






 
                                     Office of Real Estate 

Paul R. Baldridge, Chief 

2045 Morse Road – Bldg. E-2 

Columbus, OH  43229 

Phone:  (614) 265-6649 

Fax: (614) 267-4764 

 

 

April 7, 2014 

 

Don Rostofer 

Ohio Power Siting Board 

180 East Broad Street 

Columbus, Ohio 43215-3793  

 

Re: 14-104; Icebreaker Wind Facility – Lake Erie Energy Development Corporation (LEEDCo.) – Case No.: 13-

2033-EL-BGN 

 

Project: The project involves the construction of a wind facility in Lake Erie. The proposal calls for 6 

Siemans SWT 3.0-113 wind turbines for a total of 18 MW. 

 

Location: The project is located in Lake Erie, Cleveland Township, Cuyahoga County, Ohio.  The 

proposed locations for the turbines are in grid cells 25-116, 25-117, 25-132, and 25-148.  The proposed 

transmission line will also include impacts to grid cells 25-149, 25-164, 25-165, 26-151, 26-166, 26-167, 

26-168, 26-183, 26-184, 26-185, 26-200, and 26-201.  

 

The Ohio Department of Natural Resources (ODNR) has completed a review of the above referenced 

project.  These comments were generated by an inter-disciplinary review within the Department.  These 

comments have been prepared under the authority of the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (48 Stat. 401, 

as amended; 16 U.S.C. 661 et seq.), the National Environmental Policy Act, the Coastal Zone Management 

Act, Ohio Revised Code and other applicable laws and regulations.  These comments are also based on 

ODNR’s experience as the state natural resource management agency and do not supersede or replace the 

regulatory authority of any local, state or federal agency nor relieve the applicant of the obligation to 

comply with any local, state or federal laws or regulations.   

 

Fish and Wildlife: The Division of Wildlife (DOW) offers the following comments. 

 

During 2009, LEEDCo coordinated with the ODNR Division of Wildlife (DOW) on pre-construction 

wildlife surveys.  In August 2009, ODNR DOW provided pre-construction bird and bat survey 

recommendations. These survey recommendations provided in 2009, included surveys assessing raptor use, 

raptor nest monitoring, waterfowl use, bat acoustic surveys and radar monitoring using two marine radar 

units simultaneously. On September 30, 2010 the ODNR DOW also provided LEEDCo with open water 

sampling requirements for four proposed locations.  The aquatic sampling protocol included fish 

hydroacoustic monitoring, fish trawls, fish gill netting, zooplankton sampling, water chemistry analyses, 

substrate mapping, aerial surveys of boat usage, fishing pressure, and benthos surveys.  Since these initial 

recommendations, the Applicant has altered the boundary of the site and scope of the proposed project.  

Moreover, additional wildlife data within the project area has been obtained through the ODNR DOW 

offshore pelagic bird surveys and standard annual fisheries and fish community surveys.  Consequently, the 

ODNR DOW provided on August 15, 2013 revised sampling requirements for aquatic surveys.   

 

Despite this early coordination with the DOW, it appears that the OPSB application submitted is 

incomplete and the requested pre-construction surveys are incomplete. Results from standardized pre-

construction surveys on birds and bats, and aquatic resources in the proposed project area are meant to 

document the level and timing of species activity, diversity and abundance of species, and to characterize 



 

the physical characteristics at the proposed location. Results of these studies are used by ODNR DOW, to 

provide biological assessments of perceived risks that a proposed turbine facility may have either directly 

through mortalities or indirectly through avoidance behaviors, on Ohio’s fish and wildlife resources.  

