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o Exhibit A

P.O. Box 145
Albion, ID 83311

July 25, 2005

To the Editor:

As long as we are talking about windmills, we think there are a few things that
need to be said. It seems to us a wholly different thing, the private investment (albeit
with the government’s help) in a wind farm on private land for fair-to middlin’ reliable
electrical power (that local utilities are balking at buying!) and the proposed Cotterel
Mountain Wind Power Project by Windland, Inc., and Shell Wind Energy, Inc. (a
subsidiary of the Royal Dutch/Shell Group).

We have reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement produced by the
BLM in May, this year. We remain baffled by the economics of the project, and
reasoning of our county commissioners and Federal bureaucrats who seem to think this is
a good idea. Why we want to give up control of about 5000 acres of OUR public land to
a foreign-based, multi-national corporation who will purchase the windmills from
Denmark, and install them on this beautiful scenic ridge (requiring a 19.5 mile road just
to become useful in the first place) makes very little sense. Furthermore, it will be Shell
Wind Energy, Inc. that benefits from a huge U.S. government incentive for development
of alternative power. That power may, or may not, be reliable, and will cost more to
produce that all existing power sources in our state,

I drive up and down the Albion Grade, through the road construction project,
daily. Many, we know, wonder (as we go) why we needed to do this in the first place,
what it is costing ALL OF US, and how we will adjust to the dramatically changed
landscape. As tax-paying citizens, we feel increasingly alarmed by out growing debt,
‘wasted resources, and bad deals. The Free Trade Agreements have not improved our
economy, or our way of life. Giving up our only real resource, our real estate, for

t that may not even pay its own way locally makes litfle sense.

‘We of Albion, and Cassia County, will have to shoulder the burden of road
maintenance, and fire suppression. What will be the cost in lives, property, and suffering
from gawkers (interested in enjoying the “beautiful” view) wrecking their vehicles on I-
demands for this project (consider the concrete alone) will compete will local private
building needs. The watersheds will be adversely affected; they ALWAYS are by road
building and grading projects. We really do not need this project, and I think we ALL
need to ask ourselves if we can afford another government-financed, land give-away

i T A A
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% BLM-ID

L] BURLEY FIELD OFFICE
WIIX RECEIVED
clean energy from wind 2005 SEP 23 AR 9 4O

Scott Barker
Project Manager

Bureau of Land Management Thank you for your comment. We appreciate your
15 Eest, 200 South involvement in the NEPA process and the time which you

Burley, ID 83318 . . . .
e contributed. Y our comment was considered in preparation of
Re: Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement

for the Proposed Cotterel Wind Power Project the final environmental |mpact statement.
Dear Mr. Barker:

On June 24, 2005, the Bureau of Land Management (“BLM™) issued the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (“DEIS”) for the Proposed Cotterel Wind Power
Project and Draft Resource Management Plan Amendment. 70 Fed. Reg. 35692
(June 21, 2005). These comments on the DEIS are submitted in response to the Federal
Register Notice on behalf of the applicant, Windland, Inc. (“Windland™), and Shell
WindEnergy, Inc. (“SWEI"). Please consider these comments and include them in the
Administrative Record for the Project Application in the Environmental Impact
Statement (“EIS™) for the proposed Cotterel Wind Power Project (the “Project”).

Introduction

Part I of these comments summarizes Windland’s and SWEI's overall position on
the DEIS. Part II describes particular areas where the DEIS needs to be amended,
clarified, or expanded to describe the Project accurately. In addition, for your
convenience, we have attached as Appendix A an errata sheet summarizing a number of
less significant, technical corrections we believe require little or no explanation.

I. Summary of Windland’s and SWEI's Overall Position on the DEIS

Windland and SWEI believe that the DEIS provides a thorough analysis of the
potential environmental impacts of the Project. The analysis satisfies the National
Environmental Policy Act’s (“NEPA") twin aims of 1) requiring BLM to take a “hard
look™ at the environmental impact of the Project and 2) informing the public of the
potential impacts of the Project and explaining how those impacts will be addressed.
Churchill County v. Norton, 276 F.3d 1060, 1072 (9th Cir. 2001). Windland and SWEI
support the approach taken in the DEIS. Windland and SWEI further believe that the
DEIS justifies selecting the Proposed Action (Alternative B) as the preferred
alternative. The analysis of the impacts of Alternative C, BLM's preferred alternative,
on the human environment in the DEIS demonstrates that such impacts are not
significant and the final EIS should explicitly state this conclusion.

1
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Windland and SWEI have prepared detailed comments that address a variety of
issues that Windland and SWEI believe warrant correction and/or clarification in the
Final EIS and Record of Decision. Although the majority of the following comments
are important to enhancing the technical accuracy and clarity of the EIS, Windland
and SWEI do not believe that they significantly impact the DEIS" assessment of
potential impacts to the quality of the human environment, or BLM"s assessment of
the likelihood or magnitude of such potential impacts. Windland and SWEI belicve
there are a small number of potential environmental impacts that may require further
consideration, including impacts reasonably foreseeable in connection with the
transmission line(s) and have identified those potential impacts in comments for
BLM’s consideration. In general, however, Windland and SWEI believe that the DEIS
adequately analyzes the potential environmental impacts of the Project.

Il Detailed Comments
A, Descriptions related to the geographic scope of the Project

The DEIS states that the BLM has received a Right-of-Way (“ROW™)
application from Windland for the construction, operation and maintenance of a wind-
driven electric power generation facility on Cotterel Mountain. DEIS at 1-1. The
DEIS correctly states that there are project features which are common to all of the
action alternatives (Alternatives B, C and D): 1) multiple wind turbines and turbine
foundations, 2) multiple pad mounted transformers, 3) buried power collection lines
and communication cables, 4) project access roads, 5) meteorological towers on
foundations, 6) substation(s), 7) operations and maintenance building, 8) portable on-
site cement batch plant and rock crusher and 9) 138 kV overhead power transmission
interconnect line(s). DEIS at 2-2, Executive Summary at ES-12. The transmission
interconnect line(s) are an integral part of the Project, as proposed.

Under Alternatives B, C and D, many wind farm components (Items 1-6 & 8 in
previous paragraph) will be located on or near the ridgeline of Cotterel Mountain, on
federal and state lands in Cassia County, Idaho. Alternative B has two transmission
interconnect lines. The Alternative B northern line will be located on federal, state
and private lands while the Alternative B southern line will be located on federal and
private lands. Segments of the Alternative B transmission lines will be located on
Cotterel Mountain and segments will be located beyond the footprint of Cotterel
Mountain in Cassia County, Idaho. The Proposed Action (Alternative B) is located
wholly in Cassia County, Idaho,

Alternatives C and D have only one transmission interconnect line which will
be located on federal, state and private lands. This proposed transmission interconnect
line also has segments located on and beyond Cotterel Mountain in Cassia and
Minidoka Counties, Idaho.

Windland and SWEI are concerned that the current description of the Project
and its location (on Cotterel Mountain and solely within Cassia County) should be

2
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amended to show that the transmission line envisioned under Alternatives C and D
traverses both Cassia and Minidoka Counties. Similarly the Minidoka County
Commissioners and Planning and Zoning Committee may be required to approve a
conditional use permit for certain components of the project.

