candidate
coneflower genus (Echinacea spp.). Non-native, grassdominated habitats composed of Kentucky bluegrass
(Poa pratensis), smooth brome (Bromus inermis), or
redtop (Agrostis gigantea) are not suitable habitat.
Inhabit slow-moving, small to mid-size prairie streams
with sand, gravel, or rubble bottoms; prefer pool and
endangered oxbow areas that are outside main channel courses.
These pools are in contact with groundwater and usually
contain vegetation and areas of exposed gravel.
threatened

Remnant native prairies, wet prairies & sedge meadows;
full sunlight on moist, calcareous till or sandy soils; not
in areas with a significant history of cattle grazing.

Pipestone
& Murray

Pipestone
& Murray

Pipestone
& Murray

Pipestone
& Murray

Pipestone

Sources: MDNR 2013b, USFWS 2013a
*Critical habitat has been designated.
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Additionally, the poweshiek skipperling and Topeka shiner have been recorded within one mile
of the Project site. The western prairie fringed orchid (Platanthera praeclara) has not been
located within the Project site.
Although the majority of the Project site is comprised of cultivated lands, there are some areas
within the Project site that can be considered potentially sensitive habitats for these species;
however, all turbine locations have been selected to avoid these habitats. As a result and per
recommendation of the USFWS, a desktop study was completed followed by a field survey for a
portion of the Project site for skipper and orchid habitat. Final location of access roads and
collection systems will also consider these locations and attempts will be made to avoid these
habitats. If they cannot be avoided, additional coordination with the USFWS and MDNR may
be warranted.
2.2.3.3

Desktop State Listed Species Review

Considering the 20 state-protected species (threatened or endangered) listed for Pipestone and
Murray counties, none of these protected species have been recorded within the Project area,
according to MDNR data. Six non-state-protected special concern species and two statemanaged communities have been recorded within the Project area, which include the dry hill
prairie (southern) and a calcareous fen. The protected special concern species included the
marsh arrow-grass (Triglochin palustris), northern grasshopper mouse (Onychomys leucogaster),
plains topminnow (Fundulus sciadicus), regal fritillary (Speyeria idalia), Topeka shiner, and
upland sandpiper (Bartramia longicauda) (Table 3-2). The Topeka shiner is federally protected
under the ESA and upland sandpiper is federally protected under the MBTA.
Consultation with the MDNR regarding state protected species has resulted in Project siting to
avoid MDNR-indicated areas that are important for protected species, to the extent practicable.
Final locations of access road and collections systems will also consider these locations and
attempts will be made to avoid these habitats. If they cannot be avoided, additional consultation
with the MDNR may be warranted.
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MDNR Species and Community Types With a Managed Status Recorded
Within the Project Boundary

MDNR Species or Community Type

Federal Status

State Status

Number of Occurrences

Calcareous Fen Community

None

State monitored

1

Marsh arrow-grass

None

State monitored

1

Dry Hill Prairie Community (Southern)

None

State monitored

1

Northern grasshopper mouse

None

State monitored

1

Plains topminnow

None

Special concern

7

Regal fritillary

None

Special concern

1

Topeka shiner

Endangered

Special concern

3

None

State monitored

1

Upland sandpiper

Sources: MDNR 2013b, MDNR 2013c, USFWS 2013a

2.2.3.4

Desktop Bat Species Review

Seven species of bats are known to occur in Minnesota; all are generally found throughout the
state according to MNDR and are described in (Table 3-3). Currently, there are no bats included
on the USFWS or MDNR sensitive species lists for Pipestone and Murray counties. According
to USFWS, the northern myotis (Myotis septentrionalis; also known as the northern long-eared
bat) has been petitioned to be federally listed. The timetable for listing, or even the location
(counties), is unknown at this time. In addition to the northern myotis, one other bat species in
Minnesota, the tri-colored bat (Pipistrellus subflavus; also known as the eastern pipistrelle), has
been listed as a state special concern species in some counties, but not within Pipestone, Murray,
or their neighboring counties.
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Species Common
Name

Big brown bat
(Eptesicus fuscus)

Eastern pipistrelle
(Pipistrellus
subflavus)

Eastern red bat
(Lasiurus borealis)
Hoary bat (Lasiurus
cinereus)
Little brown bat
(Myotis lucifugus)

Northern long-eared
bat (Myotis
septentrionalis)

Silver-haired bat
(Lasionycteris
noctivagans)

Tier I and II Studies and Conclusions

Bat Species in Minnesota

Habitat/Roosts/Hibernacula

Caves, mine tunnels, crevices, hollow
trees, buildings, wooded areas.

Caves, mines tunnels, crevices,
buildings, wooded areas near water. In
summer, generally roost singly, often in
trees, but some males and nonreproductive females also roost in their
winter hibernacula.
Requires tree and shrubs for roosting,
occasionally enters caves. Has regular
feeding hours, tends to feed in the same
area over and over (100 yard route).
Wooded areas. They are solitary and
roost in trees, occasionally in caves.
Forested areas. Day roosts in tree
cavities and crevices. Feed near or over
water, mainly on aquatic insects such as
caddis flies, mayflies, and midges
Thinly forested areas, around buildings
or trees, occasionally caves. In summer,
the species is often associated with
forested habitats, especially around
wetlands. Summer roosts are believed to
include separate day and night roosts.
Day roots may be under loose tree bark,
in buildings, or behinds signs or shutters.
Night roosts may include caves, mines,
and quarry tunnels.
Can occur in both grassland and forest
areas. Are abundant in old-growth
forests. Occasionally in buidlings and
caves. They state foraging after sunset,
finding their prey at treetop level or over
streams and ponds

Roost
Habits
Singly or
in small
clusters

Migration
May migrate or winter in
northern areas (common in
buildings in winter). Many
migrate short distances (less than
80 km) to find mines or caves for
hibernation.

Singly or
in small
clusters

Migrate or hibernate in north.

Solitary
but feeds
in pairs

Migrates south in groups.

Solitary

Migrates south.

Colonial

Most migrate in the fall. Caves
or suitable location.

Small
colonies

Hibernates in Minnesota caves
and mines.

Solitary

Likely migrate southward in
winter, can enter torpor, thus
some may not migrate.