The following comments are being provided pursuant to Ohio Revised Code (ORC) §§ 1531, and 1533.08 

which provides  the ODNR DOW, under its jurisdiction, the authority to protect, propagate, manage and 

preserve the game or wildlife of this State and to enforce, by proper actions and proceedings, the laws of 

the State of Ohio.  This letter does not fulfill the Applicant’s need to coordinate with ODNR DOW 

regarding avoiding impacts to  Ohio’s fish and wildlife resources, any proposed minimization strategies, 

mitigation efforts planned, as well the post-construction monitoring at the proposed facility. Prior to 

issuance of an OPSB Certificate, it is ODNR’s recommendation that LEEDCo sign ODNR DOW’s 

Cooperative Wind Facility Agreement.  If LEEDCo elects to not sign this agreement, the company will 

assume the liability of the potential risks that the Icebreaker Wind Facility operating turbines may have on 

birds and bats, as well as the impact of construction on any fish and wildlife species. Additionally, it is 

recommended that coordination occur with our partnering agency, USFWS Ohio Field Office, specifically 

concerning the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (16 U.S.C 703-712; MBTA), the Endangered Species Act of 

1973, as amended (16 U.S.C. 1531-1544, 87 Stat. 884; ESA), and the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection 

Act (16 U.S.C. 668-668d; BGEPA). The ODNR DOW provides the following specific comments regarding 

the completeness of LEEDCo’s application.   

Bird and Bat Assessments 

 

LEEDCo has conducted minimal bird and bat assessments.  The DOW and USFWS have discussed with 

the Applicant questions and concerns in regards to the “Spring-Fall 201 Avian and Bat Studies Report Lake 

Erie Wind Power Study” which have not been addressed to date. These questions are essential in our 

assessment of the validity of the methodologies that were conducted to date. More specifically our 

questions and request for additional data with regards to the radar study were included in a letter from Jeff 

Gosse at the USFWS on November 15, 2013.  Specifically the DOW requests the following: 

 

1. To assess the degree of interference related to weather, side-lobes, building interference on 

the crib, waves, insects, etc. that can influence the target counts that were determined in the 

LEEDCo assessment, the DOW requests the clutter maps used at each radar site for both the 

VSR and HSR antennas and a series of TrackPlots or each sites and antenna. 

2. Page 12 and 17 of the report indicate “clear air”—how was this determined?   

3. Page 7, the orientation of the VSR was indicated to be east-west which may reduce the radar’s 

ability to track targets moving north, thus it was recommended that the orientation be slightly 

offset. 

4. What were the methods used to reduce insect clutter?  The application suggests that there 

wasn’t much insect clutter (page 8-10) but later contradicts this statement. 

5. There was a contradiction in what the VSR offset was (Page ii and Page 11).  Please provide 

the offset parameters. 

6. There was a contradiction in the onshore survey dates; please provide accurate dates. 

7. What was the total number of days with useable data when offshore (both 11 and 13 were 

indicated)? 

8. How were the initial settings established? Did they remain constant?  If not what were the 

adjustments and why?  Were any settings changed between spring 2010 onshore, offshore, 

and fall 2010 offshore? 



 

9. Please provide specific data from both radars (VSR and HSR).  If one radar had issues (insect, 

wave clutter), was the other radar removed from the dataset during the time period? 

10. The report provides a daily and seasonal mean TPRS/heights/ percentages, which may mask 

times of greater risks.  Please provide plots with timelines plotted in hourly increments to 

assess this. 

11. Please provide directional graphs and data separated by four time periods to include dawn, 

dusk, and night.   

12. Please provide the medians and 50 m band graphs of heights of targets rather than the means. 

13. Please narrow the categories for targets within the RSZ. 

14. Unfortunately, data that was collected during high winds was removed from the report.  Bird 

migrations can occur during periods of high wind, as suggested by USFWS data. 

15. Were virga rain tracks included?  If so, this may bias the counts and height estimates.  If 

removed, please provide how they were identified and removed. 

16. Why was 5.4 m subtracted from the altitude measurements?  Is this the height of the crib? If 

so, then 5.4 m should be added. 

