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I. INTRODUCTION AND QUALIFICATIONS 1 

 2 

Q. Please state your name, employer and business address. 3 

A. My name is Michelle Phillips. I am a Manager, Environmental Compliance and 4 

Strategy at Invenergy LLC (Invenergy). My business address is One South Wacker 5 

Drive, Suite 1500, Chicago Illinois, 60606. 6 

 7 

Q. On whose behalf are you providing this testimony?  8 

A. I am providing this testimony on behalf of Philip Wind Partners, LLC (Philip Wind) 9 

in support of its Facility Permit Application (Application) to the South Dakota Public 10 

Utilities Commission. The Application is for a permit to construct and operate a 11 

wind energy facility which will have a nameplate capacity of up to 333 megawatts 12 

(MW) and deliver up to 300 MW to the point of interconnection (Wind Energy 13 

Facility), and a transmission facility which will operate at 230 kilovolts (kV) and be 14 

approximately 7 miles in length (Transmission Facility). The Wind Energy Facility 15 

and the Transmission Facility are collectively referred to as the Project. 16 

 17 

Q. Briefly describe your educational background and professional experience. 18 

A. I have a Bachelor of Science in environmental science and a minor in business 19 

administration from Tuskegee University. I also have a Master of Science in 20 

environmental management from the University of Houston Clear Lake. Prior to 21 

joining Invenergy, I was an environmental specialist with NextEra Energy 22 

Resources. There, I was responsible for advising multidisciplinary teams on 23 

permitting strategies to facilitate development of projects including renewable 24 

generation (wind and solar), battery storage, transmission, and other projects 25 

supporting decarbonization. I joined Invenergy in 2022 as a senior associate on 26 

the environmental compliance and strategy team and I am currently a manager, 27 

where I am responsible for developing environmental strategy for siting design, 28 

construction and operation of renewable energy facilities including natural 29 

resource assessment, risk analysis, permitting, regulatory compliance, and 30 

coordination with federal, state, and regional agencies.  31 



Michelle Phillips Direct Testimony 

2 

II. PURPOSE OF TESTIMONY 32 

 33 

Q. What is your role with respect to the Project? 34 

A. I am responsible for overseeing the wildlife and wetlands survey work and 35 

environmental permitting for the Project, as well as other environmental analyses 36 

performed for the Project.  37 

 38 

Q. What is the purpose of your Direct Testimony? 39 

A. The purpose of my Direct Testimony is to describe the environmental review 40 

conducted by Western Area Power Administration (WAPA) as part of the Project’s 41 

interconnection request. My Direct Testimony also provides information 42 

concerning existing environmental conditions in the area of the proposed Project 43 

(Project Area),1 potential impacts of the Project on the existing environment, and 44 

how the Project will avoid or minimize potential impacts. In addition, I describe the 45 

environmental survey work conducted on behalf of Philip Wind to analyze the 46 

Project Area as well as the associated federal and state agency  coordination. I 47 

also discuss the sections and appendices of the Application that I am sponsoring. 48 

 49 

Q. Identify the sections of the Application that you are sponsoring for the 50 

record. 51 

A. I am sponsoring the following portions of the Application: 52 

• Section 1.2: Project Background (with respect to WAPA environmental review) 53 

• Section 9: Effect on Terrestrial Ecosystems 54 

• Section 10: Effect on Aquatic Ecosystems 55 

• Section 22.2.1: United States Fish and Wildlife Service and South Dakota 56 

Game, Fish, and Parks 57 

• Section 22.2.2 South Dakota State Historic Preservation Office 58 

• Section 22.3: Public and Agency Comments  59 

• Appendix C: Environmental Commitments 60 

 
1 The Project Area is shown in Appendix A1. 
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• Appendix D: Finding of No Significant Impact 61 

