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I. Introduction and Purpose 
 

Community Wind South, LLC is planning to construct the Community Wind South, LLC 
Wind Farm Project (Project) in Nobles County, Minnesota.  The Project will be located in 
south-central Nobles County in Larkin and Summit Lake Townships about two miles south 
of Wilmont, MN (Figure 1).  Community Wind South, LLC has designated approximately 
five square miles as the Project Area to provide siting flexibility and to allow sufficient 
room for buffer around sensitive habitat areas. 
 
The Project involves constructing up to 15 REPower  2.0 MW turbines, access roads, and a 
collection system.  It is Community Wind South, LLC’s objective to identify the potential 
wildlife impacts to inform the siting of these facilities and reduce impacts.  In general, wind 
turbines have the potential to increase avian and bat mortality in certain geographic areas 
and proper siting of wind turbines is important to reduce impacts on wildlife.   
 
The purpose of this study is to identify potential impacts the Project will have on avian and 
bat species.  Birds and bats share many life-history characteristics including some types of 
habitat and migratory patterns.  As a result, birds and bats are susceptible to similar 
anthropogenic threats such as wind turbines.  This assessment addresses both avian and bat 
species concurrently due to their shared vulnerabilities to wind turbine impacts.  
 
WSB & Associates, Inc (WSB) solicited and analyzed available information from expert 
sources, evaluated habitat, analyzed information from past studies for similar wind projects, 
and conducted site visits over approximately five square miles (Figure 1). 

 

II. Methodology 
 
A number of studies have been conducted throughout the United States on the mortality rate 
of birds and bats from collisions with wind turbines, as well as the influence of wind 
turbines on population densities.  We reviewed past studies that were completed in the 
region (Minnesota and Iowa) to investigate the influence of wind farms on avian and bat 
mortality rates and population densities.  These studies were used to augment the results of 
the field surveys and approximate the potential bird, bat, and sensitive species impacts 
resulting from the Project.  The past studies that were reviewed include the following: 
 

● Arnet, E.B., et al. 2008. Patterns of Bat Fatalities at Wind Energy Facilities in 
North America. Journal of Wildlife Management. 72(1):61-78. 
 

● Higgins, K. F., R. G. Osborn, and D. E. Naugle. 2007. Effects of Wind Turbines 
on Birds and Bats in Southwestern Minnesota, U.S.A. pp 153-175 in M. de 
Lucas, G. F. E. Janss, and M. F. Baena, editors. Birds and Wind Farms: Risk 
Assessment and Mitigation. 
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● Johnson, G.D., W.P. Erickson, M.D. Strickland, M.F. Shepherd and D.A. 
Shepherd.  2000. Avian Monitoring Studies at the Buffalo Ridge, Minnesota 
Wind Resource Area:  Results of a 4-Year Study.  Western EcoSystems 
Technology, Inc. 
 

● Johnson, G.D., W.P. Erickson, M.D. Strickland, M.F. Shepherd, D.A. Shepherd, 
and S.A. Sarappo. 2003. Mortality of Bats at a Large-Scale Wind Power 
Development at Buffalo Ridge, Minnesota. American Midland Naturalist. 
150(2):332-342. 

 
● Electric Power Research Institute. 2003. Bat Interactions with Wind Turbines at 

the Buffalo Ridge, Minnesota Wind Resource Area: An Assessment of Bat 
Activity, Species Composition and Collision Mortality. 

 
● Koford, R., A. Jain, G. Zenner, A. Hancock. 2005. Avian Mortality Associated 

with the Top of Iowa Wind Farm 
 
● Koford, R., A. Jain, G. Zenner, A. Hancock. 2004. Avian Mortality Associated 

with the Top of Iowa Wind Farm 
 

● Leddy, K.L., K.F. Higgens, and D.E. Naugle. 1999. Effects of Wind Turbines on 
Upland Nesting Birds in Conservation Reserve Program Grasslands. Wilson 
Bulletin. 111(1):100-104. 
 

● Osborn, R.G., K.F. Higgins, R.E. Usgaard, C.D. Dieter, and R.D. Neiger. 2000. 
Bird Mortality Associated with Wind Turbines at the Buffalo Ridge Wind 
Resource Area, Minnesota. American Midland  Naturalist. 143:41-52. 
 

● Osborn, R.G., C.D. Dieter, K.F. Higgins, and R.E. Usgaard. 1998. Bird Flight 
Characteristics Near Wind Turbines in Minnesota. American Midland Naturalist. 
139(1):29-38. 

 
These studies were reviewed and are summarized in this report. Additionally, the habitat 
present within the Project Area was reviewed and generally compared to the habitat at the 
wind energy sites in the studies.   
 
The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service's ("USFWS") Wind Turbine Advisory Committee 
Recommendations (March 2010) were used to conduct preliminary site assessments for the 
Project.  The Recommendations consist of a tiered approach.   
 