Use of the term “Proposed Project area” may be confusing for reviewers and
may benefit from additional clarification. Throughout the DEIS, the term “Proposed
Project area™ appears often to refer solely to Cotterel Mountain, e.g., DEIS at 3-11, 3-
52, 3-85, Figure 1.0-1 Executive Summary at ES-15. Given the proposed location of
the Project will be on and beyond Cotterel Mountain, use of this term is often
inaccurate. To the extent possible, the DEIS text should indicate whether the
observations and findings relate to the wind farm portion of the Project located on or
near the Cotterel Mountain ridgeline or the Operations and Maintenance building and
transmission interconnect line(s) portions of the Project which will be located
primarily beyond Cotterel Mountain.

An additional source of potential confusion arises from use of the terms “on-
site™ and “off-site”. In Appendix E, IM # 2005-069 defines “onsite mitigation™ as:
“Mitigation of the actual area affected by the action causing the impact.” In section
2.5.4 “on-site” is defined as: “the *‘footprint’ of the Proposed Project, or the area
granted in the ROW. Off-site is anything outside of that area.” (emphasis added) It
is unclear whether “on-site” refers only to the area of surface impact of the project or
some larger region. The DEIS text should be modified to clearly show such a
delineation.

B. Affected Environment

‘The DEIS describes in detail the environment on Cotterel Mountain potentially
affected by the Project. DEIS at 3-1. The discussion of potentially affected resources
should be expanded to include those related to the Alternatives B, C and D
transmission interconnect line(s), including the transmission line in the vicinity of the
Snake River, Lake Walcott and the Minidoka National Wildlife Refuge.
Corresponding revisions should be included on the related Figures.

C. Environmental Conseguences

The DEIS analyzes the environmental consequences of the construction and
operation of the wind electric generation facility under the No Action Alternative and
Alternatives B, C and D. While we anticipate no significant impacts, Windland and
SWEI recommend that the analysis be expanded to include not only the potential and
anticipated environmental consequences of the construction and operation of the wind
farm on Cotterel Mountain but also of the construction and operation of the
Alternatives B, C and D transmission interconnect line(s). We believe there will be no
impacts to wetlands or the waters of the United States, but the analysis of the
Alternative C and D transmission line should document potential impacts to the Snake
River, Lake Walcott and the Minidoka National Wildlife Refuge. The Alternative C

3
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and D line's transit through Minidoka County might also warrant discussion between
BLM and Minidoka County officials. Similarly, BLM may wish to coordinate with
Idaho Department of Environmental Quality regarding the impact, if any, of sanitary
facilities at the Operations and Maintenance building.

1. Climate and Air Quality

The construction of the facility may require a limited amount of controlled
blasting in connection with the installation of turbine foundations, roads and
transmission interconnect line poles. The blasting activities generate CO, NOx and
particulates. During operation of the facility, the maintenance of the turbines requires
changing turbine oil, cooling fluids and grease, all of which may release minor
amounts of VOCs. These activities are of limited duration and would not be expected
to alter the DEIS analysis of impacts to air quality under any of the Alternatives.
DEIS at 4-3, 4-4. It should also be noted that electrical generation from wind may
reduce emissions to air from displaced traditional fossil-fuel generation.

2. Soils and Geology

The sections on soils and geelogy in the DEIS at 3.1.2 and 3.1.3 and figure 3.1-
1 do not include the impact of the transmission line alternatives for alternatives B, C
or D. The DEIS should include an analysis of the impacts of the proposed lines.
These impacts are expected to be minimal, especially where the new lines run in
existing transmission corridors.

3. Water Resources

As with most wind electrical generation projects, the Project requires far less
water than other energy generation facilities. The DEIS analysis focuses almost
exclusively on water resources impacts during construction of the wind farm on
Cotterel Mountain. DEIS at 4-7. The DEIS does not describe the scope and potential
groundwater or surface water effects resulting from the acquisition of water from
public or private water sources for construction activities and for the O&M Building.
While the DEIS states that BMP will be followed to prevent sediments and other
pollutants from entering streams in the vicinity of Cotterel Mountain, the DEIS does
not analyze the minimal expected effects from authorized fill activities, if any, on
Cotterel Mountain due to access road improvements or construction or along the
Alternatives B, C and D transmission line route. The DEIS should include an analysis
of the effects on groundwater, if any, from the O&M building domestic well and
sanitary system.

4. Moise
Construction of the wind farm and the transmission interconnect line would

create the greatest Project-related noise impacts. In addition to the minimal sound
created through the operation of the wind turbines, the operation of the transmission

4
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interconnect line will create corona noise typical of all power lines which the DEIS
should analyze. Operation of the transformers and switchgear can create sound as
well. Finally, the operation of vehicles for maintenance activities would increase the
noise level in the vicinity of the Project, but not appreciably.

5. Wildlife Impacts

The DEIS states that construction activity from late May or June through early
July could displace hibernating or breeding western small-footed myotis and lead to
offspring mortality increases. DEIS at 4-22. However, the DEIS states that the
western small-footed myotis hibernates winter-long. The DEIS discussion should be
clarified to explain how the proposed construction activities in early summer would
affect bats that hibernate in the winter. No construction activities are anticipated in
the winter,

Windland and SWEI agree with BLM's statement that their assessment of the
impact to the Greater Sage-Grouse is conservative, and that there is incomplete and
unavailable information regarding the effects. Windland and SWEI’s commitment to
assessing and mitigating any potential impacts is evidenced by our voluntary
participation in a compensatory mitigation program.

6. Cultural Resources

The DEIS should note that BLM has reviewed records of known Cultural
Resources in the vicinity, drafted a section 106 report and consulted with the Idaho
SHPO and include the results of those consultations.

7. Visual Resources

The DEIS discusses in detail the potential impacts to visual resources. DEIS at
4-56. The discussion should be further expanded to include potential visual impacts
from the substation, trenching, road construction and meteorological towers.

8. Mitigation Measures

There are inconsistencies within the DEIS related to the scope of monitoring
required under Alternative B and additional monitoring associated with Windland and
SWELI's voluntary participation in mitigation efforts under BLM Instructional
Memorandum 2005-069. The DEIS states that the Applicant “would be required to
complete on-site monitoring as a condition of the ROW grant the same as described
under Alternative B,” DEIS at 2-33. However, there is no discussion of on-site
monitoring under Alternative B at 2-23-2-33. Additionally, in section 2.3.7 where
impacts common to all action alternatives are discussed, the DEIS states that Windland will
perform “fatality monitoring”™ under all action alternatives. In section 2.5.4 the scope of on-
site monitoring under Alternative B is said to include “on-site fatality monitoring
associated with the operation of the turbines™ but the scope required monitoring also
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includes “on-site sage-grouse lek studies”. Additional confusion could result from
section 2.5.4 and Appendix D using language that does not clearly distinguish between
monitoring required under all action alternatives and additional monitoring funded
through a compensatory mitigation fund. The DEIS text should be updated to clarify
the monitoring requirements associated with Alternative B and distinguish those
requirements from any additional monitoring that would be associated with Windland
and SWEI's participation in a voluntary mitigation effort under BLM Instructional
Memorandum 2005-069.

D. Additional Considerations
1. Adaptive Management

The DEIS calls for the implementation of comprehensive on-site monitoring,
effectiveness monitoring, adaptive management and compensatory off-site mitigation
program. DEIS at 2-27, 2-33, to 2-36, 1-40, Appendix D at D-1 to D-3. An undefined
scope of potential “operational changes of turbines” (DEIS at 2-35), however, could
make the project uneconomical, unable to be financed, and ultimately prevent the
construction of the Project. Windland and SWEI recognize the need for and actively
support certain wildlife mitigation measures, as demonstrated by Windland’s
voluntary commitment to a compensatory mitigation program. The monitoring
programs, adaptive management and mitigation need to be reasonable, adapted to the
purpose of the Proposed Action, and permit the Project to be financed by commercial
lenders.