17. What was the timeline for the acoustic data?  Has this been correlated with the radar results? 

18. Page 63 suggested that the crib lighting may have  attracted bats (and insects), thus the 

potential reasoning for the number of bat calls. The number of bat passes from the acoustic 

data (38.0 passes/detector-night) is nearly double that of any other pre-construction surveys 

conducted in Ohio.   

19. The boat surveys monitoring birds appear to be biased relative to the results provided through 

the acoustic surveys.   

20. It was suggested that risks to birds migrating in the project area were minimal.  Based on the 

pelagic bird surveys conducted by the Division of Wildlife during 2011 and 2012, the results 

suggest that the area proposed is within areas of larger numbers of ring-billed and herring 

gulls.  Both migrating water birds and waterfowl may be impacted by this wind facility 

through direct impact as well as displacement. 

Aquatic Resources 

 

As detailed above and suggested in the application, DOW previously provided LEEDCo with aquatic 

sampling protocols for use in developing information to assess the suitability of the project with respect to 

impacts to fisheries and fish communities.  These included surveys to assess the fish and lower trophic 

level community composition and abundance (fish hydroacoustic sampling, fish trawling, fish gill netting, 

benthic invertebrate sampling, and zooplankton sampling) physical characteristic surveys (water chemistry, 

and substrate mapping) and fisheries surveys (aerial creel surveys) at the proposed project location.  These 

pre-construction surveys are intended to document the level and timing of species activity, diversity and 

abundance of species, and to characterize the physical characteristics at the project location.   Subsequently, 

LEEDCo was provided with a revised Aquatic Sampling Protocol in August 2013, due to changes in the 

nature of the project.  These revised protocols included surveys to assess fish and lower trophic level 

community composition and abundance (fish hydroacoustics sampling, fish trawling, benthic invertebrate 

sampling, larval fish sampling, benthic invertebrate sampling, zooplankton sampling, and phytoplankton 



 

sampling), physical characteristics (water chemistry, substrate surveys, and hydrodynamic surveys), fish 

behavioral surveys (acoustic telemetry, fish hydroacoustic sampling, and noise assessment surveys), and 

fisheries surveys (aerial creel surveys) at the proposed project location.  At this time, no aquatic assessment 

surveys have been provided to ODNR DOW for evaluation of the above characteristics, thus this 

application should be deemed incomplete.   

 

Specific ODNR DOW comments on what was presented related to aquatic resources include the following: 

 

1) 4906-17-08 Social and Ecological Data Section A.2.c 2
nd

 paragraph (pg 54) – “This operational 

noise, while it may be audible to some fish in the near vicinity to the turbine towers, is not 

expected to be sufficiently loud to result in substantial behavioral changes or injury to fish 

species”.  The presumption that the noise impacts to fish species will be negligible is not 

supported by scientifically collected data.  The applicant provides no proof of negligible impacts.  

Additionally, the ODNR DOW Offshore Aquatic Sampling Protocol identifies noise impacts and 

requires sampling to quantify these; however, the applicant does not indicate that they will 

implement this sampling protocol to address this point. 

2) 4906-17-08 Social and Ecological Data Section A.2.c 2
nd

 paragraph (pg 54) – “For invertebrates, 

BelBner and Sorydl (2006) posed that colonization of wind turbines by invertebrates is an 

indication that noise and vibration do not have a significant adverse effect on invertebrates.”  

Again the presumption that noise impacts to benthic invertebrate communities in the project will 

be negligible is not supported by scientifically collected data.  The Applicant provides no evidence 

of negligible impacts.  Additionally, the ODNR Aquatic Species Sampling protocol identifies 

sampling requirement pre- and post-construction to quantify these effects; however, the applicant 

does not indicate that they will implement this sampling protocol to address this point. 

3) 4906-17-08 Social and Ecological Data Section B.1.c  (pg 56) – “LEEDCo’s surveys have focused 

on those organisms potentially placed at risk by the construction and operation of this project.  