Tier 1 involves a preliminary evaluation or screening of potential project sites.  This was 
completed by performing a desktop evaluation of the Project Area to determine if species or 
habitats of concern were present in the immediate vicinity of the Project Area.  Publically 
available information was collected from available Federal, State, and local resources 
regarding wildlife and habitat within the Project Area.  This data collection effort included 
requesting and/or obtaining information from the following sources: 
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● Department of Natural Resources (“DNR”) 
● DNR Natural Areas Inventory  
● USFWS 
● Breeding Bird Survey 
● Minnesota Ornithologists' Union 

 
Tier 2 is site characterization, which involves determining if any site-specific risks to 
wildlife could occur as a result of wind development.  This was completed by contacting  the 
following authorities to determine if any risks to wildlife resources existed within the site: 
 

● DNR Environmental Review Unit 
● DNR Natural Areas Inventory  
● USFWS 

 
Responses received from the above-listed agencies are available in Appendix B.  Field 
visits by WSB biologists were also conducted within the Project Area in July 2011 to review 
wildlife habitat and conduct a windshield survey for the various avian species that occupy 
the site. 
 
Tier 3 consists of field studies to document the wildlife conditions on site and predict project 
impacts.  To date, Tier 1 and 2 of the Recommendations have been completed.  The DNR 
considers the Project Area to be low risk for impacts to birds or bats and, as such, does not 
recommend pre-construction surveys.  As a result, no Tier 3 studies were completed. 

 
From a thorough review of the information provided as well as the Project Area visits in 
2011, general observations and conclusions were developed and are outlined in Section IV. 

III. Review of Literature 
 
The past studies referenced above were reviewed to identify the potential impact wind 
turbines could have on avian and bat populations in the region.  The studies reviewed for 
this report were conducted in Lincoln and Pipestone Counties in southwestern Minnesota, 
Worth County in north-central Iowa, and various states throughout the United States and 
Canada (Arnett et al., 2008).  These studies demonstrate that several factors, including 
surrounding habitat, abundance of avian and bat species, and wind turbine locations play a 
role in the potential impact of wind projects on birds and bats.  A summary of the results of 
these studies is provided below: 
 
● Patterns of Bat Fatalities at Wind Energy Facilities in North America (2008). 

This study compiled existing information on patterns of bat fatalities from 21 post-
construction fatality studies conducted at 19 facilities in the United States and Canada. 
The study presents analytical results from individual studies.  Because of its proximity to 
the Community Wind South, LLC Wind Project, annual fatality estimates from three bat 
mortality studies conducted by Johnson et al. (2003, 2004) on the Buffalo Ridge area of 
Minnesota were summarized and are provided:  average estimated mean fatality/turbine: 
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1.4; average estimated mean fatality/MW: 1.9; average estimated mean fatality/2000-m2 
rotor-swept area: 1.6.  The number of bat fatalities for the Minnesota studies were 
relatively low compared to other regions in the United States and significantly lower 
than those projects located in the Eastern United States (average of 37 fatalities per 
turbine) which were mostly located on deciduous forested ridges as compared to the 
largely agricultural fields of the Minnesota projects. 

 
Overall the study found the following: 
 

1. Bat fatalities were skewed toward migratory species and were dominated 
by lasiurine species (hoary bat, eastern red bat).  

2. Throughout North America, fatalities most often occurred during 
midsummer through fall. 

3. Fatalities were not concentrated at individual turbines and there were no 
consistent relationships between fatalities and habitat. 

4. Strobe lights recommended by the Federal Aviation Administration did 
not affect bat fatality. 

5. Bat fatalities were highest during periods of low wind speed. 
 
A significant management consideration provided by Arnett et al. was that “curtailing 
operations during low wind periods (wind speed < 6 m/s), particularly in late summer 
and fall, could reduce bat fatality substantially.” 
 

● Effects of Wind Turbines on Birds and Bats in Southwestern Minnesota (2007).  
This study was conducted between 1994 and 1995 at the Buffalo Ridge Wind Resource 
Area, and the objective was to determine which species may be most susceptible to 
turbine collision, monitor activity of birds near turbines, determine if raptors were 
susceptible to turbines, and determine whether the density of upland birds in 
Conservation Reserve Program (CRP) grasslands was influenced by the presence of 
turbines.  

 
Eight birds and thirteen bats were thought to have died as a result of turbine collisions 
during 1994 and 1995.  Neither habitat type (agricultural field vs. grassland) or season 
appeared to influence mortality for birds, but turbine location did.  End turbines were 
associated with more bird deaths than mid-string turbines.  On the other hand, bat 
fatalities appeared to be associated with habitat type and season, but not turbine location.  
More bats were killed by turbines in agricultural fields than CRP fields, and more during 
summer than any other season.  The majority of the bats killed were either hoary bats 
(Lasiurus cinereus, 46%) or silver-haired bats (Lasionycteris noctivagans, 31%), both of 
which are foliage-roosting, migratory bats. 
 