Sources: Burt and Grossenheider 1976, MDNR 2013a

2.2.3.5

Preliminary In-Field Habitat Review

A preliminary in-field habitat review was completed for the Project site by biologists
experienced in wetland delineation, wildlife biology, northern prairies, threatened and
endangered species, and wind energy development. These efforts were completed as a “ground-
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truthing” of the data acquired and analyzed in the desktop analysis for the initial Project site
(approximately 22,400 acres). Additional desktop and some field evaluations (i.e., qualitative
“windshield” wetland review) have analyzed the expansion of the initial Project site; therefore,
the entirety of the current 29,500-acre Project site has been visited.
A windshield review of the Project site revealed additional areas of potential wetlands not
included in the available digital wetland data. Available online USFWS NWI map data can lack
precision for portions of the U.S. A wetland delineation for the Project has not yet been
completed, but will be completed prior to the determination of final road and collection line
alignment.. Woodland areas were noted primarily around homestead developments or in
plantings in agricultural areas; in both cases the trees acting as wind breaks. Remnant prairies
were noted in areas of relatively steep topography, thereby minimizing livestock grazing
pressure and cultivated agriculture in those locations. These locations more-or-less coincided
with data acquired from the MDNR.
2.2.4

Tier II: USFWS Guidance-Provided Questions and Responses

The Guidance-provided questions for consideration for Tier II within the evaluation process
overlap with those from Tier I, as they are applied to the Project. This information is repeated
below for completeness in responding to all questions. Tier II questions are included below.
Question II-1: Are known species of concern present on the proposed site, or is habitat (including
designated critical habitat) present for these species?
Answer II-1: Species of concern or listed species as well as designated critical habitat
have been indicated to be present within the Project site. The Dakota skipper, poweshiek
skipperling, and Topeka shiner have been recorded within the Project site. USFWSdesignated critical habitat for the Topeka shiner is present within the Project site.
Designated critical habitat will be avoided by the Project layout. Bald and golden eagles
as well as western prairie fringed orchids have not been located within the Project site.
State-threatened species that are reported from in the Project site via MDNR data include
the Blanding’s turtle and hair-like beaked rush, in addition to the Dakota skipper. State
species of special concern with recorded observations in the Project site include the
Forester’s tern, plains topminnow, poweshiek skipperling, prairie moonwort, red three-
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awn, regal fritillary, and Topeka shiner. Designated critical habitat will be avoided by
the Project layout. Species-specific seasonal construction or BMP requirements will be
implemented in coordination with the MDNR.
Question II-2: Does the landscape contain areas where development is precluded by law or
designated as sensitive according to scientifically credible information? Examples of designated
areas include, but are not limited to: federally-designated critical habitat; high-priority
conservation areas for NGOs; or other local, state, regional, federal, tribal, or international
categorizations.
Answer II-2: The Project site contains designated critical habitat for the Topeka shiner,
Dakota skipper, and poweshiek skipperling. Designated critical habitat will be avoided by
the Project layout.
Two Reinvest in Minnesota (RIM) conservation easements, which specifically include a
wetland preserve located in the extreme northwest corner (T107N, R44W, Section 7) of
the Project site, and a conservation reserve enhancement riparian area located in the
central part of the Project site (T107N, R44W, Section 35). The Terrace Wildlife
Management Area (WMA) is located in the west portion of the Project site (T106N,
R44W, Section 6 and T107N, R44W, Section 31). The Burke WMA is located along the
southern boundary of the Project site (T106N, R44W, Sections 27 and 28). No
conservation or preservation areas for NGOs are within the Project site.
Question II-3: Are there plant communities of concern present or likely to be present at the
site(s)?
Answer II-3: MDNR‐NHIS data indicates there are four state‐designated rare natural
community types recorded in the Project site, which include three calcareous fens, seven
wet meadows, 66 upland prairie segments, and two marshes. Many of these features are
located in the north and west portions of the Project site and appear associated with
streams.
Question II-4: Are there known critical areas of congregation of species of concern, including,
but not limited to: maternity roosts, hibernacula, staging areas, winter ranges, nesting sites,
migration stopovers or corridors, leks, or other areas of seasonal importance?
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Answer II-4: There are no known maternity roosts, hibernacula, nesting sites for eagles,
critical staging areas or winter ranges, leks, or other areas of seasonal biological
importance. Seasonal wetlands created by winter and spring precipitation may provide
migration stopovers for migratory birds. Many migratory species use diverse habitats
during spring and fall migration and may utilize harvested crop fields, pastures, and other
cropland habitat that is in high abundance in southwest Minnesota. Numerous migratory
birds nest in a diversity of habitats throughout the Project site and surrounding areas.
Question II-5: Using best available scientific information has the developer or relevant federal,
state, tribal, and/or local agency identified the potential presence of a population of a species of
habitat fragmentation concern?
Answer II-5: The Project site includes areas with existing wind generation turbines and
other infrastructure. However, remnant prairies do exist within the Project site in areas of
relatively steep topography, thereby avoiding intense livestock grazing pressure and
cultivated agriculture, potentially supporting populations of Dakota skippers and
poweshiek skipperlings.
Question II-6: Which species of birds and bats, especially those known to be at risk by wind
energy facilities, are likely to use the proposed site based on an assessment of site attributes?
Answer II-6: In-field studies quantified the avian diversity and bat general abundance
during 2012 and a complete species list is included in Tier III. The Audubon Society of
Minnesota designated six separate areas lying within the Prairie Pothole and Eastern
Tallgrass Prairie Bird Conservation Regions as an IBA. Designated as the Prairie Coteau
Complex Important Bird Area, portions of the IBA occupy the northwestern corner and a
small portion of the far southeastern corner of the Project area. There appears to be no
USFWS‐owned lands, Waterfowl Production Areas (WPAs), MDNR‐Designated
Wildlife Lakes, MDNR Migratory Waterfowl Feeding and Resting Areas (MWFRAs),
State Game Refuges, or State Wild, Scenic, and Recreational Rivers (WSRs) within the
Project boundary. Avian species common to the northern Great Plains and agricultural
regions may be found within the Project site.
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Question II-7: Is there a potential for significant adverse impacts to species of concern based on
the answers to the questions above, and considering the design of the proposed project?
Answer II-7: Based on this analysis, raptors, migratory birds, soaring avian species, and
bats have a level of risk from the Project that warrant additional investigation. The
additional studies within Tier III were designed to further evaluate risks of impact to
avian and bat speices. The species groups that were included for studies in a Tier III
analysis included:
Raptor nesting (generally)
Migratory birds (generally)
Great blue heron rookeries and flight paths (Ardea herodias)
Bats (generally and including the northern myotis)
The presence of protected areas, designated critical habitats, previous documentation of
protected species, and state managed areas, additional analysis is warranted. This analysis is
present in Tier III in this document.
*****
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BIRD AND BAT CONSERVATION STRATEGY: TIER III ANALYSES AND
CONCLUSIONS

3.1

TIER III SUMMARY OF STUDIES AND RISK ANALYSIS

The USFWS Guidance includes Tier III: Field studies and impact predictions. Based on the
results of the analyses for Tiers I and II for the Project and agency consultations, additional
studies were completed for the Project site focusing on raptor nesting, avian point counts, and bat
abundance in 2012 and 2013. The studies are included in Tier III and summarized below.
3.1.1