2. Federal Advisory Committee Act and Committee Funding

Any teams or committees, such as the Steering Committee established under ITM
2005-069, should be reviewed for compliance with the Federal Advisory Committee
Act. We also request that any voluntary fund be structured with sufficient flexibility
to pay for the collection of “pre-construction baseline data™ (DEIS at 2-33) collected
either “on-site” or “off-site”.

3. Cumulative Effects

BLM should review its cumulative effects analysis (DEIS at 4-67 to 4-74) and
satisfy itself that this analysis provides sufficient quantified and detailed information.
If quantified and detailed information is unavailable for a particular topic, the analysis
should justify why more definitive information could not be provided. Similarly,
BLM may wish to review recent guidance from the Council on Environmental Quality
regarding the consideration of past actions in cumulative effects analysis. See
Memorandum from James L. Connaughton to heads of federal agencies regarding
guidance on the consideration of past actions and cumulative effects analysis, dated
June 24, 2005.
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4. Strict Liability

Appendix C contains the Best Management Practices including a discussion of
liability and bonding on pages C-10 and C-11. As written, Windland and SWEI will
be strictly liable for damage or injury caused by fire (or soil movement) within the
right-of-way or permit area caused by any other party. Consequently, a wildfire that
sweeps through the right-of-way that was human-caused could, under this provision,
become the liability of the permit holder. This exposure is unacceptable and should be
limited in scope, both in terms of strict liability for activity of other parties and the
maximum limitation of the liability “to be determined,” according to the DEIS.

Windland and SWEI believe that the DEIS provides a well-reasoned and
thorough analysis of the environmental and public safety impacts of the Project and
the proposed alternatives. We appreciate the opportunity to submit these comments.

Sincerely,
d Doskeland &/
President

‘Windland Incorporated
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clegar energy from wind

APPENDIX A: ERRATA

RESPONSES

Page Language in DEIS Suggested Correction

Inside The title page states that the DEIS was The Applicant is Windland, Inc. Please

cover prepared on behalf of Windland, Inc. . .. | delete the reference to Shell WindEnergy,

title and Shell WindEnergy, Inc. Inc.

page

Abstract | Windland, Inc. is in partnership with Windland, Inc. has entered a Development
Shell WindEnergy, Inc., a subsidiary of | Agreement with Shell WindEnergy, Inc. (a
Royal Dutch/Shell Group. member of The Shell Group) relating to

the proposed development of a wind
electric generation facility and related
infrastructure on and in the vicinity of
Cotterel Mountain (Cassia and Minidoka
Counties).

Abstract | There is a small amount of Idaho State There is a relatively small amount of
land and privately-owned land Idaho State land and privately-owned land
associated with the proposed project. associated with the Proposed Project.

ES-3 ‘Windland, Inc., a Boise-based private Windland, Inc., a Boise-based private
wind energy development company, in wind energy development company, with
partnership with Shell WindEnergy, Inc., | co-developer, Shell WindEnergy, Inc. (a
a subsidiary of Royal Dutch/Shell member of The Shell Group) is
Group, is proposing to build a wind proposing to build a wind energy facility
energy facility along the Cotterel and related infrastructure along and in
Mountain . . . . the vicinity of the Cotterel Mountain . . . .

ES-3 The Proposed Project would be located The Proposed Action would be located in
in Cassia County, Idaho Cassia County, Idaho

ES-3 There is a small amount of Idaho State There is a relatively small amount of
land and privately-owned land Idaho State land and privately-owned land
associated with the Proposed Project. associated with the Proposed Project.

ES-4 The Applicant is responding to the BPA | The Applicant is responding to the BPA,
and Idaho Power’s Requests for PacifiCorp and Idaho Power Requests for
Proposals to include wind energy Proposals to include wind energy
resources as a percentage of their energy | resources as a percentage of their
portfolios. portfolios.
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NGB

clean energy from wind

Page Language in DEIS Suggested Correction

ES-4 The BLM existing Cassia RMP does not | The BLM existing Cassia RMP limits

address wind energy development. ROW to existing facilities and locations
and does not address wind energy
development.

ES-4 The BLM will make a decision whether | The BLM will make a decision whether or
or not to grant a ROW to allow for the not to grant a ROW to allow for the
construction, operation, and maintenance | construction, operation, and maintenance
of a wind energy project on federal of a wind energy project and related
lands. transmission line(s) on federal lands.

ES-4 The Cassia County Commissioners and The Cassia County Commissioners and
Planning and Zoning Committee will Planning and Zoning Committee must
approve a conditional use permit for approve a conditional use permit for
certain components of the project. certain components of the project.

ES-6 The transmission interconnect line ROW | The transmission interconnect lines ROW
would cross lands managed by BLM, would cross lands managed by BLM,
Idaho State, as well as those under Idaho State, as well as those under private
private ownership. ownership.

ES-6 None. DEIS should include Alternative B
discussion re: public access, wildlife
monitoring and meteorological towers,

ES-7 The exact location of proposed wind The exact location of proposed wind
turbines, roads, transmission turbines, roads, transmission interconnect
interconnect lines . . . . line . . ..

Under Alternative C, a single overhead
138 kV transmission interconnect line
would be constructed.

ES-7 (2™ Paragraph) Under Alternative C, Under Alternative C, a range of wind
two sizes of wind turbine would be turbines would be considered. The
considered..... smallest in the range would have a .....

The largest turbine in the range would
have a ......
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RESPONSES

March 2006

Final Environmental Impact Statement

H-222



Cotterel Wind Power Project

Appendix H

COMMENTS

L etter #66 (continued)

clean enargy from wind

Page Language in DEIS Suggested Correction

ES-10 Wind turbines, substations, and The wind turbines, substation, and
transmission interconnect lines would be | transmission interconnect line would be
the same for Alternative D as described the same for Alternative D as described
under Alternative C. under Alternative C.

Under Alternatives C and D, there is one
substation and one transmission
interconnect line proposed.

ES-12 MNewly constructed 138 kV overhead Newly constructed 138 kV overhead
power transmission interconnect lines. power transmission interconnect line(s).

ES-13, . .. the Cassia RMP contained no . .. the Cassia RMP contained no

14 provisions for the granting of a ROW for | provisions for the granting of a ROW to
wind energy development. new facilities / localities within

Management Area 11, including a ROW
for wind energy development.

ES-15 Approximately 40 BLM Sensitive plant Approximately 40 BLM Sensitive plant
and animal species are known to occur and animal species are known to occur or
or are suspected to occur within the are suspected to occur within the
project area and its vicinity. Proposed Project area and its vicinity.

ES-15 The Proposed Project would be located The Proposed Action would be located in
in Cassia County, Idaho. Cassia County, Idaho.

[The Preferred Alternative and Alternative
D would be located in Cassia and
Minidoka Counties. This change applies
throughout document.]

ES-17 — | Summary Comparison of Resource See following pages.

