Please accept these comments on behalf of the Environmental Protection Information Center
and the Northcoast Environmental Center. These comments supplement, but do not replace,
our previously submitted comments.
Our organizations are concerned with the impact to bald and golden eagles and the project’s
adherence to the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (BGEPA). According to USFWS guidance,
under the BGEPA, wind energy sites are to prioritize avoidance and minimization of take prior
to compensatory mitigation, such that compensatory mitigation should only be pursued after
other means to avoid or minimize take have been exhausted. USFWS (2013); see also Allison et
al. (2017)
The DEIR likewise fails to present information in a manner that is useful to the reviewing public.
USFWS (2013) presents a way to gauge the relative risk of potential wind sites, dividing each
site into a risk category. See also Allison et al. (2017). Risk Class 1 are high risk sites, based on
pre-construction eagle surveys and where predicted take exceeds 5% of the local population;
Risk Class 2 are lower risk, where predicted take is greater than .03 eagles/year and 5% of the
local population, and Risk Class 3 are the lowest risk sites, where predicted take is less .03
eagles/year. USFWS (2013). The DEIR fails to provide any site classification, but instead provides
raw hour survey data.
Based on conversations with the project developer, estimating eagle take has not yet occurred.
This seems somewhat problematic, as the site classification plays an important role in the
go/no-go stage of a project: “The result of this step can form the basis of a decision to build or
not build a project or to alter its size and configuration, thereby reducing the take prediction.”
Allison et al. (2017).
Furthermore, in development of further mitigation measures, the FEIR should consider all of
the mitigation measures identified in Allison et al. (2017), presented in Table 1, excerpted
below:

The project appears to consider attractant removal (Mitigiation Measure 3.5-5a) and power
pole retrofits (Mitigation Measure 3.5-5c) but not others. EPIC again encourage the project
developer to minimize the project footprint and avoid the coastal prairies of Bear River Ridge,
although we do note that that plots 11, 12 and 13 (within Monument Ridge) have fairly high
eagle use, based on the Eagle Use Survey Report in Appendix H. Here, we again recommend
operational curtailment paired view IdentiFlight or other similar technology to reduce
operational impacts prior to imposition of compensatory mitigation.
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