Tier III: Field Studies and Impact Predictions

A Tier III analysis for the Project included avian point count surveys; a raptor stick nest survey;
a great blue heron rookery survey; acoustical bat surveys; habitat assessments for western prairie
fringed orchid, Dakota skipper, poweshiek skipperling suitable habitat; and habitat assessments
for native prairies and other relatively undisturbed habitats. Surveys were focused on the initial
Project site, likely turbine and Project infrastructure locations, and included a diversity of
habitats to provide representative conclusions from observations. Raptor stick nest surveys
included a USFWS-requested two-mile buffer during a study of the initial Project site, resulting
in approximately 76,700 acres included in the study. The Project site was expanded after
completion of these studies. The expansion of the Project site was included within the two-mile
survey buffer for raptor stick nest surveys. However, the expansion area does not contain
significantly different habitat compared to the initial Project site; therefore the study results can
be extrapolated to the expanded and current Project site.
3.1.1.1

Avian Stick Nest Survey 2012

Per recommendations of USFWS and MDNR, an avian stick nest survey was completed by
Burns & McDonnell for the initial Project site, including a two-mile buffer around the Project
boundary (Burns & McDonnell 2012a). The survey was conducted on April 5, 6, 11, and 12,
2012, for an approximate 76,700-acre survey area. The survey area included the 22,400-acre
initial Project site, plus a two-mile 54,300-acre buffer area around the Project boundary. The
survey was conducted from public roadways because of property access limitations. The survey
focused on available woody vegetation habitat (e.g., trees) within the survey area. This
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timeframe allowed the survey to be conducted prior to significant leaf-out of the vegetation; thus,
the survey was conducive for observing avian stick nests.
To determine if an individual stick nest is active, eggs or young need to be seen in the nest. Due
to property access limitations, it was not possible to determine if any nests were active. To
assign species usage to an observed nest, avian species observed on a nest or in the adjacent
limbs were identified to species level when possible. Raptor and great blue heron nests were
identified by the larger size (height and width) of the nest relative to the numerous other stick
nests, or by a raptor being present on the nest or in adjacent limbs. Raptor nests were noted to be
in locations with very large or mature trees (i.e., eastern cottonwood [Populus deltoides]) and
near water (i.e. stream, pond, wetland). Positive correlation of the remaining nests to a species
was not possible due to the absence of individuals on the nest or in adjacent limbs.
Within the 23 total stick nests observed within the Project boundary; only two nests were
identified as being associated with raptors (Figure 5). Species identification of raptors associated
with the two nests was not possible due to the distance of observation or presence of the raptor
positioned very low in the nest for long periods of time; however, it is most likely these nests
were used by red-tailed hawks. There were 42 stick nests observed in the two-mile buffer area,
of which only five of these nests were identified as being associated with raptors. Species
identification of the raptors associated with these five nests was not possible, similar to the two
nests identified in the initial Project site; however, it is likely these nests were used by red-tailed
hawks. Additionally, one great blue heron rookery that included four nests was observed in the
two-mile buffer area, approximately 1.75 miles south of the southern Project boundary (Figure
5). Only one of the 42 additional stick nests was observed within a portion of the expanded
Project site. Other raptor stick nests were observed within the two mile buffer area around the
initial Project site, but are not within the new expanded area. The raptor nests within the initial
Project site are located approximately 1.0 mile north-northeast and 0.3 miles west and south of
identified buildable land. Other stick nests were observed, but were likely those belonging to the
American crow (Corvus brachyrhynchos), as determined by the nests small size and the number
of observations of this species during the 2012 spring and fall avian point count survey. The
observation of the great blue heron rookery combined with agency consultations stimulated the
Rookery Survey 2013 (Section 4.1.1.5).
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As a result of this survey, the Project is determined to have a relatively low risk for potential
impacts to raptors that may use the Project site.
3.1.1.2

Spring and Fall Avian Point Count Survey 2012

EDF contracted spring and fall avian point count (APC) surveys in 2012 to be completed by
Burns & McDonnell for the initial Project site as a result of consultation with the MDNR and
USFWS (Burns & McDonnell 2012b). Burns & McDonnell conducted the APC surveys (also
known as variable circular plot counts) during the regional spring and fall avian migration
periods. The intent of the surveys was to produce a quantitative assessment of the local species
diversity at the time of the study, which can be used to get a better understanding of what avian
species migrate through the Project site or may inhabit the area.
Morning observations were completed during April 5, 6, 10, 11, 24, and 25; May 15 and 16; June
5 and 6; August 16 and 17; September 5, 6, 27, and 28; and October 16 and 17, 2012. APC
surveys were conducted at ten locations throughout the initial Project site representing wetland,
upland, woodland/windbreak, and agricultural areas. The distribution of the ten APC locations
was determined using a desktop analysis and adjusted after field reconnaissance. The APC
locations included areas of representative habitat within the current Project boundary while
minimizing overlap within the Project site to obtain as complete coverage as practicable (Figure
5). This distribution and timing allowed point count surveys to be conducted throughout the
entire Project site during each survey event. Surveys were conducted starting shortly after
sunrise and concluded approximately three hours after sunrise. Each APC location was visited
during each day of surveying.
Point counts were conducted at each APC location for five-minute intervals by at least one
wildlife biologist. A five-minute observation period was employed (Peitz et al. 2004), rather than
a ten-minute interval indicated in the USFWS Landbird Monitoring Protocol (Knutson et al.
2008). The five-minute interval was used to minimize the chance of duplicate observations of
species of potentially high density (i.e., sparrows, gulls, waterfowl, or shorebirds). Individual
avian species observed or heard were recorded in a tally format at each location. The
observation radius maximum during ideal conditions was approximately 400 meters (0.25 miles),
but was variable depending on wind, terrain, and species observed. For example, stationary
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waterfowl on a pond can be identified at a longer distance relative to sparrow species flying very
near an observer. High winds decrease the ability to hear and identify bird calls. Additionally,
considerable effort was given to identify all raptors observed. Qualitative observations were also
recorded for soaring species (i.e., raptors, herons, or vultures) while in transit between APC
locations during opportunistic observations. The qualitative and point count data were recorded
and analyzed separately.
APC data are collected for the purpose of determining species diversity. In field studies where
large APC radii are employed, calculations of species abundances are not warranted unless
considerable effort has been given during data collection to minimize replication of individual
observations (i.e., many APC locations over an extended period and determination of call or
flight directions). For purposes of this study, estimates of species diversity were the primary
goal and therefore species abundances were not determined for the Project.
The point count survey route was completed 18 times, which yielded 63 species and 5,868
observations (Table 4-1). A total of nine soaring species were also recorded during qualitative
observations while in transit on the Project site (Tables 4-2 and 4-3). Implementation of these
methods yielded a total of 67 observed species. Four of the 67 observed species are not included
under the protection of the MBTA; greater prairie-chicken (Tympanuchus cupido), house
sparrow (Passer domesticus), European starling (Sturnus vulgaris), and rock dove (Columba
livia). No species were observed with protection status at the state or federal levels as threatened
or endangered in Pipestone or Murray counties under the ESA or the Minnesota endangered
species statue.
Four upland sandpipers were observed at four different APC locations during the surveys. The
upland sandpiper is a Minnesota “state monitored” species. The greater prairie-chicken, an
upland game species was heard performing a courtship/breeding display near APC 8 on April 11,
2012. The greater prairie-chicken is a state-listed special concern species, but is not listed within
Pipestone and Murray counties, or in adjacent counties. Visible verification of the precise
location or number of greater prairie-chickens was not possible because the location of the
calling was on land not accessible to the Project during the survey.
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2012 Avian Point Count Species Observations
Point Count Locations
AP
C1