28 Impacts.
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20

claan anergy from wind

RESPONSES

Resource Alternatives
Issue A C D
Air Quality Tmipacts to climate or air quality | mpacts to climate or air quality
would be similar to those for Alterative D would be
IJES-” described under Aliernative B, | similar those described under
however, the temporary effects | Alternatives B and C; however,
would be shightly less due to less | the temporary cffects to air
construction, quality would be the least undes
Alternative D,
Big game Smaller project size would
displacement result in reduced area of
and/or stress displacement and less areas of
improved public access.
P ey Displacement would still occur
but on & smaller scale,
General wildlife Permanent loss of 158 acres of
habitat potential habitat,
Smaller project size would
P ES-19 result in reduced area of
displacement and fewer areas
of improved public access.
Prehistoric There would be no effect No effect
Resources
p ES-22
American There would be no effect
Indian Concerns
p ES-22
Historical There would be no effect
Resources
pES-23
Appendix A: Page 4
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claan enargy from wind
Resource Alternatives
Issue A B D
Property Values | There would be no effeet,
p ES-24
Environmental | There would be no effect.
Justice
p ES-24
Public Access | There would be no effect.
pES-25
Land Status There would be no effeet.
p ES-26
Rights-of-Ways | There would be no effect.
p ES-26
Visual There would be no effect,
Resources
p ES-27
Hazardous There would be no effect. During construction and
Materials operation of Alternative B,
BMP would be used to avoid
¥ il leaks, or dumping of
pES-27 P or dumping o
Appendix A: Page 5
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clgan energy from wind
§1.0 Project Area Boundary Related text only discusses Cotterel
Figure Mountain, Transmission line routes should
1.0-1 be deleted or fully depicted.
§1.0 In April 2001, Windland responded to Windland has also responded to
1-4 the BPA RFP based on studies showing PacifiCorp (March04) and Idaho Power
potential for development of a wind- (March 05) RFPs.
powered electrical generation project on
Cotterel Mountain.
§1.0 During construction, there would also be | During construction, there would also be
1-4 several on-site temporary equipment several on-site temporary equipment
storage and construction staging areas. storage and construction staging areas.
There may also be additional equipment
storage and construction staging areas in
the vicinity of Cotterel Mountain.
§1.0 The BLM is currently preparing a Windland and SWEI suggest that BLM
1-4 National Programmatic Wind Energy update the paragraph to reflect the current
EIS to address the development of wind | status of the Final Programmatic EIS.
energy resources on all BLM-
administered public lands across the
western states.
§1.1 However, Windland is pursuing the However, Windland is pursuing the
1-5 development of Proposed Project as part | development of the Proposed Project with
of a 50-50 joint venture between Shell WindEnergy, Inc. (SWEI).
Windland and Shell WindEnergy, Inc.
(SWEI).
§1.1 Shell Qil Corporation and part of the Shell Oil Company (part of The Shell
1-5 Royal Dutch / Shell group of companies | Group) wholly owns SWEI.
wholly own SWEI
§1.1 . . . they would jointly form a Limited « . « they would form a limited liability
1-5 Liability Corporation (LLC), or other company (LLC), or other corporate
corporate entity . . . . entity . ...
§ 1.1 The new LLC or other corporate entity The new LLC or other corporate entity
1-5 would be used for financing the would be used for constructing, owning
construction of the Proposed Project. and operating the Proposed Project.
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clean energy from wind
§1.2.1 National Policy also encourages the The Mational Energy Policy also
1-5 development of clean energy. encourages the development of renewable
energy.
§1.2.1 The U.S. Congress and Executive Windland and SWEI suggest that BLM
1-5 Branch recently re-instituted a 1.8-cent update the text to reflect provisions of
per kilowatt hour production tax credit Energy Policy Act of 2005.
to encourage the development of clean
wind energy.
§1.2.1 Interim Wind Energy Development Windland and SWEI suggest that the FEIS
1-5 Policy. reflect the fact that the Wind Energy
Development Program evaluated in the
PEIS will replace the Interim Wind
Development Policy.
§1.2.2 | Both IPC and PacifiCorp recently issued | IPC and PacifiCorp issued (in 2005 and
1-6 an RFP for wind energy in their service | 2003 respectively) RFPs for wind energy
districts, actively seeking renewable in their service districts, actively seeking
energy alternatives to traditional energy | renewable energy alternatives to
development. traditional energy development.
§1.3 In this analysis, the cooperating agencies | The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and
1-9 include the BPA, U.S. Fish and Wildlife | the Minidoka County Commissioners may
Service (USFWS), Idaho Department of | make a decision relating to the Proposed
Lands (IDL), Bureau of Reclamation Action and Alternatives based on the EIS.
(BOR), and Cassia County They should be listed as cooperating
Commissioners, representing the local agencies.
government.
§1.5 Technical guidance relevant to the The language of the IWETT Charter
1-10 construction, operation and maintenance | misstates the relationship between
of a wind energy development will be Windland and SWEI. Windland and
provided by the applicant, Windland, SWEI are co-developers.
Inc. in partnership with Shell
WindEnergy, Inc.
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§1.8 Table 1.8-1 Federal and State Tobacco/Firearms — explosives for turbine
Table Authorities and Actions for the Proposed | foundations; U.S. Environmental
1.8-1 Project. Protection Agency — construction
1-13 stormwater permit — Clean Water Act;
-14 Idaho Department of Environmental
Quality — Air Quality; Idaho Health
Department — O&M Building septic
system ; Idaho Department of
Transportation — transmission line
crossing of Interstate, oversize load
permits; U.S. Army Corps of Engineefs —
dredge and fill permit; Federal Aviation
Administration — Determination of No
Hazard to Air Navigation.
§1.9.1 The BLM will make a decision whether The BLM also will decide whether to
1-14 or not to grant a ROW to allow for the grant a ROW for a portion of any
construction, operation, and maintenance | transmission line constructed on or which
of the Proposed Project on federal lands. | crosses lands managed by the BLM and/for
BOR.
§ 1.9.2 | The BPA will make a decision whether BPA approval is not required for the
1-15 or not to offer contract terms for the transmission interconnect lines identified
interconnection of the Windland project | in Alternatives C and D.
to the Federal Columbia River
Transmission System (FCRTS).
§2.3 The Proposed Project action alternatives | The Proposed Project action alternatives
2-2 would consist of . . . transmission would consist of . . . transmission
interconnect lines for connection to the interconnect line(s) for connection to the
existing utility grid. existing utility grid.
§2.3 There would be several wind speed Please add proposed permanent
2-2 measuring meteorological towers . . . meteorological towers to DEIS Figures;
sited within the Proposed Project area. none is shown.
§2.3.1 The tower is a tubular freestanding, The tower is a tubular freestanding,
2-3 painted steel conical (tubular) — type painted steel structure that is
structure that is manufactured in manufactured in multiple sections
multiple sections depending on the depending on the required height.
required height.
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§2.3.1 The gearbox, generator, and various The gearbox, generator . . . which is the
2-5 control equipment are enclosed in the housing unit that protects the turbine
nacelle, which is the housing of the unit | mechanics from environmental exposure.
that protects the turbine mechanics and
electronics from environmental
exposure.
§2.3.1 | The type and brand of turbines would be | The type and brand of turbines installed
2-5 limited by manufacturer production would be determined commercial factors
capacity within the timeframe of the within the timeframe of the Proposed
Proposed Project schedule. Project schedule.
§2.3.1 These trenches would be primarily These trenches would be located within
2-7 located within the roadbed of the turbine | the roadbed of the turbine connector
connector roads. roads, when technically feasible.
§2.3.1 | Underground communications cables Underground communications cables
2-7 would be buried in the same trenches as | would be buried in the same trenches as
the medium voltage electrical system. the medium voltage electrical system,
when technically feasible.
§2.3.1 The transmission interconnect line The transmission interconnect line would
2-7 would be hung from two-pole, wooden be hung from two-pole, wooden H-frame
H-frame structures approximately 60 to | structures approximately 60 to 65 fect tall
65 feet tall (Figure 2.3-3). (Figure 2.3-3). In some instances, steel-
framed poles would be installed, where
required due to ice or other loading
CORCErns.
§23.1 Description of Operations and The O&M facility will likely included a
2-8 Maintenance Facility. domestic well and sanitary facilities for
operations staff.
§2.3.2 | Additionally, project construction and Additionally, project construction and
2-8 operations will follow BLM Best operations will follow BLM Best
Management Practices (BMP) as Management Practices (BMP) as described
described in Appendix C. in Appendices C and D.
§2.3.2 Five equipment lay-down areas would be | In addition to the lay-down area on the
2-9 required for construction of the project site, there may also be
Proposed Project. construction marshalling areas in the
vicinity of Cotterel Mountain.
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L etter #66 (continued)
clean energy from wind
§23.2 ‘Where possible, the BLM Sensitive plant | Please include this BMP in Appendix D —
2-11 species Pedio cactus would be Roads/Construction Pads / Fill /
transplanted from road ROW and tower | Transformers.
pad sites to areas outside of the project
impact area, as approved by the BLM.
§ 2.3.2 | All construction equipment would be All construction equipment would be
2-11 thoroughly washed off-site prior to thoroughly washed off-site prior to
delivery to the project site. delivery to the project site on Cotterel
Mountain.
§ 2.3.2 | The batch plant would not be located Windland and SWEI suggest that BLM
2-16 with 1/4 mile of any golden eagle nest, include this BMP in Appendix D. The
consistent with BMP for wildlife Appendix D BMP relating to activities in
(Appendix D). the vicinity of golden eagle nests currently
applies only to placement of turbines.
§2.3.2 During construction, water would be During construction, water would be
2-17 needed for dust control and for making needed for dust control, making concrete
concrete. and equipment washing.
§2.3.2 No wells would be drilled or springs No wells would be drilled or springs
2-17 developed for the Proposed Project. developed for construction of the
Proposed Project. The Q&M building may
need to have a well drilled for domestic
use only.
§ 2.3.2 | Discussion of construction traffic. Discussion appears limited to wind farm
2-18 site activities. Needs to include
transmission line construction traffic.
§2.3.2 | The Applicant anticipates that all The Applicant anticipates that all
2-20 permanent positions, with the exception | permanent positions, with the exception of
of the foreman position, would be filled | the foreman position, could be filled from
from the local labor force. qualified personnel from the local labor
force.
§23.2 The sanitation facilities would be During construction, the sanitation
2-20 located at each of the crane assembly facilities would be located at each of the
areas, the batch plan . . .. crane assembly areas, the batch plant . . . .
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L etter #66 (continued)
§2.3.2 The two substations would be fenced The substation(s) would be fenced with
2-20 with 12-foot high chain-link fence to 12-foot high chain-link fence to prevent
prevent public and wildlife access to public and wildlife access to high voltage
high voltage equipment. equipment.
Under Alternatives C, D, only one
substation is required.
§23.2 Safety signs would be posted in Safety signs would be posted in
2-20 conformance with applicable state and conformance with applicable state and
federal regulations around . . . the two federal regulations around . . . the
transformers . . . . substation(s) and on the transformer(s) . . .
§2.3.3 Although_o??rdinatiou with the FAA has
2-20 ::;:::k'i]:gh:;;ﬁ;;::it:::):_]:‘ei’;llg::mg Although coordination with the FAA has
projects and the FAA Obstruction not Yot been-Inttisted,......
Marking and Lighting Advisory Circular
(ACT0/7460-1K), a likely adequate
lighting set up for the Proposed Project
can be determined.
§2.3.4 | Cranes used for maintenance activities Cranes used for maintenance activities are
2-21 are not as large as the large track- not as large as the large track-mounted
mounted cranes needed to erect the cranes needed to erect the turbine towers.
turbine towers. Occasional use of a construction size
crane may be required.
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§2.3.4
2-21