Bird activity varied by group.  Passerines appeared to fly below the turbine blades, 
whereas waterfowl and raptors flew closer.  Grassland nesting birds appeared to avoid 
CRP grasslands containing turbines.  Bird density was lower in grasslands that were 
within 80 meters of turbines when compared to grasslands that were at least 180 meters 
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from turbines.  Raptors were found to nest in areas surrounding the wind plant, but no 
nests were found where turbines were present. 
 
Overall, the authors suggest that the Buffalo Ridge WRA was of little threat to birds or 
bats.  
 

● Avian Monitoring Studies at the Buffalo Ridge, Minnesota Wind Resource Area:  
Results of a 4-Year Study (2000).  The Buffalo Ridge study took place between 1996 – 
2000 in Lincoln and Pipestone Counties in Minnesota.  Habitat within the study area in 
southwestern Minnesota included primarily agricultural areas with some Conservation 
Reserve Program (“CRP”) fields.  During the study, it was determined that the lowest 
mean flight height of birds in the area was between 1.8 – 6.0 meters for wrens, upland 
game birds, and sparrows.  The highest mean flight heights were between 17.2 – 46.9 
meters for blackbirds, water birds, and waterfowl.  The rotor-swept height of the wind 
turbines ranged from 19.5-52.5 meters and 26-74 meters, depending on the type of 
turbine.   

 
This study also concluded that avian use in the Buffalo Ridge study area was highest in 
woodland habitat followed by wetland habitat and smallest in CRP and croplands.  The 
further away the habitat, the less the birds were present in the study area.   
 
During the study, 31 avian fatalities occurred in the control plots without turbines and 55 
avian fatalities occurred in test plots with turbines.  The fatalities within the turbine plots 
included approximately 76% passerines, 9% waterfowl, 5% water birds, 5% upland 
game birds, 1.8% raptors, and 1.8% shorebirds.  The average bird mortality per turbine 
ranged from 0.98 – 4.45 birds per turbine per year.  In the control plots, the mean 
number of avian fatalities was 1.1 per plot.  A total of 184 bat fatalities were found as 
part of the study, with the hoary bat (Lasiurus cinereus) being the most common bat 
involved in the fatality.  The average bat mortality per turbine ranged from 0.26 – 2.04 
bats per turbine per year.   
 
The results of the study showed that avian mortality at Buffalo Ridge was low compared 
to other United States wind plants.  Most of the fatalities occurred within nocturnal 
migrant populations with little impact on resident breeding birds.  Based on the number 
of fatalities at the turbine sites versus the control sites, the study concluded that the 
number of fatalities was likely inconsequential from a population standpoint. 
 

● Mortality of Bats at a Large-Scale Wind Power Development at Buffalo Ridge, 
Minnesota (2003).  The objective of this study was to estimate turbine-associated bat 
fatalities across the entire Buffalo Ridge Wind Resource Area and determine which 
species were at highest risk for collision.  The study took place between 1996 and 1999, 
but additional data from 1994 and 1995 was also included in the evaluation. 

   
Thirteen bat fatalities were documented at the Phase I wind plant in 1994 and 1995, two 
in 1998, and five in 1999.  The Phase II plant was completed in 1998 and 76 bat 
fatalities were recorded that year.  Fifty-seven additional mortalities were recorded in 
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1999.  Phase III of the wind plant was completed in 1999 and 44 bat mortalities were 
recorded that year.  For all four years, the estimated mean mortality per turbine per year 
after correcting for searcher efficiency was 0.07 for the Phase I plant, 1.78 for the Phase 
II plant, and 2.04 for the Phase III plant. 
 
Most (97%) of the bat fatalities occurred during the period from July 15th to September 
15th.  In addition, a subsample of carcasses indicated that the hoary bat (Lasiurus 
cinereus) and eastern red bat (Lasiurus borealis) comprised nearly 90% of the 
mortalities.  Both of these factors indicate that migrating, rather than resident, 
populations of bats are most likely to collide with turbines. 
 

● Bat Interactions with Wind Turbines at the Buffalo Ridge, Minnesota Wind 
Resource Area: An Assessment of Bat Activity, Species Composition and Collision 
Mortality (2003).  This study investigated bat mortality from turbine impact within the 
Buffalo Ridge area in southwestern Minnesota.  The bats were surveyed using ultrasonic 
sensors to detect bat echolocation calls from mid-June through mid-September of 2001 
and 2002 to determine bat populations in the area.  Mist net samples were also used to 
sample bat populations near the turbines to study the relationship between habitat and 
bat activity and mortality patterns. 