Those animals include benthic (or sediment-dwelling) aquatic macroinvertebrates, and mobile 

terrestrial organisms…..include extensive discussion of aquatic and terrestrial life,….”  The 

Applicant presents no information on the survey of animal life within the facility boundary in the 

application; therefore, this aspect cannot evaluated by the DOW.  Additionally, the Applicant’s 

presumption that only benthic aquatic macroinvertebrates are the only organisms potentially 

placed at risk is not supported by the guidance provided by ODNR DOW staff.  The ODNR DOW 

Offshore Aquatic Sampling Protocol details survey design and data collection parameters that are 

necessary to evaluate risk of the project, but the Applicant has presented no information from 

these surveys nor indicated that they will implement this sampling protocol. 

4) 4906-17-08 Social and Ecological Data Section B.1.e (pg 57) – “Economically valuable species 

are likely to be found in the Project Area, but it is not a rare habitat, nor is it likely a preferred 

habitat for any of these fisheries species.”  The Applicant presented no analysis of habitat 

distribution at the Project Area; therefore, the presumption is not supported by data.  The ODNR 

DOW Offshore Aquatic Sampling Protocol details survey design and data collection parameters 

that are necessary to evaluate impacts to habitat, but the applicant has presented no information 

from these surveys nor indicated that they will implement this sampling protocol. 

5) 4906-17-08 Social and Ecological Data Section B.1.e (pg 57) – “Sensitive (T&E) species were 

evaluated in the Draft EA……none of these species have been found in the Project Area.”  The 

Applicant presented no data to indicate that there was an attempt to sample T&E species in the 

Project Area.  The ODNR Offshore Aquatic Sampling Protocol details survey design and data 

collection parameters that are necessary to evaluate T&E species distribution in the project area, 



 

but the Applicant has presented no information from these surveys nor indicated that they will 

implement this sampling protocol. 

6) 4906-17-08 Social and Ecological Data Section B.2.a (pg 59) – “During cable installation, bottom 

sediment will likely become suspended within the water column, but impacts will remain local, 

short in short duration, and will have de minimus, unmeasurable environmental and ecological 

impact.  Although a limited number of macroinvertebrates will likely be removed during the 

construction process, the effects will be minor and temporary. Fish will be affected by the short-

term construction, but the effects will be temporary, localized, and small in scale.”  The Applicant 

presents no analysis of construction impacts to fish and invertebrates in the area, therefore, the 

presumption is not supported by data.  The ODNR DOW Offshore Aquatic Sampling Protocol 

details survey design and data collection parameters that are necessary to evaluate impacts fish and 

invertebrates, but the applicant has presented no information from these surveys nor indicated that 

they will implement this sampling protocol. 

7) 4906-17-08 Social and Ecological Data Section B.3.a (pg 60) - The Applicant presents no analysis 

of operations impacts to the area, therefore, this presumption is also not supported by data.  The 

ODNR DOW Offshore Aquatic Sampling Protocol details survey design and data collection 

parameters that are necessary to evaluate impacts physical habitat, but the applicant has presented 

no information from these surveys nor indicated that they will implement this sampling protocol. 

8) 4906-17-08 Social and Ecological Data Section B.3.b (pg 60) - The Applicant presents no analysis 

of operations impacts to major species in the area; therefore, the presumption is not supported by 

data.  The ODNR DOW Offshore Aquatic Sampling Protocol details survey design and data 

collection parameters that are necessary to evaluate impacts to major species, but the applicant has 

presented no information from these surveys nor indicated that they will implement this sampling 

protocol. 

9) 4906-17-08 Social and Ecological Data Section B.3.d (pg 60) - The Applicant presents no detailed 

post- (or pre-) construction monitoring of wildlife impacts.  The ODNR DOW Offshore Aquatic 

Sampling Protocol details pre- and post-survey design and data collection parameters that are 

necessary to evaluate impacts to wildlife, but the Applicant states that “construction and post-

construction aquatics (sic) surveys to complement the pre-construction desktop studies” will be 

conducted.   