AP
C2

AP
C3

AP
C4

AP
C5

AP
C6

AP
C7

AP
C8

AP
C9

AP
C
10

Specie
s
Totals

American bittern

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

1

0

1

American coot

5

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

1

1

7

American crow

17

15

7

6

5

12

19

5

9

24

119

American goldfinch

4

14

3

4

19

13

4

2

15

3

81

American kestrel

0

1

0

0

0

0

0

1

0

0

2

American robin

23

21

6

3

27

9

3

1

0

10

103

barn swallow

37

2

5

4

6

4

5

7

8

5

83

black-capped chickadee

1

1

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

2

blue jay

2

1

2

0

0

0

0

0

0

3

8

blue-winged teal

0

0

24

0

8

0

0

3

59

17

111

bobolink

0

13

5

0

0

4

1

11

2

0

36

82

3

9

4

85

36

62

2

48

22

353

Canada goose

0

4

2

2

5

4

0

13

16

10

56

chipping sparrow

0

0

1

0

0

0

0

0

2

0

3

clay-colored sparrow

0

0

1

4

0

1

10

2

0

0

18

cliff swallow

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

2

0

0

2

22

33

27

12

112

50

27

19

35

228

565

common snipe

0

0

1

0

4

0

0

6

4

2

17

common yellowthroat

0

0

9

0

6

0

1

0

12

1

29

dickcissel

5

0

2

8

13

3

6

9

0

5

51

double-crested cormorant

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

37

37

downy woodpecker

0

1

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

1

eastern kingbird

0

0

0

0

1

0

4

2

2

2

11

eastern phoebe

0

0

0

0

0

1

0

0

0

0

1

eastern towhee

0

0

0

0

0

0

1

0

0

0

1

86

16

1

45

17

33

215

3

48

18

482

gadwall

0

0

0

1

0

0

0

0

2

0

3

grasshopper sparrow

0

0

1

12

3

0

2

1

5

15

39

great blue heron

0

0

0

0

0

0

1

0

0

3

4

greater prairie-chicken~*

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

1

0

0

1

hooded merganser

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

5

0

5

15

5

9

16

1

0

6

6

3

9

70

Species

brown-headed cowbird

common grackle

European starling~

horned lark
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Point Count Locations
AP
C1

AP
C2

AP
C3

AP
C4

AP
C5

AP
C6

AP
C7

AP
C8

AP
C9

AP
C
10

Specie
s
Totals

5

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

5

house sparrow~

15

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

15

killdeer

13

26

12

5

17

2

7

6

7

73

168

longspur species

34

0

0

559

75

4

13

0

0

0

685

mallard

0

2

0

0

4

3

0

9

5

7

30

marsh wren

0

0

9

0

2

0

0

2

43

1

57

mourning dove

8

11

1

15

10

3

17

4

2

7

78

northern cardinal

1

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

1

northern flicker

1

7

4

0

2

6

4

1

1

2

28

northern harrier

0

0

1

0

0

0

0

0

1

0

2

northern mockingbird

0

0

0

0

0

1

0

0

0

0

1

23

0

1

31

15

0

3

18

7

27

125

redhead (duck)

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

1

0

1

red-headed woodpecker

1

0

0

0

0

1

0

0

0

0

2

red-tailed hawk

1

1

2

1

7

3

3

2

3

1

24

red-winged blackbird

39

73

341

23

495

76

80

171

344

120

1762

ring-necked pheasant

14

2

3

11

4

10

11

24

15

11

105

rock dove~

45

2

0

0

11

0

5

1

17

32

113

rough-legged hawk

0

0

0

0

1

0

0

0

0

0

1

savannah sparrow

0

2

0

2

0

3

0

0

0

0

7

sedge wren

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

3

3

2

8

semipalmated plover

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

1

0

1

shortbilled dowitcher

0

0

0

0

0

0

1

0

0

0

1

song sparrow

8

2

7

1

2

3

12

4

6

0

45

spotted sandpiper

0

0

0

0

2

0

0

0

0

0

2

upland sandpiper

0

0

1

0

1

1

0

1

0

0

4

western kingbird

0

0

0

1

0

0

0

0

0

0

1

western meadowlark

9

19

11

44

20

22

31

39

17

24

236

wood duck

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

6

50

0

56

yellow warbler

0

0

0

0

1

0

0

0

0

0

1

yellow-bellied sapsucker

0

0

0

0

0

0

1

0

0

0

1

Total Observations

516

277

508

814

981

308

555

387

800

722

5,868

Number of Species

27

25

30

24

32

26

29

34

36

31

63

Species
house finch

northern rough-winged swallow
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Raptor and Soaring Species Observations During Spring Qualitative
Observations
Event Date - Spring 2012

Species

April
5

April
6

April
10

April
11

American kestrel

4

4

2

1

April
24

April
25

May
15

May
16

1

June
5

June
6

Species
Total

1

13

common raven

0

northern harrier

3

osprey

1

1

3

1

9

1

red-tailed hawk

5

1
2

4

1

2

2

1

17

rough-legged hawk

0

Swainson's hawk

1

turkey vulture

1

1

1

TOTAL

12

6

5

8

2

3

0

1

4

1

TOTAL DAILY Species

3

3

3

3

2

2

0

1

3

1

Table 3-3

42

Raptor and Soaring Species Observations During Fall Qualitative
Observations
Event Date - Fall 2012

Species

Aug
16

American kestrel

1

common raven

1

Aug
17

Sept
5

Sept
6

Sept
27

2

3

3

Sept
28

Oct
16

Oct
17

Species
Total
9
1

northern harrier

1

1

osprey

0

red-tailed hawk

1

1

1

1

3

1

rough-legged hawk

8
1

1

Swainson's hawk

0

turkey vulture

0
TOTAL

3

1

2

4

5

3

1

1

TOTAL DAILY Species

3

1

1

2

3

1

1

1

20

It is not anticipated that the Project would have a negative impact on greater prairie-chicken due
to the potential for low numbers of the species in the area. Additionally, the presence of many
existing wind generation facilities nearby and within the Project site in a variety of locations
indicates that the bird(s) currently present are adapted or not being disturbed. Additional wind
generation facilities would not likely add to any cumulative impacts to the greater prairiechicken.
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Raptors were not observed in high numbers or large concentration and it is probable that these
highly visible species (when foraging or roosting) were counted in duplication in multiple survey
periods. A visible prey base (i.e. small mammals, reptiles) for raptors was not observed in high
concentrations in the Project site with the exception of game birds, such as ring-necked pheasant
(Phasianus colchicus). There were zero bald eagles observed in the Project site. Bald eagles are
not commonly known to occur in or near the Project site.
As a result of the surveys and presence of existing wind generation facilities, the Project site is
determined to have a relatively low risk for potential impacts to avian species.
3.1.1.3