• Appendix G: Water Resources Analysis Report 62 

• Appendix H: Grassland Habitat Assessment Report 63 

• Appendix I: Environmental Assessment 64 

• Appendix J: Prairie Dog Colony Status and Mapping Report 65 

• Appendix K: Prairie Grouse Lek Survey Report 66 

• Appendix L: 2023-2024 Large Bird Use Survey Report 67 

• Appendix M: Raptor Nest Survey Report 68 

• Appendix N: Eagle Utilization Distribution Monitoring 69 

• Appendix O: Northern Long-Eared Bat Habitat Assessment 70 

• Appendix P: Whooping Crane Habitat Assessment 71 

• Appendix Q: Bird and Bat Conservation Strategy 72 

• Appendix R: Whooping Crane Monitoring and Contingency Plan 73 

• Appendix Y: Level III Intensive Archaeological Resources Survey 74 

(Confidential) 75 

• Appendix Z: Historic-Age Resource Survey (Confidential) 76 

 77 

III. WAPA ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 78 

 79 

Q. Has the Project been subject to federal environmental review? 80 

A. Yes. The Project has been the subject of federal National Environmental Policy 81 

Act (NEPA) review by WAPA as part of WAPA’s review of the Project’s 82 

interconnection request. 83 

Q. What type of environmental review did WAPA conduct? 84 

A. WAPA prepared an environmental assessment (EA). WAPA issued the final EA in 85 

May 2025, along with a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI). 86 

 87 

Q. Did Philip Wind support WAPA’s environmental review? 88 

A. Yes. Philip Wind coordinated with WAPA and other federal agencies as part of the 89 

environmental review process. Philip Wind also worked with WAPA to support 90 

consultation with federally recognized Tribes. 91 
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Q. Did WAPA consult the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) as part of the 92 

environmental review process? 93 

A. Yes. Philip Wind worked with both WAPA and USFWS throughout the 94 

environmental review process as part of compliance with the Endangered Species 95 

Act. Additional detail is provided in the Application, including in Section 1.2 of the 96 

Application. 97 

 98 

Q. What was the result of WAPA’s environmental review? 99 

A. As I indicated previously, WAPA issued a FONSI. The FONSI stated that “the 100 

Project will not significantly impact the environment because of [Philip Wind’s] 101 

commitment to avoidance and minimization measures.” 102 

 103 

Q. Are the avoidance and minimization measures to which Philip Wind has 104 

committed documented? 105 

A. Yes. The measures are documented in the EA and FONSI, as reflected in 106 

Appendices D and I of the Application. 107 

 108 

IV. ENVIRONMENTAL SURVEYS/STUDIES 109 

 110 

Q. Please describe how the area of analysis for the Project’s environmental 111 

surveys and studies has changed over time.  112 

A. The Project has been in development for more than eight years and was acquired 113 

by Invenergy in 2019. Before Invenergy’s acquisition of Philip Wind in 2019, 114 

representatives of Philip Wind met with environmental agencies to discuss the 115 

Project’s environmental surveys. Philip Wind also completed surveys for eagle 116 

use, eagle nests, prairie grouse leks, and bat acoustics, as well as a whooping 117 

crane habitat assessment and grassland assessment . When Invenergy acquired 118 

Philip Wind, the Project Area encompassed approximately 71,000 acres.. Since 119 

then, the Project Area and pre-existing layout has been modified to address 120 

comments from regulatory agencies and the public. The Project facilities now 121 

avoid, minimize, or mitigate potential adverse impacts to environmental resources 122 



Michelle Phillips Direct Testimony 

5 

based on collected field data. For example, Philip Wind applied setbacks from 123 

natural resources as described in the design avoidance and minimization 124 

measures listed in Section 9.3.4 of the Application. Philip Wind also refined Project 125 

design to shift turbine locations to avoid unbroken grasslands. Philip Wind also 126 

removed four turbine locations from the layout due to proximity to prairie grouse 127 

leks and Tier 3 modeled priority sharp-tailed grouse habitat.  128 

 129 

Q. What was the overall approach to environmental analysis of the Project 130 

Area? 131 

A. Philip Wind conducted or authorized various environmental surveys and studies in 132 

and around the Project Area. The purpose of this analysis was to identify the 133 

potential for sensitive species and their habitats, wetlands/waterways, and other 134 