All potentially hazardous materials used
in the O&M of the wind plant would be
stored in the O&M building in approved
above ground containers with
appropriate spill containment features.

Windland and SWEI will use, manage and
store materials used in the O&M of the
wind plant, including turbine lubricants in
accordance with applicable law. The
Superfund Amendment and
Reauthorization Act does not apply to
petroleum products and does not regulate
“potentially hazardous™ materials. See 42
U.8.C. §9601(14). Windland and SWEI
suggest the deletion of the term
“potentially hazardous materials™ from the
hazardous materials management
discussion. If BLM wishes to specify
management practices for materials that
are not classified as hazardous, it should
do so in a separate non-hazardous
materials management section.

§2.3.4
221

No extremely hazardous materials (as
defined by 40 CFR; Section 335) are
anticipated to be produced, used, stored,
transported, or disposed of as a result of
this Project.

Mo extremely hazardous materials (as
defined by 40 CFR Section 355) are
anticipated to be produced, used, stored,
transported, or disposed of as a result of
this Project.

The transformer oil would not be subject
to periodic inspection and does not need
replacement.

The transformer oil is subject to periodic
inspection and replacement.

None.

There is no discussion of public access,
the O&M Building, or met towers under
Alternative B. There also is no discussion
of mitigation measures. Based on Table
2.8-1, mitigation measures would be
limited to avian and bat mortality
monitoring. However appendix D states
that the lek study would be included. This
needs to be made consistent.

The exact location of . . . and
transmission interconnect lines . . . .

The exact location of . . . and transmission
interconnect line . . . .

Under Alternative C, there is only one
transmission interconnect line.

Appendix A: Page 12

RESPONSES

March 2006

Final Environmental Impact Statement

H-232



Cotterel Wind Power Project

Appendix H

COMMENTS

L etter #66 (continued)