Acoustic Bat Survey 2012

An acoustic bat survey was completed in 2012 for three locations within the initial Project site
(Burns & McDonnell 2013a). The purpose of the acoustic bat survey was to record general bat
activity in the vicinity of the Project. According to the USFWS, the northern long-eared myotis
may be present in the area, and has the potential to become federally listed in the near future
(USFWS 2011c); thus, bat passes potentially belonging to this species were analyzed. This
species is listed as special concern by the state of Minnesota (Section 84.0895), but not
specifically within Pipestone and Murray counties. Other bat species known to be present in the
region include:
Silver-haired bat (Lasionycteris noctivagans)
Hoary bat (Lasiurus cinereus)
Eastern red bat (Lasiurus borealis)
Tri-colored bat
Little brown bat (Myotis lucifugus)
Big brown bat (Eptesicus fuscus)
Two monitoring locations were chosen that were representative of potential wind turbine
locations that were in open, cultivated upland areas, while the third location was along a riparian
corridor where wind turbines would not be placed, as recommended by MDNR. These
monitoring locations and acoustical monitoring methodologies were coordinated with MDNR
(November 17, 2011 and March 26, 2012). The two upland monitoring locations were also
chosen from existing meteorological (MET) towers at these locations; thus, the monitors and two
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microphones could be attached to the MET towers. All three locations were also chosen based
on having landowner permission to deploy the acoustical monitors.
On April 9, 2012 Burns & McDonnell biologists deployed temporary installations of two Song
Meter II Bat (SM2Bat) recording devices near MET towers 0315 (43.962522, -96.05424) and
0375 (44.050843, -96.131315), and one device at the riparian location (44.023312, -96.147587).
For study purposes, MET tower location 0315 was labeled as M1, MET tower 0375 was labeled
as M2, and the riparian area was labeled as M3. These monitors were set to start recording the
evening of April 9, 2012. Once the MET towers could be accessed (April 23, 2012), the two
monitors (M1 and M2) adjacent to the MET towers were relocated to the actual MET towers.
Each tower was equipped with one monitor and two microphones. One microphone was placed
at a lower elevation at approximately seven feet above ground, while a higher microphone was
installed at approximately 145 feet above ground, which would be at a height within a typical
commercial scale wind turbine rotor swept area. Acoustic monitors at these two MET tower
locations (M1 and M2) and one riparian area (M3) were used throughout the remaining duration
of the study (through October 25, 23, and 31, 2012, respectively).
The full spectrum data from the SM2Bat was analyzed using SonoBat 3.1 Ozark software. Data
was analyzed in order to estimate bat activity at the three monitoring locations. Bat tallies of
high and low frequency passes were processed using SonoBat 3.1 Ozark auto identification,
attempting to determine the species represented within the Project site. All high frequency tallies
were manually inspected for false representation of a bat pass and were eliminated from totals.
In addition, all high frequency tallies were reviewed to attempt to identify call signatures of the
northern long-eared myotis.
From April 9, 2012, through Oct 31, 2012, the study yielded 4,917 total bat passes from the three
monitoring locations, with high frequency bat passes totaling 1,351 and low frequency bat passes
totaling 3,566. The baseline monitoring station (M3) is located near a perennial stream and
yielded the greatest amount of total recorded passes at 2,016. M1 was placed within a cornfield
surrounded by very little natural vegetation, while M2 was placed within a soybean field
surrounded by very little naturally occurring vegetation. These monitoring stations yielded 1,336
and 1,565 passes, respectively. Bat passes per night (bpn) was determined by the total number of
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recorded passes divided by the total number of nights of the survey. Bpn throughout the entire
study (April 9 – October 31) averaged 23.8 bpn. In general, bat activity jumped in early July and
slowly returned to pre-July activity levels in late August; similarly, peak activity levels at that
time were also recorded at M1 and M2 towers. During the July 13 to July 24 recording period,
the total regional bat activity was greatest where peak activity reached 875 bat passes.
Throughout the study low frequency bat passes outnumbered high frequency bat passes;
however, low frequency bat passes were not further analyzed individually after Sonobat batch
processing for added misidentified noise files, which was completed for high frequency bats.
During peak activity (mid-July) M1 recorded more overall activity (172 bat passes) from the
high microphone as compared to the low microphone (129 bat passes). Conversely, M2 at peak
activity recorded less (159 bat passes) at the high microphone than the lower microphone (178
bat passes). For high frequency bats specifically during the peak recording bout, the number of
bat passes recorded at M1 high microphone was 61 bat passes and at the low microphone 51 bat
passes. M2 tower recorded 54 bat passes at the high microphone and 42 bat passes at the low
microphone.
Throughout the entirety of the study, 26 Myotis spp. bats were recorded. It is uncertain whether
any of these recorded calls were from the northern long-eared bat. The northern long-eared bat
uses higher frequency, shorter durations, and broader bandwidth than any other myotis species
(Faure et al. 1993); however, no specific call sequences stood out as indicative of this bat.
Additionally, based upon the known foraging ecology of the northern myotis as primarily a
gleaning bat than an aerial feeder, these recordings may more likely be that of the little brown
bat. MET towers were all placed in open habits away from large stands of woody vegetation,
where forest understory, forest edge, and along water bodies are known foraging areas of the
northern long-eared myotis (Caire et al. 1979; Fenton et al. 1983; Caceres and Barclay 2000).
The Project site is primarily cultivated agricultural and devoid of large stands of trees, with the
exception of stands near sporadic homesteads. The relatively low number of Myotis calls
recorded in open areas where tower construction is targeted suggests a low risk presented by the
Project for these species.
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Western Prairie Fringed Orchid, Poweshiek Skipperling, and Dakota