Additional Comments 

 

The Applicant did not provide any commitments to assess the potential impacts to wildlife and fisheries 

during the post-construction phase of development. DOW recommends that if the project becomes 

operational, that post-construction (as well as pre-construction) monitoring be conducted at the facility, and 

should be a condition on the OPSB Certificate of Operation. Several monitoring studies should be 

continued through the post-construction monitoring period.  These studies will be used to assess potential 

behavioral changes in fish and wildlife due to the presence of wind turbines.   

 

Post-construction monitoring of avian and bat strikes at off-shore wind facilities pose a unique challenge 

due to the lack of searchable area under the turbines.  Currently, the only practical way of documenting 

strikes is through the use of thermal or infrared imaging. Units should be affixed to a random subset of 

turbines, but may include specific turbines in areas of concern if so noted by the ODNR DOW or USFWS 

based on pre-construction monitoring results.  The number of turbines monitored will depend on the 

number of the turbines at the facility. Monitoring for bird and bat mortality should be conducted 

continuously from 1 April to 15 November.  

  



 

The ODNR DOW appreciates the opportunity to review this application for its completeness and will look 

forward to providing additional comments for OPSB’s staff on any revised applications for LEEDCo’s 

proposed Icebreaker Offshore Wind Energy project. Based on the above comments, the ODNR DOW 

believes, at this time, the application is not complete enough to conduct a proper technical review. 

  

Coastal Management: The Office of Coastal Management offers the following comments. 

 

LEEDCo obtained a submerged lands lease in accordance with ORC Section 1506.11 commencing 1 

February 2014 and ending 31 January 2064. The proposed locations of the turbines differ slightly with the 

legal description within the Lease, but this could be due to the conversion from the geodetic coordinates 

(WGS84) provided in the Ohio Power Siting Board application to the State Plane Coordinate System 

(NAD83) provided in the Lease area description. 

 

Pursuant to the Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972, as amended, and its corresponding federal 

regulations, any U.S. Army Corps of Engineers permit for the proposed project may not be issued until a 

Federal Consistency concurrence is issued by ODNR.  To ensure Consistency with the applicable 

enforceable policies of the Ohio Coastal Management Program, an ODNR Shore Structure Permit (if 

necessary), State of Ohio Submerged Lands Lease, and an Ohio Environmental Protection Agency 401 

Water Quality Certification must be obtained by the applicant. 

 

Watercraft:  The Division of Watercraft offers the following comments. 

 

This proposal would affect recreational navigation in the waters of Lake Erie.  As such, these structures 

must be marked appropriately for both day and night to avoid potential problems regarding recreational 

navigation.  We recommend these structures be marked according to the regulations and standards of the 

U.S. Coast Guard. 

 

Also, we are unsure as to the overall opinions of the recreational boating community regarding these 

structures and may offer additional comments and/or suggestions in the future.   

 

Geological Survey:  The Division of Geological Survey offers the following comments. 

 

Ice ridges that form on Lake Erie can exceed 30 feet in height and can be grounded on the lake bottom. As 

a wind-driven ridge advances, the base can erode channels in the substrate than can exceed six feet in 

depth. This process is documented in a video collected in 1982 by Ontario Hydro during a study of ice 

ridge processes. There are concerns that the applicant's proposed design may not reflect knowledge of the 

potential magnitude of Lake Erie ice ridge formation. 

 

ODNR appreciates the opportunity to provide these comments.  Please contact John Kessler at (614) 265-

6621 if you have questions about these comments, would like a copy of the video referenced above or need 

additional information. 

 

John Kessler 

ODNR Office of Real Estate 

2045 Morse Road, Building E-2 

Columbus, Ohio 43229-6693 

John.Kessler@dnr.state.oh.us 
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