 
The results of the study indicated an average of 2.16 bat collision mortalities per turbine 
per year.  The bat species involved were mostly hoary bats with lesser involvement of 
eastern red bats (Lasiurus borealis), big brown bats (Eptesicus fuscus), silver haired bats 
(Lasionycteris noctivagans), and little brown bats (Myotis lucifugus).  Neither the habitat 
variables nor the species composition of the resident bat population correlated with the 
bat fatalities, suggesting that the bat mortality involved migrating bats.  Additionally, the 
study indicated that there were relatively large breeding populations of bats near the 
wind plant that experienced little to no collision mortality.  The research states that 
collision fatalities were rare compared to the high amount of bat activity in the area.  The 
results of this study suggest that the bat mortality associated with wind turbines is not 
large enough to cause large-scale population impacts.   
 

● Avian Mortality Associated with the Top of Iowa Wind Farm (2004 and 2005).  This 
study investigated bird and bat mortality for a wind farm site in north-central Iowa that 
went into operation in 2001, referred to as the Top of Iowa (TOI).  The wind farm site is 
near the town of Joice in Worth County, Iowa.  The site of this wind farm is in an 
environmentally sensitive area on cropland located between three Wildlife Management 
Areas (“WMAs”) with historically high bird use.  Migrant and resident waterfowl as 
well as shorebirds, raptors, and songbirds were known to cross the cropland areas 
traveling among the WMA areas.  Monitoring occurred in 2003 and 2004.   

 
Turbine areas were searched randomly for bird and bat mortalities and bat detectors were 
used to compare bat activity at turbine and non-turbine sites.  In 2003, two birds and 30 
bats were found to have been impacted by the turbines.   In 2004, five birds and 44 bats 
appeared to have died as a result of collisions with the turbines.  The results also showed 
that there was no significant difference between bat and bird activity at turbine sites than 
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at non-turbine sites.  The results showed that avian mortality is minimal.  Bat mortality 
was higher during fall migration.  The species of bat that had the higher mortality rates 
was the hoary bat, which is similar to the 2003 Buffalo Ridge study.    
 

• Effects of Wind Turbines on Upland Nesting Birds in Conservation Reserve 
Program Grasslands (1999).  This study investigated the influence of wind turbines on 
densities of upland nesting birds in Conservation Reserve Program (“CRP”) areas.  The 
study was conducted on the Buffalo Ridge Wind Resource Area (“WRA”) in 
southwestern Minnesota during the summer of 1995.  Bird surveys were conducted on 
six CRP plots, three with turbines and three without turbines.  Surveys on CRP plots 
with turbines were conducted at distances of 0, 40, 80, and 180 meters from the turbines.         
 
Ten bird species were detected during the surveys.  Total bird density was lower in CRP 
plots with turbines than in CRP plot without turbines.  Bird density in the CRP plots with 
turbines increased with increasing distance from the turbines.  There was no difference 
in bird densities between surveys conducted at 180 meters from turbines and in CRP 
plots without turbines.  The results suggest that upland nesting birds may avoid using 
grasslands with turbines within a distance of  80 meters.     
 

• Bird Mortality Associated with Wind Turbines at the Buffalo Ridge Wind Resource 
Area, Minnesota (2000).  This study investigated the impact of wind turbines on bird 
mortality on the Buffalo Ridge Wind Resource Area (“WRA”) in southwestern 
Minnesota.  Mortality searches were carried out on the site between April 1994 and 
December 1995.  Observer search efficiency, decomposition rate, and scavenger studies 
were also carried out during this time to allow for correction of data.   
 
During the observer efficiency studies nearly 80% of dead birds were recovered.  
Scavengers removed approximately 40% of carcasses.  Bird carcasses were recognizable 
up to seven days during the decomposition studies.  Taking all of these biases into 
account, researchers estimated that between  24 and 48 birds were killed by turbines 
during a one year time period, which equated out to <1 bird/turbine/year.  The results 
suggested that while the turbines did not appear to kill more birds than other man-made 
structures, proper turbine siting is still an important consideration to avoid bird 
mortality. 
 

• Bird Flight Characteristics Near Wind Turbines in Minnesota (1998).  This study 
investigated the height and distance from wind turbines at which birds flew on the 
Buffalo Ridge Wind Resource Area (“WRA”) in southwestern Minnesota.  Bird activity 
surveys were conducted in three units in and around the WRA during 1994-1995.  One 
unit contained wind turbines and the other two did not.  Species, flight height, and 
distance from nearest wind turbine were recorded for each bird observed.   

  
During both years, 59 species of birds were observed on the Buffalo Ridge WRA.  
Nearly 40% of observations were made up of only four species.  Between 82-84% of 
birds flew above or below the rotor swept area of the wind turbines.  Most birds (75-
80%) flew 31 m or further away from the wind turbines.  In 1995, fewer birds were 
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observed on the unit with turbines than on the two units without turbines, suggesting that 
the birds avoided flying in the areas with wind turbines.  The results suggested that 
waterfowl and raptors had flight characteristics that made them susceptible to turbine 
collisions; whereas passerines generally flew well below the height of the turbine blades.   
 