clean energy from wind

Figure Figure 2.5-1. Alternative C, 81 100m Figure 2.5-1 should include the depiction
2.5-1 Rotor Diameter Turbines. of meteorological tower locations.
2-29
Figure Figure 2.5-2. Alternative C, 98 77m Figure 2.5-2 should include the
2.5.2 Rotor Diameter Turbines. meteorological tower locations.
2-30
§2.5.1 (2" Paragraph) Under Alternative C, Under Alternative C, a range of wind
2-31 two types of wind turbines would be turbines would be considered. The
considered. The smaller of the two.. smallest in the range would have a .....
The largest turbine in the range would
have a ......
§2.5 The intent is to ensure interagency The intent is to ensure interagency
2-36 involvement in mitigation and involvement in mitigation and monitoring
monitoring activities with particular activities relating to migratory birds,
emphasis on addressing the requirements | bald and golden eagles and sage grouse.
of the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, Bald
and Golden Eagle Protection Act and
sage grouse conservation.
Figure Figure 2.6-1 Alternative D, 66 100m Please include meteorological towers on
2.6-1 Rotor Diameter Turbines. Figure.
2-38
Figure Figure 2.6-2 Alternative D, 82 77m Please include meteorological towers on
2.6-2 Rotor Diameter Turbines. Figure.
2-39
Table Public Access Available. Windland and SWE suggest that Table
2.8-1 2.8-1 be revised to reflect the fact that
2'_45 public access will be available under
Alternative B.
§2.9.4 | This proposed amendment would allow This proposed amendment would allow the
2-61 the granting of a ROW on Cotterel granting of a ROW on and in the vicinity
Mountain for a wind energy of Cotterel Mountain for a wind energy
development project, development project and related
transmission interconnect line.
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clean enargy from wind
§3.1.1 | All of Cassia County and the remainder | All of Cassia County and Minidoka
3-3 of Idaho are designated as PSD Class II | County and the remainder of Idaho are
areas. designated as PSD Class II areas.
§ 3.1.4 | There are no major streams within the The Water Resources discussion needs to
3-9 Proposed Project area. Intermittent include the Snake River, Lake Walcott and
streams fed by snowmelt contribute other waters along transmission line route.
directly and indirectly to perennial Tha currant dlscassion Absa mod i
: < s provide
streams in the Proposed Project vicinity sufficient detail to determine whether
S waters within the wind farm boundary are
within the Corps” jurisdiction
§3.2.3 In Canada, sage-grouse have been listed | The DEIS states that the USFWS
3-47 provincially as endangered or threatened | determined in 2005 that sage-grouse
(Aldridge 2000). listing under the ESA was not warranted.
Since the Proposed Project is in the United
States rather than Canada, the reference to
the Canadian listing does not apply to the
Proposed Project and should be deleted.
§3.23 This study [sage-grouse radio telemetry | Under alternatives C and D this study will
3-49 study] is proposed to continue for be continued using funding provided by
several years. the compensatory mitigation fund.
§3.2.3 There is no suitable habitat present This statement needs to be evaluated in
3-52 within the Proposed Project area for the | light of routing of Alternatives C and D
American white pelican or black tern. transmission line.
§3.3 Three prehistoric sites (10CA 298, CM- | The SL&I Railroad Grade is site 10CA864
3-63 S-4 and CM-8-10) and one historic site, | rather than 10CA961.
the SL&I Railroad Grade (10CA 961)
remain unevaluated due to insufficient
data.
§3.5 The Proposed Project would be located The Proposed Project would be located
3-64 entirely within Cassia County. within Cassia and Minidoka Counties.
§3.5.2 | The Proposed Project would be located | The Proposed Project would be located in
3-64 in Cassia County . ... Cassia and Minidoka Counties.
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§3.5.3 | Known residences within Proposed Known residences within the Proposed
3-74 Project area. Project area, including proposed
transmission line routings.
§3.5.5 Public Finance and Fiscal Condition. Text and tables need to be revised to
3-77 include Minidoka County tax
environment.
§3.6 Figure 3.6-1 Existing Land Ownership Figure needs to be revised to include
Figure existing land ownership along Alternatives
Eu B, C and D transmission line, and
3.6-1 corrected to remove public inholdings on
3-83 Cotterel Mountain subsequently acquired
by BLM.
§3.6 ‘Within the Proposed Project area, there | With the boundaries of the proposed
3-B5 are approximately 15 ROW and special wind farm on Cotterel Mountain, there
uses. are approximately 15 ROW and special
uses.
§36 Public, state, and private lands surround | Publie, state, and private lands are also
3-85 the Proposed Project area. located within the Proposed Project area.
§3.6.2 Existing Land Use DEIS should include discussion of land
3-85 use within Alternatives B, C and D
transmission line route.
§3.6.3 . . . BLM has proposed to amend the .. . BLM has proposed to amend the plan
3-87 plan to allow ROW for wind energy to allow a ROW for a wind energy
developments in the Cotterel Mountain development in the Cotterel Mountain
Management Area. Management Area.
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§3.6.4 | The proposed amendment would lift the | The proposed amendment would lift the

3-87 ROW restriction to the extent that wind ROW restriction to the extent that one
energy development would be permitted. | wind energy development would be

permitted on Cotterel Mountain, with
related infrastructure in Management
Area 11 of the Cassia RMP.

§3.9.3 All of the Proposed Project area Based on Figure 3.6-2, not all of the

3-95 (including access roads) is within the Proposed Project area is within the Cassia
Cassia RMP Management Area 11, RMP Management Area 11
which includes VRM Class II, III and
V.

§3.10 A site review of the Proposed Project CERCLA expressly exempts petroleum
area was found to be free of obvious products from its definition of hazardous
environmental degradation within the substances. 42 U.S.C. § 9601(14).
scop of the hazardous substances and
petrolenm products identified in the
CERCLA.

§3.11 The Proposed Project area is located The fire management discussion should

3-97 within the Albion Fire Management Unit | address how fires will be managed along
(FMU) in the BLM Twin Falls District. Alternatives B, C and D transmission line

route and risks.

§3.11 Virtually all wildland fires would be Virtually all wildland fires would be

3-100 actively suppressed except where actively suppressed except where wildland
Wildland Fire Use is determined to fire use is determined to achieve resource
achieve resource objectives and where objectives and where such an activity
such an activity would not decrease would not decrease public safety or the
public safety. wind energy project equipment and

infrastructure.