Skipper Field Habitat Assessment 2012
A study of field habitat assessments in the initial Project site for the western prairie fringed
orchid, poweshiek skipperling, and Dakota skipper (Burns & McDonnell 2013b) is included in
this analysis for avian and bat species because the habitats required for these species may
provide unique habitat used by birds and bats. The initial desktop analysis for suitable habitat
for western prairie fringed orchids in southwest Minnesota included wet or moist, uncultivated
(at least recently) prairie or sedge meadows (i.e., potentially wetlands with hydric soils and
without standing water); rights-of-way (ROW); roadside ditches; or similar low lying areas with
minimal maintenance. The USFWS provided information on land and soil types that may
support western prairie fringed orchids, including Trosky Till Plain Area 5.
The Dakota skipper and poweshiek skipperling have similar habitat requirements in Minnesota.
These include remnant native tallgrass prairies that receive little grazing pressure, prescribed
burning, or woody encroachment. Additionally, these areas have numerous prairie wildflowers
present for adult foraging, such as coneflower species (Echinacea spp.), camas species
(Zygadenus spp.), or blanketflower (Gaillardia spp.) among others. Larval stages of these
butterflies rely on the root areas of native warm season grasses for habitat, such as little bluestem
(Schizachyrium scoparium) and sideoats grama (Bouteloua curtipendula). Habitat for these
butterfly species in southwest Minnesota is often located on relatively steep hillsides that limit
the intensity or duration of grazing by livestock.
The field habitat assessment used the desktop analysis data indicating potential sensitive habitats
for the three species. Field habitat assessments were conducted during early-to-middle July, the
blooming period for western prairie fringed orchids and the flight period for Dakota skippers and
poweshiek skipperlings. Inflorescence was used to confirm plant species identification. Each
area within the Project boundary that was identified by the desktop habitat assessment as
potentially sensitive habitat and on which there was property access was traversed to identify
dominant plant species, determine the summer dynamics of the plant communities (i.e., as many
species were identified as practicable), and determine current land use. Adjacent public
roadways were used for a visual assessment of areas where access was not permitted. These
efforts were completed by a Burns & McDonnell biologist with experience identifying habitat,
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prairie plant identification, conducting presence/absence surveys, and with wind generation
development. Habitat guidelines provided by the USFWS for each species were used as
comparison criteria when evaluating each area and assessing potential habitat (USFWS 1996,
2011d, 2011e, 2011f, 2011g, 2012b) in addition to other available literature and information (see
References section). Only habitat surveys were completed; no presence/absence surveys were
conducted for western prairie fringed orchids, Dakota skippers, or poweshiek skipperlings within
this effort.
The desktop assessment determined that the Project area is comprised of many land cover types
and habitats. A total of 24 areas identified (approximately 2,290 acres) during the desktop
survey of the initial Project area were evaluated during the field habitat assessment conducted
July 9-11, 2012. Within the eleven total areas evaluated for western prairie fringed orchid, one
area was determined to have habitat potentially capable of supporting the species (Figure 6).
This area includes wetlands, wet prairies, and relatively unmaintained ROWs. This area includes
an estimated 65.3 acres. Some herbaceous plant species noted in this area are characteristic of
native wet and dry prairie systems such as Culver’s root (Veronicastrum virginicum) and dotted
blazing star (Liatris punctata). The presence of these species does not indicate or correlate to the
presence of western prairie fringed orchid; rather, preservation of this area without cultivation or
heavy grazing pressure is indicated by the presence of these plant species combined with the
total plant diversity. Additionally, this area is approximately 3.5 miles west of the USFWSindicated appropriate soil conditions for the western prairie fringed orchid (i.e., Trosky Till
Plains).
The desktop assessment yielded portions of the Project area that may have suitable habitat for
supporting the Dakota skipper or poweshiek skipperling. During the field habitat assessment,
five areas where land access was not granted by the landowner and thirteen areas where land
access was granted by the landowner were evaluated for potentially suitable habitat capable of
supporting Dakota skippers or poweshiek skipperlings. A total of four areas were found to
contain habitat potentially able to support these species (Figure 7). Estimated acreages for each
of these areas were 127.7, 115.7, 63.5, and 30.6, respectively.
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Although the majority of the initial Project site was comprised of cultivated lands not suitable for
western prairie fringed orchids, Dakota skippers, or poweshiek skipperlings, a field habitat
assessment indicated there are some sensitive habitats that could potentially support these
species. A total of 65.3 acres were found through the field habitat assessment to contain
potential habitat for supporting western prairie fringed orchids. A total of 337.5 acres were
found to contain potential habitat for supporting Dakota skippers or poweshiek skipperlings.
Relative to the total initial Project area, these areas comprised 0.3 percent for western prairie
fringed orchid habitat and 1.5 percent for Dakota skippers and poweshiek skipperling habitat.
No areas within the USFWS-indicated Trosky Till Plain Area were determined to be suitable
habitat for western prairie fringed orchids.
Given Project siting to avoid these areas and the relatively small areas that contain suitable
habitat, the Project as currently proposed would provide a low risk for adverse effects to these
species. Additionally, avian species that require intact habitats, such as those described in this
section, would have low risk of adverse impacts as a result of the Project as currently proposed.
3.1.1.5

Rookery Survey 2013

Per recommendation of the USFWS, Burns & McDonnell conducted a field review of one great
blue heron rookery that was initially identified in the spring of 2012 (Burns & McDonnell
2013c). The rookery is located approximately 1.75 miles south of the Project site. The purpose
of the survey was to inventory the previously identified stick nests, determine activity in the
spring of 2013, and generally assess great blue heron flight paths associated with nest activity (if
present). The rookery to be surveyed was initially located during the Avian Stick Nest Survey
2012 for the Project. Great blue heron nests were identified by the larger size (height and width)
of the nest relative to the other stick nests, as well as usage of the nests by great blue herons in
2012. The rookery survey was conducted for three hours during the morning of April 23 and 24,
as well as three hours on the evening of April 23, 2013. The survey was conducted from public
roadways because of property access limitations. This timeframe allowed the survey to be
conducted prior to significant leaf-out of the vegetation; thus, the survey was conducive for
observing avian stick nests and observing potential nest activity.
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The survey yielded the observation of four great blue heron stick nests at the previously
identified great blue heron rookery. This rookery is located in an approximately two-acre
woodland area that included mature trees. This area is lower in elevation relative to other wood
lots in the vicinity; therefore, it likely provides some refuge from the prevailing winds. The
rookery is south of the Project boundary, southeast of the intersection of 15th Avenue, and 61st
Street in Murray County, and southwest of the 61st Street dead end (i.e., 61st Street is not
continuous in this area). No great blue herons were observed at the rookery or in the general
vicinity of the rookery.
The location of the rookery is outside of the initial and current Project areas and no great blue
herons were observed using the rookery during the 2013 survey. Therefore, the Project as
currently proposed would provide a low risk for adverse effects to the nesting, foraging, or flight
paths of this species.
3.1.2