IV. Description of Habitat within the Project Area 
 
The Project is located in southwest Minnesota in Nobles County (Figure 1).  County Road 
13 (Jones Avenue) and County State Aid Highway 14 (200th Street) are the most heavily 
traveled paved roads within the Project Area.  Interstate 90 is located approximately 3.5 
miles south of the Project Area and State Highway 266 is located about 1.5 miles east of the 
northeast corner of the Project Area.   
 
The pre-settlement vegetation within Nobles County consisted of mainly grasslands and wet 
prairie.  Agricultural practices have now converted most of these areas to cultivated 
cropland, with scattered areas of grasslands (often used for grazing).   Natural and semi-
natural habitats are very sparse and separated from each other by cropland, power lines, and 
roads which grid the area.  The most recent land cover survey of the area (1990) concluded 
that nearly 90% of the land within the Project Area was cultivated.  Based on a review of 
aerial photographs, the United States Geological Survey (USGS) map, and a field review, 
the existing vegetation within the site appears to be generally consistent with the 1990 
assessment, with the exception of one 33-acre parcel of Conservation Reserve Program 
(CRP) grassland which was established since the survey.  Figure 2 and Table 1 summarize 
the land cover present within the Project Area.   
 

Table 1. Existing Land Cover 
Land Cover Acres Percent of Project Area 

Row crops/Agricultural 2,760 89.6% 
Wooded 22 0.7% 

Grasslands 257 8.3% 
Wetlands/water 5 0.2% 

Farmstead/Rural Residential 36 1.2% 
TOTAL: 3080 100% 

Source: Minnesota Land Cover Classification System (1990); Gap Analysis 
Program (GAP) Stewardship (2008) 

 
The agricultural areas within the Project Area primarily consist of corn and soybeans, with 
scattered grassy areas used for grazing livestock.  Homesteads and farmsteads dot the 
Project Area and typically include a mowed lawn with a variety of planted trees and shrubs, 
most of which function as wind breaks or visual screening.  The Project Area has been in 
agricultural production since at least the late 1930’s based on the historic photos.  Due to the 
lack of natural and semi-natural habitats within the Project Area, limited areas are available 
to provide significant habitat for birds and bats.  The areas that are available are generally 
small and fragmented or utilized for grazing livestock.  The largest contiguous area of 
available grassland habitat is approximately 122 acres and located adjacent to a county 
ditch.  However, it appears that portions of this area may be used for grazing livestock. 
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As stated above, there are a few wooded areas that when combined together encompass 
approximately 22 acres, or less than 1%, of the Project Area.  The majority of the wooded 
areas are adjacent to farmsteads and serve as wind breaks.  Species in these areas primarily 
include box elder (Acer negundo) and cottonwood (Populus deltoides), various evergreen 
species, and multiple other deciduous species.  Some of these areas could provide habitat for 
birds and foliage-roosting bats. 
 
Most of the wetlands in the Project Area are seasonally flooded and wet meadow type 
wetlands associated with drainage swales and ditches from the agricultural activities.  Most 
of the wetlands located within the crop fields had minimal native vegetation and were 
drained.  A few of the wetlands surrounding the creeks and ditches had vegetation present 
that could provide habitat for birds and other wildlife.  However, some of these areas had 
been visibly degraded as a result of grazing livestock.  Areas of open water would attract 
waterfowl; however, there was minimal open water habitat within the Project Area.  
 
Open grassy areas attract upland nesting birds as well as raptors, as these areas provide 
hunting grounds for prey.  Grassy areas encompassed 257 acres, or 8%, of the  
Project Area.  Again, much of the grassy area was located around the creeks and drainage 
ditches, with a few areas of planted grasslands located throughout the Project Area. 

 

V. Results and Conclusions 
 
Wildlife species typical of this area would be those accustomed to frequent disturbance and 
human activity.  The Project Area is located in an area known for high agricultural use.  The 
majority of the land in the area has been converted to row crops or is used for other 
agriculturally-related activities (e.g., grazing for livestock), all of which contribute to 
disturbance.  While several Wildlife Management Areas ("WMA") surround the Project 
Area, the nearest proposed turbine is located over two miles from any of these areas.  In 
addition, all proposed turbines have been sited within agricultural lands (Figure 2). 
 
Correspondence with the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources and U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service indicated that there are no documented occurrences of State or Federal 
threatened, endangered, or special concern avian or bat species or their habitats within the 
Project Area (Appendix B).  During the July 2011 site visit, no State or Federal threatened, 
endangered, or species of special concern were encountered.  Additionally, there was little 
evidence of habitat that could support threatened, endangered, or sensitive species within the 
Project Area.  
 