§4.4 Future Foreseeable Actions The actions described should be consistent

42 throughout the document. See Executive

Summary at ES-30 and ES-31. The
discussion in Section 4.4 does not include
the Idaho Transportation or Idaho
Department of Parks and Recreation
projects.
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§45.1 Any air quality impacts would be related | Other potential minor air quality impacts
4-3 to emissions from vehicles and from would be caused by construction activities
fugitive dust associated with (CO, NOx and particulates) and turbine
construction and operations and oil, cooling fluids and grease changes
maintenance (O&M) activities. (minor VOCs). These activities are of
limited duration and would not have an
measurable impact on air quality.
§4.5.2 Geology Discussion appears limited to construction
4-4 of wind turbine pads and roads, without
discussing impacts from transmission line
or other infrastructure construction.
§4.5.4 | Water Resources The impacts of the Proposed Project in the
4-7 vicinity of the Snake River and Lake
Walcott need to be analyzed.
§ 4.5.5 | Noise impacts due to construction are While noise impacts during construction
4-9 expected to be low during the would create the greatest project related
construction period. noise impacts, the duration of construction
noise impacts would be temporary and
limited.
§ 4.6 Biclogical Resources The impacts of the Proposed Project along
4-10 the preferred transmission line route and
other project infrastructure need to be
analyzed for construction and operational
impacts for all alternatives.
Table Table 4.6-1 Permanent and Temporary This should included Alternative B, C and
§ 4.6-1 Impacts to Vegcta_lt'ion (in acres) from D transmission line impacts.
4-12 the Proposed Project.
§ 4.6.2 | Surrounding area impacts are those that | The surrounding area should be defined in
4-14 may affect connected or adjacent relation to the wind farm and its related
populations, migrations, habitat use, or transmission interconnect site.
“ripples” from local effects.
§ 4.6.4 | Construction and Proposed Project Construction facilities (such as batch
4-28 operations would be precluded within a | plants) and turbine installations will be
one-quarter mile circle around a known kept at least ¥ mile from golden eagle
golden eagle nest location. nests.
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§4.6.4 These three ranges were used based on These three ranges were used based on the
4-29 the findings of the wildlife working findings of the wildlife working group of
group of the NWCC. the National Wind Coordinating
Committee (NWCC).
§4.6.4 As a result, the Proposed Project would As a result, the Proposed Project requires
4-32 require formal consultation under formal consultation under Section 7 of the
Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act | Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973, as
(ESA) of 1973, as amended. amended.
§4.6.4 | The effects under Alternatives C and D Under Alternatives C and D, there is only
4-32 would be similar to those of Alternative | one proposed substation.
B.
§ 4.6.4 | There is no suitable habitat present The DEIS should analyze impacts to these
4.34 within the Proposed Project area for species in connection with the
American white pelican or black tern . . . | construction and operation of Alternative
However, both species nest on the B, C and D transmission line.
Minkoka (Minkota??) National Wildlife
Refuge and may use the flight space
over Cotterel Mountain during feeding
or migration flights.
§4.6.5 | A result of the consultation would be a Windland and SWEI suggest that BLM
4-32 Biological Opinion issued by the update the text to reflect the current status
USFWS. of the Biological Opinion.
§492 Construction of the Proposed Project Construction of the Proposed Project
4-43 would last approximately eight months, | would last approximately eight months.
from April through November of 2006.
§4.9.2 Sales and/or use tax revenue on the Sales and/or use tax revenue on the
4-46 construction contract would accrue to construction contract would accrue to
Cassia County because Cassia County is | Cassia County because Cassia County is
the location of the Proposed Project the location of the Proposed Project
construction. comstruction. If alternatives C or D are
selected, some revenue would accrue to
Minidoka County as a portion of the
transmission line(s) are located in
Minidoka.
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§4.9.2 | The Proposed Project operation would ‘The Proposed Project construction
4-46 be expected to begin in late 2006 or would be expected to begin within one
early 2007 . ... year of the issuance of the Record of
Deciision.
§4.9.2 | The transmission interconnect lines The transmission interconnect lines may
4-47 would be turned over to Bonneville be turned over to Bonneville Power
Power Administration (BPA) or Raft Administration (BPA) or Raft River Rural
River Rural Electric. Electric or other entity. In the immediate
term, the lines would be owned by the
project company.
§4.9.2 The residents closest to the proposed The residents closest to the proposed
4-49 Project, who would experience much of | Project, who would experience much of
the temporary impacts of construction, the temporary impacts of construction, are
should not be identified as a minority or | not classified as a minority or low-income
low-income population. population.
§4.10 Lands and Realty. The DEIS should discuss the effect of the
4-51 Proposed Projéct on Land Management
Plans i.e., need for amendment to expand
operations on BLM land covered by
Cassia RMP.
§ 4.10.1 | The proposed wind turbines, roads, and | The Project would also occupy lands
4-51 ancillary facilities would be located on owned by the State and private parties and
federal lands under the jurisdiction of cross lands controlled by the Bureau of
the BLM. Reclamation.
§ 4.10.4 | Moderate impacts would occur from an Moderate impacts would occur from an
4-52 overall change in landscape character overall change in landscape character to
from a remote to an industrial character . | include siting of additional commercial
R facilities.
The area currently has motorized access
and multiple commercial facilities located
on-site (communications towers) and
numerous range improvements. It
therefore should not be characterized as
remote. The land use impacts are mostly
reversible.
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§4.11 Recreation. Impacts from transmission lines should be
4-52 discussed. Presumably ROS doesn’t apply
off federal lands.
§4.11 Nomne. The current ROS classification on Cotterel
4-52 Mountain is semi-primitive motorized.
§ 4.11.2 | The Proposed Project would alter the The Proposed Project would alter the
4-53 aesthetic sense of Cotterel Mountain as a | aesthetic sense of Cotterel Mountain as a
rural, undeveloped recreational area. rural, relatively undeveloped recreational
area.
There are 7 communications towers on-
site.
§4.13 Visual Resources Visual impacts from substation, trenching,
4-56 road construction, and meteorological
towers should be discussed, including the
differences in impacts between
Alternatives B and the relatively lower
impacts from C and D.
§4.13.3 | Alternative B calls for the expansion of | Alternatives B, C and D call for the
4-60 the O&M Building at the junction of construction of an O&M building near the
SH-77 and the proposed South Access junction of SH-77 and the proposed south
Road. access route. No O&M building currently
exists.
§4.13.3 | The majority of the eastern transmission | The eastern transmission interconnect line
4-61 interconnect line would be parallel to the | in Alternative B would connect to the
existing Raft River Transmission line existing Raft River Transmission line and
and match it, in both height and form. match it, in both height and form.
§4.13.6 | As discussed in chapter 2, it is Please see comments above relating to
4-63 anticipated that the Federal Aviation anticipated release of new FAA lighting
Administration (FAA) required lighting | circular. With FAA approval, it is likely
would consist of medium-intensity white | that lights will not be required on every
lights flashing during daylight and turbine, thereby reducing potential
twilight hours . . . . lighting impacts.
§4.14 Hazardous Materials. DEIS should discuss potential impacts
4-64 during operation of the project.
4-65
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§4.14 Information obtained during site Information obtained during site
4-64 observations, along with a review of observations, along with a review of
regulatory agency data indicates there regulatory agency data indicates there are
are no hazardous substances within the no hazardous substances currently used,
Proposed Project area. stored or disposed of within the
Proposed Project area.
Chevron Pipeline Company has a ROW
and special permit for a buried liquid
petroleum pipeline [on Cotterel
Mountain.] As noted above, petroleum is
not regulated under CERCLA..
5D However, a variety of other Minidoka County and the Bureau of
5.1 organizations, agencies and people Reclamation should be added to the list of
maintain an interest in the area or use interested parties.
the area for specific purposes.

5.1.2 None. The DEIS should discuss consultation
activities with Minidoka County since a
portion of the transmission line is located
there.

App. C | The agencies responsible for The agencies responsible for contingency

c-12 contingency plans in southern Idaho plans in southern Idaho shall be among the

shall be among the first to be notified in | first to be notified in the event of any
the event of any pipeline system failure | tramsformer failure resulting in a spill of
resulting in a spill of oil or other oil or other pollutant,
pollutant.
App. C | The holder ... shall submit for the The DEIS concluded that the Proposed
Cc-13 authorized officer's review a technical Project would result in minimal air quality
report addressing criteria and impacts. The Applicant believes a
methodology of how the proposed technical report is unnecessary for this
facility will be located and designed to project but would be pleased to submit its
meet said standards [federal, state, and air quality permit application (rock
local emission standards for air quality]. | crusher and generators) for review by the
' Authorized Officer prior to submission to
the State for approval.

Appendix A: Page 21
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Um'ted States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Snake River Fish and Wildlife Service
1387 5. Vinnell Way, Room 368
‘Boise, [daho 83709
Telephone (208) 378-5243
hitpeidahoES fs.gov

Memoranduen SEP 22 2005

To: Field Manager, Burley Field Office, Twin Falls District, Bureau of Lan{l®
Management, Burley, Idaho
(Attention: Scott Barker)

From: Field Supervisor, Snake River Fj Wildlife Office, Fish and Wild
Service, Boise, Idaho

Subject: Cotterel Mountain Wind Power Project, Draft Environmental Impact
Statement -- Comments
File #1006.1000 OALS #05-618

The Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) has reviewed the Bureau of Land Management’s
(Bureau) Cotterel Mountain Wind Power Project (Project) Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS), received on June 20, 2005. The following comments are offered for
your use and consideration, and are provided under the provisions of the Endangered
Species Act of 1973 (ESA), as amended, the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act of
1943 (BGEPA), as amended, the Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918 (MBTA), as
amended, and the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA). Previous
comments on the Preliminary DEIS were submitted by the Service on April 19, 2005,
We offer these comments in the spirit of coordination as a cooperating agency, and we
are available to discuss our comments in more detail if requested.