environmental resources within the Project Area and identify strategies to avoid or 135 

minimize impacts to those resources. The surveys address numerous resources 136 

and have been conducted in coordination with the USFWS and South Dakota 137 

Game Fish and Parks (SDGFP), and to comply with applicable regulations and 138 

guidelines, including the USFWS Land-Based Wind Energy Guidelines (WEG), the 139 

USFWS Eagle Conservation Plan Guidance, and the South Dakota Siting 140 

Guidelines for Wind Projects. Survey results have informed Project siting efforts 141 

and have been used to develop avoidance or minimization strategies to be 142 

implemented in connection with construction and operations. The specific 143 

environmental analyses conducted for the Project are described in detail in 144 

Sections 9 and 10 of the Application and related appendices. 145 

 146 

Q. Discuss the wetland surveys and/or studies conducted with respect to the 147 

Project.  148 

A. Wetland delineations were conducted from June 13 to 16, 2023, and June 19 to 149 

22, 2023, in accordance with the United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) 150 

Wetlands Delineation Manual and Regional Supplement to the Corps of Engineers 151 

Wetland Delineation Manual: Great Plains Region (Version 2.0) (Environmental 152 

Laboratory 1987; USACE 2010) methodologies. Field wetland delineations 153 
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focused on a survey area of approximately 2,068 acres, covering the proposed 154 

locations of the wind turbines, access roads, O&M building, and associated buffers 155 

rather than the entire Project Area. Project facility locations were shifted in 156 

response to the results to avoid impacts to wetlands and streams to the extent 157 

practicable, and any outstanding impacts will be appropriately permitted in 158 

compliance with the CWA. There are no turbines sited within field delineated 159 

wetlands or waterways. See Section 9.2 of the Application for further detail.  160 

 161 

Q. Did Philip Wind conduct a grassland assessment? 162 

A. Yes. Philp Wind hired Western EcoSystems Technology, Inc. (WEST) to conduct 163 

an updated grassland habitat assessment in 2022, which updates the results of an 164 

earlier 2018 assessment. The grassland assessment is included as Appendix H to 165 

the Application. The grassland habitat assessment was conducted using a two-166 

stage process: a desktop analysis followed by field surveys in areas not surveyed 167 

in 2018. In total, 27,678 acres were identified as grasslands of varying quality. Of 168 

the grasslands identified, 12,192 acres (17.9% of the Project Area) were broken 169 

grassland, and 14,915 acres (21.9% of the Project Area) were unbroken grassland 170 

as defined by South Dakota State University (Bauman et al 2020).2 The remaining 171 

571 acres were not surveyed because they could not be accessed. Philip Wind 172 

has sited all turbine locations to avoid unbroken grasslands.  173 

 174 

Q. Discuss Philip Wind’s evaluation of wildlife in the Project Area.   175 

A. Numerous wildlife studies were completed for the Project between 2017 and 2023, 176 

which are described in Section 9.3 of the Application. These studies helped Philip 177 

Wind understand wildlife that may be present in the Project Area. Table 9.3.1-1 in 178 

the Application lists the wildlife species that may be present in the Project Area, 179 

and Table 9.3.1-2 in the Application lists the wildlife studies conducted for the 180 

 
2 Bauman, P., B. Richardson, and T. Butler. 2020. Quantifying Undisturbed (Native) Lands in Western 
Sd: September 2020 Updated County Maps: Pdfs. South Dakota State University, Open Prairie. Available 
online: https://openprairie.sdstate.edu/data_land-westernSD/7 
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Project. See Section 9.3 of the Application for further detail on the analyses 181 

conducted and potential avoidance and minimization measures. 182 

 183 

Q. Describe the analysis Philip Wind performed regarding avian wildlife. 184 

A. Philip Wind retained WEST to perform several wildlife surveys and analyses in and 185 

around the Project Area, including a Whooping Crane Habitat Assessment 186 

(Appendix P), a Large Bird Use Survey (Appendix L), a Raptor Nest Survey 187 

(Appendix M), a Prairie Grouse Lek Survey (Appendix K), and a Bat Habitat 188 

Assessment for the Northern Long-Eared Bat (NLEB) (Appendix O). These reports 189 

and surveys were used to inform infrastructure siting and routing for the Project. 190 