The Project is located within the Mississippi Flyway of the United States.  Avian species 
present may be permanent or seasonal residents of the area, utilizing the area for breeding 
and nesting or stopping to rest during migration between breeding and wintering grounds.  
The Minnesota Ornithologists Union has compiled a list of species for Nobles County based 
on previous records and observations.  According to this list, 271 species of birds have been 
recorded within Nobles County.  While this list represents the majority of species that may 
be present within the Project Area it should not be considered comprehensive as other 
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species could potentially occur within the Project Area.  Additionally, because the list is 
partially based on observations, some of these sightings include causal or accidental 
sightings of species which have wandered from their normal range. 
 
A windshield survey of the available habitat and avian species present within the Project 
Area was conducted on July 26, 2011. Fifteen species of birds were identified within the 
Project Area as outlined in Table 2. 
 

Table 2: List of Birds Identified During July 2011 Windshield Survey 
Common Name Scientific Name 
American crow Corvus brachyrhynchos 
American goldfinch Carduelis tristis 
Barn swallow Hirundo rustica 
Common grackle Quiscalus quiscula 
Northern harrier Circus cyaneus 
Killdeer Charadrius vociferus 
Mourning dove Zenaida macroura 
Ovenbird Seiurus aurocapilla 
Purple martin Progne subis 
Red-winged blackbird Agelaius phoeniceus 
Ring-necked pheasant Phasianus colchicus 
Yellow-headed blackbird Xanthocephalus xanthocephalus 
Sparrows 3 various species 

 
Although one northern harrier was observed, no raptor nests were observed within the 
Project Area during the site visit.  There was little habitat present for waterfowl or 
waterbirds (e.g., heron), although this does not preclude their existence. 
 
Based on a review of the site conditions and the DNR's list of Mammals in Minnesota, the 
species of bat with the most likely potential to utilize the habitat available in the Project 
Area are shown in Table 3 below: 
 

Table 3: List of Bats Potentially Within Project Area 
Little brown myotis Myotis lucifugus 
Big brown bat Eptesicus fuscus 
Silver-haired bat Lasionycteris noctivagans 
Eastern red bat Lasiurus borealis 
Hoary bat Lasiurus cinereus 
Source: Department of Natural Resources (2011) 

 
Of these, the little brown myotis and big brown bat are species that are known to roost in 
caves, mines, and hollow trees in the summer and hibernate throughout the winter.  The 
silver-haired bat, eastern red bat, and hoary bat are all foliage-dwelling bats and migrate 
south during the winter months.  Based on the July 26, 2011 site visit, the roosting habitat 
available to bats appears to be limited.  While there were several buildings within the Project 
Area, few appeared abandoned.  In addition, woodland within the Project Area was mostly 
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confined to the planted windbreaks surrounding farmsteads.  Nevertheless, the limited 
amount of habitat available does not rule out the presence of bats in the Project Area. 
 
To assist in assessing the potential impact the Project would have on avian and bat 
populations, related studies with similar land cover in Minnesota (Buffalo Ridge) and Iowa 
(Top of Iowa) were reviewed.  There are similarities and differences between the 
Community Wind South, LLC Wind Farm area and the Buffalo Ridge and Top of Iowa 
areas.   
 
The Buffalo Ridge area has significant tracts of cropland with areas of Conservation Reserve 
Program fields containing planted grasslands.  This is similar to the Project Area in that 
there are significant cropland areas with some planted grassland areas.  Due to this similarity 
in habitat, similar populations of birds and bats could be expected.  Several studies have 
been conducted on the Buffalo Ridge wind farms.  Avian mortality reported in these studies 
ranged from 0.98 - 4.45 birds per turbine per year.  Bat mortality ranged from 0.07 - 2.16 bat 
per turbine  per year.  Other avian-related studies showed that grassland nesting birds 
avoided  nesting in grasslands within 80 meters of turbines.  In general, the authors of each 
study concluded that the Buffalo Ridge wind farms had little effect on avian and bat 
populations.  Due to the similarities in habitat and avian and bat populations, similar 
mortality rates could be anticipated with the Community Wind South Project.   
 
The Top of Iowa (TOI) area is also similar to the Community Wind South Project Area in 
that they both contain large tracts of cropland.  However, the TOI wind farm is surrounded 
by three large (1,000 to 2,500 acres) Wildlife Management Areas (WMA’s). While there are 
several WMAs located within five miles of the Project Area, most are small (less than 100 
acres) and fragmented from each other in the landscape.  The closest is Bluebird WMA 
(77.5 acres) which is located approximately 1.5 miles southeast of the Project and over two 
miles from any proposed turbine.  The lower unit of Groth WMA (73 acres) and Van Drie 
WMA (82 acres) are both located approximately three miles from the Project Area.  The 
largest WMA near the Project is Herlein-Boote WMA.  Herlein-Boote is located 
approximately 4.5 miles southeast of the Project and encompasses about 560 acres.  Also, 
the TOI wind farm was surrounded by large complexes of waterbird (e.g., heron) habitat.  
Very little of this habitat exists in or near the Community Wind South Project Area.  
Because of the difference in surrounding habitat, it is anticipated that there would be fewer 
bird and bat populations in the Project Area than in the TOI Project Area.   