Tier III: USFWS Guidance-Provided Questions and Responses

The Guidance-provided questions for consideration for Tier III within the evaluation process
includes some overlap from Tier I and Tier II. Tier III questions are included below.
Question III-1: Do field studies indicate that species of concern are present on or likely to use the
proposed site?
Answer III-1: Avian and bat species of concern (i.e., including species listed as
threatened and endangered at the federal and state level or protected under the BGEPA)
are not indicated to likely use the Project site, as determined from the field studies
completed in 2012 and 2013. One greater prairie chicken was observed by call within the
Project site; however, this was in an area with existing wind generation infrastructure.
Other species of concern are not likely to select for habitat within the Project site.
Question III-2: Do field studies indicate the potential for significant adverse impacts on affected
populations of species of habitat fragmentation concern?
Answer III-2: Based on the studies completed for the Project, potential significant
adverse impacts on populations of birds or bats that do not generally tolerate habitat
fragmentation are not likely to occur.
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Question III-3: What is the distribution, relative abundance, behavior, and site use of species of
concern identified in Tiers I or II, and to what extent do these factors expose these species to risk
from the proposed wind energy project?
Answer III-3: Species-specific surveys were not completed for the species listed in
Tables 3-1 and 3-2. However, four individual upland sandpipers, a state monitored
species, were observed during the APC surveys. The Project site includes existing wind
generation facilities and has been sited to avoid, to the extent practicable, remnant native
prairies with the majority of the infrastructure within cultivated agricultural lands. These
efforts result in the Project having a low risk of adverse impact on the upland sandpiper.
Question III-4: What are the potential risks of adverse impacts of the proposed wind energy
project to individuals and local populations of species of concern and their habitats? (In case of
rare or endangered species, what are the possible impacts to such species and their habitats?)
Answer III-4: Environmental field surveys located only one greater prairie-chicken, a
species of concern in Minnesota, but not in Pipestone and Murray counties. The Project
is not anticipated to result in adverse impacts or high risks to species of concern or listed
species in the Project site.
Question III-5: How can developers mitigate identified significant adverse impacts?
Answer III-5: The Project is not anticipated to result in adverse impacts or high risks to
current species of concern or listed species in the Project site. If species of concern or
listed species were located in the Project site, additional consultation with the USFWS
and/or MDNR would be implemented to determine how to avoid adverse impacts to
those species or individuals.
Question III-6: Are there studies that should be initiated at this stage that would be continued in
post-construction?
Answer III-6: Advanced siting and layout of the Project components is ongoing and will
continue. These incorporate the avoidance of state-managed areas, recreation and
scientific natural areas, wetlands, and other sensitive locations. Additionally and per
MDNR consultation for the Project, post-construction fatality monitoring will be
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implemented by EDF following MDNR protocol (MDNR 2012) for a “low risk” project
site.
Tier III analysis includes the discussion of the risk to protected species and habitats. Tier IV
analysis is required because of the potential presence of protected species or habitat. Tier IV
analysis includes post-construction studies designed to assess whether Project-specific
predictions of fatality risk and direct and indirect impacts to habitats.
*****
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4.0

Tier IV: Post-construction Considerations

BIRD AND BAT CONSERVATION STRATEGY: TIER IV ANALYSES AND
CONCLUSIONS

4.1

TIER IV SUMMARY OF STUDIES AND RISK ANAYSIS

Tier IV of the Guidance addresses post-construction studies designed to assess whether Projectspecific predictions of fatality risk and direct and indirect impacts to habitat were correct. EDF
proposes to address Tier IV recommendations by implementing the following study protocols.
4.1.1

Tier IV: Post Construction Studies and Fatality Monitoring

The Project has been sited and designed to avoid and minimize impacts to wildlife and high quality
habitat. Pre-construction studies have shown that the probable impacts to birds and bats should be
relatively low. Additionally, there are no unique concentrations of birds or bats observed in the Project
site. Through diligent siting as well as employing BMPs and Operation and Maintenance (O&M)
conservation measures, the attractiveness of the Project site to wildlife will be minimized and, therefore,
wildlife encounters with the Project will also be minimized. Some of the construction, O&M, BMPs, and
surveying and monitoring measures that will be implemented include:

Avoid or minimize disturbance of wetlands and waterways during the siting and
construction of the Project. Protect existing trees, shrubs, and any remnant prairie, which
are important to the wildlife of the area.
One field season of post-construction fatality monitoring for avian and bat species using
survey protocol developed by the MDNR for low risk sites. Recent consultation with the
MDNR has indicated the Project area will be a low risk site.
4.2
4.2.1

ADVANCED SITING AND DESIGN CONSIDERATIONS
Avoidance of Migratory Pathways

The Project is not located in a key migratory corridor for birds and bats. Major migratory
movements of waterfowl and shorebirds are located to the west of the Project, associated with
the Missouri River, and east of the Project, associated with numerous lakes and reservoirs in
Minnesota. By locating the Project outside of the major migratory corridors, the siting
guidelines recommended by the USFWS (2003, 2012) were followed by avoiding migration
flyways for birds and bats.
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Turbine Locations and Design

The Project will consist of up to 62 WTG’s which will be located on the upland and primarily
agricultural portion of the Project site. The WTG’s will be configured to avoid areas or features
of the landscape that will attract raptors and other species of wildlife protected by the MBTA and
ESA. Known bat hibernacula, breeding, and maternity/nursery colonies were also avoided when
siting the Project. The Project will also use state-of-the-art WTG’s with slow-rotating upwind
rotors and unguyed tubular towers to minimize the potential for raptor and other bird collisions.
4.2.3

Facilities

The associated facilities were sited so as to avoid and minimize avian and bat impacts. The
power collection and communication system will be buried underground in accordance with
industry standards. Impacts of these systems on birds and bats will be eliminated since they are
underground. The existing road system will be utilized as much as possible, therefore reducing
land disturbance. The Project site is primarily cultivated agriculture with Project components
sited primarily in these areas, thereby minimizing Project-related land disturbance.
4.2.4
4.2.4.1

Lighting
Turbines

The FAA requires synchronized red strobe lights on approximately one third of turbines in a
newly constructed wind generation facility. EDF would light the Project as one large
obstruction, thus reducing the number of WTGs that need to be equipped with obstruction
lighting. Gehring et al. (2009) reported that flashing red lights did not attract night migrants.
External lighting of the facilities in the Project have been minimized to the maximum extent
possible. Kerlinger (2000) reports the relative absence of large-scale avian fatality events at
wind farms lit in this manner. This approach to lighting appears to reduce avian and bat
fatalities.
4.2.4.2

Project Facilities

The Project facilities that are not WTGs will have minimal external lighting. This will minimize
the attractiveness of the Project to night avian and bat migrants.
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4.3
4.3.1

Tier IV: Post-construction Considerations

CONSTRUCTION MEASURES
Roads

To minimize surface disturbances and avoid bird nests, the Project design follows existing
county and private roads where possible. Additionally, underground collection lines will be
routed alongside road improvements, when feasible,and the power collection system will be
buried unless physically or technologically limited. EDF will limit vehicular speed and advise
Project personnel regarding appropriate speed limits on roads to minimize wildlife mortality due
to vehicle collisions. This practice will reduce carrion on the site and will make the area less
attractive to carrion-feeding animals. To protect plant populations and wildlife habitat, Projectrelated travel will be restricted to designated roads; no off-road travel will be allowed, except in
emergencies.
4.3.2