 191 

Q. Please summarize these studies. 192 

A. The Whooping Crane Habitat Assessment was performed to identify potentially 193 

suitable whooping crane stopover habitat in the Project Area. The assessment and 194 

modeling used indicates that habitat within the Project Area has a 0.38% chance 195 

of use by the species during migration. Because of the low quantities of suitable 196 

wetland stopover habitat relative to the Project Area, and the very low likelihood of 197 

use by whooping cranes, the species is considered unlikely to occur in the Project 198 

Area. Additional information on the Whooping Crane Habitat Assessment is 199 

included in Section 9.3.2.1.4 of the Application and Appendix P.   200 

 201 

Large Bird Use Surveys were conducted monthly from January 2022 to March 202 

2023, and then again from April 2023 to August 2024 in the Project Area. These 203 

surveys were conducted to assess species composition, identify the temporal and 204 

spatial use of large birds; document observed threatened, endangered, and other 205 

species of concern; and document eagle observations within the Project Area. No 206 

federally or state-protected threatened or endangered species were recorded. 207 

Additional information on the Large Bird Use Surveys is included in Section 9.3.1.3 208 

of the Application and Appendix L. 209 
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 210 

Raptor nest surveys were conducted to identify the location and occupancy status 211 

of potential raptor, including eagle, nests within and surrounding the Project Area. 212 

These surveys were conducted over a multi-year period and included aerial and 213 

ground observation methods. No federal- or state-threatened or endangered 214 

species were documented during these observations. Additional information on the 215 

Raptor Nest Surveys is included in Section 9.3.1.4 of the Application and Appendix 216 

M.   217 

 218 

Prairie Grouse Lek Surveys were conducted in the Project Area and a 2-mile buffer 219 

surrounding the Project Area during three aerial flights between April 4 and May 220 

11, 2022. Philip Wind conducted additional prairie grouse lek surveys in 2023, 221 

revisiting the 2022 active lek locations via one aerial survey, and three ground 222 

surveys based on a methodology designed in coordination with SDGFP. The 223 

ground surveys were conducted between March 27 and May 6, 2023 within the 224 

period when prairie grouse are active at leks. The aerial survey was conducted 225 

within the same timeframe to cover areas not accessible by the ground survey. 226 

There were 69 new and historical leks observed during the 2023 surveys. 227 

Additional information on the Prairie Grouse Lek Survey is included in Sections 228 

9.3.1.2 and 9.3.4 of the Application and Appendix K. There are no turbines sited 229 

on unbroken grasslands  within 1 mile of prairie grouse leks.  230 

 231 

A summer foraging and roosting habitat assessment specific to NLEB was 232 

completed in September 2022. The evaluation consisted of an initial desktop 233 

review, followed by a field reconnaissance visit to ground-truth results of the 234 

desktop review. As a result of this habitat assessment, 65 acres of potential 235 

summer habitat and 1,508 acres of connected habitat were identified in the study 236 

area; most of this potential habitat is outside the Project Area. Additional 237 

information on the NLEB Habitat Assessment is included in Sections 9.3.1.5.1 and 238 

9.3.2.1.1 of the Application and Appendix O. There are no turbines within ½ mile 239 

of known or presumed occupied foraging, roosting, and commuting NLEB habitat. 240 
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 241 

Q. How will Philip Wind minimize and mitigate impacts to the environment and 242 

to wildlife? 243 

A. The Project facilities have been sited to avoid protected lands, potential habitat for 244 

sensitive species, and other environmental resources identified and mapped within 245 

the Project Area. For example, no Project Facilities have been sited on USFWS 246 

critical habitat or USFWS easements. Likewise, to the extent practicable, Project 247 

facilities are sited in upland areas, avoiding low-lying wetlands and streams. Philip 248 