 
From this review, we conclude that the Community Wind South Project Area has minimal 
suitable habitat for avian and bat species that would be impacted by wind turbines.  There 
are a limited amounts of small, wooded areas adjacent to farmsteads and some open grassy 
areas, but in general these grassy areas are small, fragmented, or degraded by agricultural 
activities.  Overall, the areas of potential habitat account for a fractional percentage of the 
total land cover.  Therefore, it is our opinion that based on available habitat, there would be, 
at the most, similar bird and bat fatalities at the Project Area as compared to the Buffalo 
Ridge and TOI areas.   
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  Engineering    Planning    Environmental    Construction 701 Xenia Avenue South 

 Suite 300 
 Minneapolis, MN 55416 
 Tel:  763-541-4800    
      Fax:  763-541-1700 
 

 
Minneapolis  St. Cloud 

               Equal Opportunity Employer  
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August 5, 2011 
 
 
 
Mr. Steve Colvin- Twin Cities Field Office E.S. 
Environmental Review Unit 
500 Lafayette Road 
St. Paul, MN  55155-4025 
 
Re: Community Wind South LWECS 
 WSB Project No. 2033-000 
 
 
Dear Mr. Colvin: 
 
On behalf of Community Wind South, LLC, we are completing the necessary environmental 
review for the proposed Community Wind South Large Wind Energy Conversion System.  The 
Project is located in central Nobles County, approximately two miles south of Wilmont, 
Minnesota (see attached map).  As part of the planning phase of the Project, we are collecting 
information that may be available from the Department of Natural Resources regarding wildlife, 
habitat, wetlands, or flooding for this project.  The proposed Project involves the construction of 
15 REPower 2.0 MW wind turbines with rotor diameters of 92.5 meters and a hub height of 
either 80 or 100 meters and with a nameplate capacity of 30 megawatts.  Attached are a project 
location map (Figure 1) and preliminary turbine layout (Figure 2).  Please advise us if there is 
any information, requirements, or site issues that we should be aware of.  
 
Please mail, email, or call me with any information or questions you may have at 763-231-4847 
or aharwood@wsbeng.com 
 
Sincerely, 
 
WSB & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
 
Alison Harwood 
Environmental Scientist 
 
Attachments 
 
cc: Kevin Mixon, Department of Natural Resources 
 Tom Kresko, Department of Natural Resources 
 Mark Willers, Minwind, LLC 
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September 23, 2011          Correspondence # ERDB 20120036  
 
Ms. Alison Harwood 
WSB & Associates, Inc. 
701 Xenia Avenue South, Suite 300  
Minneapolis, MN  55416 
 
RE: Natural Heritage Review of the proposed Community Wind South; 
T103N R41W Sections 17-20 & 30 and T103N R42W Sections 13, 23, & 24; Nobles County 
  
Dear Ms. Harwood, 
 

As requested, the Minnesota Natural Heritage Information System has been queried to determine if 
any rare species or other significant natural features are known to occur within an approximate one-mile 
radius of the proposed project.  Based on this query, rare features have been documented within the search 
area (for details, see the enclosed database reports; please visit the Rare Species Guide at 
http://www.dnr.state.mn.us/rsg/index.html for more information on the biology, habitat use, and conservation 
measures of these rare species).  Please note that the following rare features may be adversely affected by 
the proposed project: 
 

 The creeks within the project boundary flow into waters that are federally designated as critical 
habitat for the Topeka shiner (Notropis topeka), a federally-listed endangered and state-listed 
special concern fish species.  Topeka shiners are adversely impacted by actions that alter stream 
hydrology or decrease water quality.  To minimize potential impacts, please see the enclosed 
recommendations for working in Topeka shiner habitat.  Given the federal status of this species, I 
also recommend that you coordinate with the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service’s Twin Cities Field 
Office (612-725-3548) regarding this project.  

 
The Natural Heritage Information System (NHIS), a collection of databases that contains information 

about Minnesota’s rare natural features, is maintained by the Division of Ecological and Water Resources, 
Department of Natural Resources.  The NHIS is continually updated as new information becomes available, 
and is the most complete source of data on Minnesota's rare or otherwise significant species, native plant 
communities, and other natural features.  However, the NHIS is not an exhaustive inventory and thus does not 
represent all of the occurrences of rare features within the state.  Therefore, ecologically significant features 
for which we have no records may exist within the project area.   

The enclosed results include an Index Report and a Detailed Report of records in the Rare Features 
Database, the main database of the NHIS.  To control the release of specific location information, which 
might result in the destruction of a rare feature, both reports are copyrighted.   