Vegetation Clearing and Management

Disturbance of on-site vegetation will be limited as prescribed in Project permits. Disturbed
native prairie habitat will undergo restoration procedures in order to reclaim it. Seed mixtures
used for restoration will be free of noxious weeds in accordance with state laws, NRCS
consultation, and established landowner agreements.
4.3.3

Trash Management during Construction

In order to prevent attracting wildlife to construction sites, contractors will provide trash barrels
or dumpsters to collect construction related waste materials, including garbage and refuse. These
trash collection devices will be located throughout the Project site.
4.3.4

Invasive Species Management

EDF is committed to controlling invasive species on lands disturbed by Project related activities.
Construction equipment is inspected when first accessing the site and must be free of debris and
mud to prevent the spread of invasive species. If herbicides are necessary to control invasive
species of plants, the landowners of properties where herbicides will be used will be notified and
the herbicides will be applied by a licensed applicator.
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4.4
4.4.1

Tier IV: Post-construction Considerations

OPERATION & MAINTENANCE (O&M) MEASURES
Raptor Nests

If new raptor nests are discovered by operations staff during the operation of the Project,
appropriate state and federal agencies will be contacted to determine if any avoidance or
monitoring action is necessary.
4.4.2

Carrion Management and Removal

Whenever possible, carrion will be removed from the Project area in order to prevent attracting
raptors into the area.
4.4.3

Vehicle Speed Management

EDF will advise all employees and visitors of speed limits on the Project site. By reducing
vehicular speed, wildlife mortality on roads will be minimized.
4.4.4

Facilities

The facilities will remain clean of trash during the operation and maintenance of the Project in
order to minimize attracting wildlife to the site.
4.4.5

Training On-Site Personnel

Training employees during the operation and maintenance phase of the Project ensures
compliance with all regulations and requirements of the Project. EDF will generally educate
employees about wildlife laws and permit requirements with specific emphasis on bats and
raptors. The harassment of wildlife will not be tolerated by EDF.
4.4.6

Incident Reporting

Operations staff will be tasked as part of their routine review of site facilities to observe raptor
nests and carcasses as well as any significant events (5 carcasses or more) with a substantial
number of avian or bat mortality. These avian and bat incidents to species of concern will be
documented on the Avian and Bat Mortality Reporting Form (ABMRF) (Appendix B). Avian
and bat mortality of protected species will be compiled on a quarterly basis and reported to state
and federal agencies at their request on an annual basis by March 1 of the year following the
monitoring period. Injuries or fatalities to all protected species will be reported to the proper
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authorities. The annual report will include a summary of fatalities and a summary of corrective
actions taken by Project.
4.4.6.1

Protocol for Investigations and Reporting

Upon discovery of an injury or fatality to a protected species, the operations personnel will
contact the Operational Supervisor at the earliest possible time and report the incident to the
manager. The identity of the specimen, location of the specimen, including tower number (if
applicable), weather conditions, and any other pertinent information will be recorded. As soon
as practical, the ABMRF will be completed including pictures of the specimen. The specimen
should not be handled or moved unless it is presenting a hazard to personnel or equipment. The
Operational Supervisor will determine if further investigations are necessary. If the animal is
injured, the local USFWS Special Agent or a licensed wildlife rehabilitator will be notified as
soon as practical. The injured animal should not be handled by the operations personnel.
4.4.7

Adaptive Management

EDF will implement BMPs for the Project in order to minimize impacts to wildlife, especially
birds and bats, and wildlife habitat. EDF will consult with state and federal agencies if there are
Project impacts to birds and bats.
4.4.8

Key Resources
EDF Personnel:

Operational Supervisor to be named

USFWS Contact:

Special Agent

MDNR Contact:

Kevin Mixon

Wildlife Rehabilitators: The Wildlife Rehabilitation Center of Minnesota
*****
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APPENDIX B
Avian and Bat Mortality Reporting Form
Wildlife Incident Reporting Form
SECTION NO. 1 - DISCOVERY DATA Report Date: ______________________________
(Date on which the animal(s) was found and the report completed)
Injury/Fatality
(Circle appropriate choice)
Complete/Dismembered/Feathers
(Circle appropriate description. Complete would indicate a complete and intact carcass or
injured animal. Dismembered would indicate a missing or amputated wing or other appendage.
Feathers would indicate that only feathers were found.)
Notification to _____________________________________ Date/Time
For Injured Animals, Notify Rehabilitation Center. If the injured animal is found after normal
weekday office hours, protect the animal and report it the Rehabilitation Center on the next
available working day.
For Fatalities: Notify Wildlife Consultant and EDF
If during formal monitoring:
Eagle or protected species carcass call - Wildlife Consultant and EDF
5 carcasses or more call - Wildlife Consultant and EDF
Non-protected carcass call - Wildlife Consultant
If after formal monitoring:
Eagle or protected species carcass call – EDF
5 carcasses or more call – EDF
Non-protected carcass - No call necessary. Just fill out report.

SECTION NO. 2 – LOCATION OF FIND
Structure:
(Include turbine number, Pole number, or other landmark feature if nothing is nearby)

Location Remarks:
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(Include closest turbine number, distance from turbine, and general direction [for ex, 50 feet
south of turbine A-1]. Include any other details, such as –found on the road, power lines
overhead, etc.)

SECTION NO. 3 - WILDLIFE IDENTIFICATION
Species:

(If known, write the species. If not sure, write Unidentified.)
Field markings/marks used:

(Identification marks that helped you determine the species of the bird. If you are not sure and
have an educated guess, put it here. For example, red tail and white chest)
Number of Photos Attached: ______________
(Print digital photos and attach to Wildlife Incident Reporting Form)

SECTION NO. 4 – OBSERVATIONAL DATA
Physical condition:

(Describe the physical condition at the time of discovery, including broken wings, all
appendages attached?, all pieces found?, skeleton visible?, infested with anything?, etc)
Estimated Time since Death or Injury (days): _____________ (<1, <4, <7, <14, <30, >30)
(Use your best judgment. Carcasses less than a few days old will have round, fluid filled eyes
and will lack insect infestation. Carcasses with maggots are probably one to two weeks old. If
bones are visible, the carcass is probably over 30 days old. Bones visible indicate over 30 days.
Keep in mind that in cold weather carcasses will look fresh for much longer than in warmer
weather.)
Other Field Notes:
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(Note anything else relevant to incident such as presence of other fatalities in the area,
evidence of electrocution details, extreme weather conditions, or other details).
Ultimate Disposition of the Bird:

(Example: taken to rehab center, left in the field, or placed in avian freezer)

SECTION NO. 5 - RESPONDENT
Printed Name of Respondent:
Signature:

Date:

A Wildlife Incident Reporting Summary should be sent to EDF at the end of each calendar year.
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