Wind will also use best management practices to further reduce the Project’s 249 

environmental impact. Philip Wind prepared a Bird and Bat Conservation Strategy 250 

in accordance with the USFWS WEG that will be implemented to minimize impacts 251 

to avian and bat species during construction and operation of the Project. Though 252 

it is unlikely northern long-eared bats would occur in the Project, Philip Wind 253 

commits to increase turbine cut-in speeds to 5.0 m/sec from ½ hour before sunset 254 

to ½ hour after sunrise during the fall migration period from August 16–October 31. 255 

Though it is unlikely whooping cranes would occur within the Project, Philip Wind 256 

developed and will implement a whooping crane monitoring and contingency plan 257 

to minimize potential impacts to whooping cranes during Project construction and 258 

operations. Additionally, Philip Wind commits to fund 5.0 acres of wetland offsets 259 

for potentially impacted whooping crane stopover habitat to be implemented by a 260 

third party. Additional mitigative measures are discussed in the Application in 261 

several different sections including Sections 7, 8, 9, 10, and 11. 262 

 263 

V. AGENCY COORDINATION 264 

Q. Discuss Philip Wind’s agency coordination efforts. 265 

A. As discussed in Sections 22.2 and 22.3 of the Application , throughout Project 266 

planning and development, Philip Wind has coordinated with various federal, state, 267 

and local agencies to identify potential natural and cultural resources in the vicinity 268 

of the proposed Project. Philip Wind held multiple meetings and consultations with 269 

the staff of the USFWS and SDGFP to discuss the Project.  270 
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Prior to Invenergy’s acquisition of Philip Wind, Philip Wind met with USFWS and 271 

SDGFP multiple times in 2018 to discuss the Project. After the acquisition, 272 

meetings with USFWS and SDGFP were conducted from 2022 through 2024. Key 273 

agency communications included project overviews, data sharing, and the 274 

solicitation of feedback on study methodologies and siting considerations. In 275 

response to agency input, Philip Wind redesigned the project to address concerns 276 

about birds, bats, and sensitive habitats, including shifting the project area and 277 

project facilities, and proposing additional environmental surveys. 278 

 279 

Q. Did Philip Wind receive input from the agencies? 280 

A. Yes. Philip Wind considered input and comments from agencies and the public in 281 

siting the Project Area and in identifying potential turbine locations. Some of the 282 

adjustments made during Project siting and design, in response to comments, 283 

included the avoidance of impacts to state and federal lands within or near the 284 

Project, to the extent practicable, and avoidance or minimization of impacts to 285 

unbroken grasslands, wetlands, and other habitats within or near the Project Area. 286 

 287 

Q. Has Philip Wind also consulted with the South Dakota State Historic 288 

Preservation Office (SHPO) regarding cultural resources? 289 

A. Yes. As discussed in Section 22.2.2 of the Application, SHPO consultation was 290 

conducted during WAPA’s EA scoping period that was held from January 19 to 291 

February 13, 2023. Consistent with this consultation, a Level III Archaeological 292 

Survey and a Historic-Age Resource Survey were conducted for the Project by 293 

Philip Wind. These surveys are included as Application Appendices Y and Z. For 294 

any cultural resources identified during the surveys, a recommendation of National 295 

Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-eligibility of the resource has been made. Sites 296 

determined to be NRHP-eligible will be avoided by the Project. Philip Wind also 297 

developed an Unanticipated Discovery Plan (Appendix AA) which provides 298 

procedures to follow to address any unanticipated discoveries of cultural resources 299 

during Project construction, including previously undiscovered archaeological sites 300 

and other remains. 301 
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Q. What steps will Philip Wind take to avoid, minimize, and/or mitigate impacts 302 

to cultural resources? 303 

A. Known sites or historic architectural resources determined to be NRHP-eligible are 304 

avoided by Project Facilities. 305 

 306 

VI. CONCLUSION 307 

 308 

Q. Does this conclude your testimony? 309 

A. Yes. 310 

 311 

 312 

Dated this 15th day of August, 2025 313 

 314 

 315 
___________________________________ 316 
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