The Index Report provides rare feature locations only to the nearest section, and may be reprinted, 
unaltered, in an environmental review document (e.g., EAW or EIS), municipal natural resource plan, or 
report compiled by your company for the project listed above.  If you wish to reproduce the index report for 
any other purpose, please contact me to request written permission.  The Detailed Report is for your 
personal use only as it may include specific location information that is considered nonpublic data 

Minnesota Department of Natural Resources 
Division of Ecological and Water Resources, Box 25 

500 Lafayette Road 
St. Paul, Minnesota  55155-4025 

Phone: (651) 259-5109      E-mail: lisa.joyal@state.mn.us 



 

under Minnesota Statutes, section 84.0872, subd. 2.  If you wish to reprint or publish the Detailed 
Report for any purpose, please contact me to request written permission. 

For environmental review purposes, the Natural Heritage letter and database reports are valid for one 
year; they are only valid for the project location (noted above) and the project description provided on the 
NHIS Data Request Form.  Please contact me if project details change or if an updated review is needed.   

Please note that locations of the gray wolf (Canis lupus), federally-listed as threatened and state-listed 
as special concern, and the Canada lynx (Lynx canadensis), federally-listed as threatened, are not currently 
tracked in the NHIS.  As such, the Natural Heritage Review does not address these species.   

Furthermore, the Natural Heritage Review does not constitute review or approval by the Department 
of Natural Resources as a whole. Instead, it identifies issues regarding known occurrences of rare features and 
potential effects to these rare features. Additional rare features for which we have no data may be present in 
the project area, or there may be other natural resource concerns associated with the proposed project.  For 
these concerns, please contact your DNR Regional Environmental Assessment Ecologist (contact information 
available at http://www.dnr.state.mn.us/eco/ereview/erp_regioncontacts.html).  Please be aware that 
additional site assessments or review may be required.  

Thank you for consulting us on this matter, and for your interest in preserving Minnesota's rare 
natural resources.  An invoice will be mailed to you under separate cover.   
 
      Sincerely, 
 

 
          Lisa Joyal 

      Natural Heritage Review Coordinator 
 
 
enc.  Rare Features Database: Index Report 
  Rare Features Database: Detailed Report 
  Rare Features Database Reports: An Explanation of Fields  
  Topeka Shiner Guidelines 
   
cc:   Kevin Mixon 
  Lisa Gelvin-Innvaer 
 



Page 1 of 1Minnesota Natural Heritage Information System
Index Report of records within 1 mile radius of:

ERDB #20120036 - Community Wind South
Multiple TRS

Nobles County

Printed August 2011 
Data valid for one year

Rare Features Database:
EO ID #

Last Observed
 Date

Global
Rank

State
Rank

MN
Status

Federal
StatusElement Name and Occurrence Number

Vertebrate Animal

S3 G3 1999-09-01LENotropis topeka  (Topeka Shiner)  #93 SPC
T103N R42W S35, T102N R42W S1, T102N R42W S2; Nobles County

25652

S3 G3 2006-05-25LENotropis topeka  (Topeka Shiner)  #128 SPC
T102N R41W S5, T103N R41W S32; Nobles County

32037

Records Printed = 2 Minnesota's endangered species law (Minnesota Statutes, section 84.0895) and associated rules (Minnesota Rules, part 
6212.1800 to 6212.2300 and 6134) prohibit the taking of threatened or endangered species without a permit.  For plants, 
taking includes digging or destroying.  For animals, taking includes pursuing, capturing, or killing.    

Copyright 2011, Division of Ecological and Water Resources, State of Minnesota DNR
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Alison Harwood

From: Alison Harwood
Sent: Friday, July 29, 2011 8:44 AM
To: 'Richard_Davis@fws.gov'
Subject: Threatened/Endangered species review
Attachments: FWS_T&E.pdf; Project Location_reduced.pdf

Good morning again, 
 
We are also looking for information pertaining to the Topeka shiner federally‐designated critical habitat and whether 
any of those stream segments are present within the project area. 
 
Thank you, and have a great weekend. 
 

From: Alison Harwood  
Sent: Thursday, July 28, 2011 9:41 AM 
To: 'Richard_Davis@fws.gov' 
Cc: Jed Chesnut 
Subject: Threatened/Endangered species review 
 
Good morning Rich, 
 
I am following up on a message Jed Chesnut left for you regarding the proposed 15‐turbine wind farm in Nobles county.  
The site is approximately 2 miles south of Wilmont, MN (see attached project location map).  I am emailing to request 
any threatened/endangered species information for the project area.  I used the IPac tool on the FWS website and have 
attached the results.  My understanding is that those are county‐wide results and so I also wanted to request the official 
species list for the project area.  
 
Please feel free to give me a call if you have any questions.  
 
Thanks, 
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