General Comments

‘The Service supports the development of wind power as an altemative energy source and
appreciates the opportunity to be a cooperating agency with the Bureau on this project. In
terms of assessing potential effects, wind power projects can have a negative effect on
‘wildlife depending upon siting, design, and subsequent development and operation of an
individual facility. There are two main effect pathways: 1) bird and bat collisions within
the rotor-swept area of each turbine; and, 2) habitat fragmentation/avoidance by a broad
array of species due to turbine and infrastructure construction, operation, and
maintenance. The potential for collisions (as well as habitat avoidance effects) is affected
by many factors, but site selection appears to be the most important.

Through this letter, the Service is highlighting how the analysis as described in the DEIS
can be strengthened, and provide you guidance regarding the permitting aspects of wind
energy facilities, along with the requirements and prohibitions of the Federal wildlife

Q3A1393Y
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laws applicable to wind energy development. These laws include the ESA, MBTA, and
BGEPA. Additionally, under our NEPA authorities and as a cooperating agency, we
address other natural resource and policy issues regarding the adequacy of the DEIS. We
provide this information to assist you in making an informed decision regarding site
selection and project design, and to ensure that natural resource issues are adequately
addressed. Many of the following subheadings are interrelated to one another and should
be considered concurrently.

Specific Comments

Adeguacy of the Range of Alternatives

In September of 2004, an interagency policy group met to discuss the Cotterel Mountain
project. At that meeting, we discussed the importance of an adequate range of
Alternatives to address significant project-related issues, and at that time expressed
concerns about the initial scope of Alternatives. The Service is concerned that none of the
action Alternatives (or those eliminated from detailed study) described in the DEIS fully
address the significant issue of migratory birds and deaths associated with bird/turbine
collisions (see page 1-11 in the DEIS and related discussion points below in the MBTA,
Adaptive Management, and Monitoring sections).

To address the Service's concern that none of the Alternatives included provisions for

seasonal shut downs or turbine removal based on effects to avian species, the DEIS notes

the Bureau’s willingness to implement adaptive management strategies. The Service

recommends more detailed information be included in the Final EIS (FEIS) on the types

of adaptive management strategies the Bureau considers implementable. The DEIS

A references such strategies as operational changes of turbines and timing stipulations
during construction, and states that these strategies are addressed in Appendix D (page _
ES-8 and 9 of the DEIS). Yet discussion of adaptive management is lacking in Appendix
D. We recognize the discussion in Appendix D related to monitoring and the
identification of “hot spots™ (where bird and/or bat mortality is in excess of what is
predicted) is meant to touch upon adaptive management (page D-2); however, no

" management actions are being recommended. The DEIS states that should “hot spots™ be
identified, monitoring would be extended for a period recommended by the technical
steering committee. While monitoring is a necessary tool, the Service recommends
attaching management strategies (such as turbine shut-down if “hot spots™ are identified)
to the monitoring in order to minimize or mitigate impacts. As such, the management
response to “hot spots” should be more clearly described in the FEIS in terms of “if *X’
condition exists, then *Y" management action will take place™ to minimize or mitigate
identified impacts. E

It appears sufficient opportunity exists in the DEIS to address migratory bird effects in
the development of alternatives while remaining consistent with the “economic” and
“technically feasible” sideboards of the regulations implementing NEPA. The discussion
B of Alternative D in the DEIS (Section 2.6, page 2-36) states 66 1.5 MW turbines would
be necessary for an economically viable project. In the Preliminary DEIS, it is stated that
70 2.0 MW turbines would be necessary for an economically viable project (Section 2.5,

RESPONSES

A. The adaptive management discussion in Section 2.5.4
(page 2-33) has been revised in the Final EIS to clarify
specific changes in operation that may occur in response
to changes in environmental conditions as determined by
monitoring.

B. The BLM believes that the discussion of the economic
feasibility of Alternative E is adequate as described in
Section 2.7.1 (page 2-41 through 2-42) of the Draft EIS.
A fair comparison of the economic feasibility between
Alternative D and Alternative E should use wind turbines
of the same generating capacity.

C. As stated above, the adaptive management discussion in
Section 2.5.4 (page 2-33 through 2-36) has been revised
in the Fina EIS to clarify specific changes in operation
that may occur in response to changes in environmental
conditions as determined by monitoring.
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page 2-30). Given the difference between these two draft documents (41. MWSs), and not
knowing the criteria used by the Applicant to establish project viability parameters, it is
not clear why Altemative E (providing enhanced sage grouse protection) is not
economically feasible. Alternative E, using up to 49 2.0 MW turbines would yield a
similar production potential as 66 1.5 MW turbines suggested in Alternative D, The
Service suggests the Bureau fully explain the minimum requirements necessary for an
economically feasible project and to clearly explain why Alternative E does not fall into
that category.

Given the economic threshold for a viable operation (whether it is a 140 MW project or
99 MW project), Alternatives B (with 130 turbines), C (with up to 98 turbines), and D
(with up to 82 turbines), should provide opportunity to address migratory bird issues by
implementing mitigation measures designed to address bird deaths (e.g., adjusting
operations at an undétermined number of turbines when conditions warrant). Ata
minimum, one Alternative should “rigorously and objectively explore™ the mitigation
necessary to address MBTA issues. Without such an Alternative, the significant issue of
migratory bird kills is largely not addressed within the action Alternatives in the DEIS.
By including mitigation measures for MBTA issues, the analysis of environmental effects
would disclose the effectiveness of mitigation measures in reducing bird kills, as well as
tradeofls, such as cost.

The Service acknowledges that turbine numbers are shown to d in each ive
Alternative, and that this decrease may proportionately reduce the likelihood of bird
collisions. This reduction in turbine numbers does not fully address the significant issue
of migratory bird deaths (it addresses sage grouse issues in Alternatives E and F) and
does not take into account potential new information which may be gleaned from any
post-implementation monitoring studies that would be ongoing. Adaptive management
that can include adjustment of operations in light of new information is vital to reducing
potential negative effects. None of the action Alternatives provide a means to mitigate
bird deaths subsequent to project implementation and operation of the turbines. Bird
deaths associated with the operation of turbines is reasonably certain to occur, and the
technology exists to adjust operations to mitigate effects. As such, one or more action
alternatives should incorporate these measures and disclose environmental and e¢onomic
effects.

MBTA and BGEPA

The MBTA prohibits the taking, killing, possession, transportation, and importation of
migratory birds, their eggs, parts, and nests, except when specifically authorized by the
Department of Interior (16 USC §703). Under the MBTA, the unauthorized taking of
even one migratory bird is legally considered “take™ and is technically a violation. Bald
and golden eagles are covered by the MBTA but are afforded additional legal protection
under the BGEPA. Unlike the ESA, neither the MBTA nor its implementing regulations
(50 CFR Part 21) provide for a permit allowing the “incidental take™ of migratory birds
that may be killed or injured by otherwise lawful activities such as wind energy
development.

RESPONSES

D. Monitoring to determine changing environmental

conditions as compared to baseline survey information is
described in Section 2.5.4 of the Draft EIS (Page 2-33)
and in Appendix D. A detaled on-site monitoring
protocol will be developed and included as a section of
the Project Plan of Development. Further, additional
monitoring protocols will be developed by the technical
steering committee that will be formed as described in
Section 2.5.4 of the Draft EIS (Page 2-36). Monitoring to
determine the efficacy of any off-site mitigation will be
developed and implemented by the technical Steering
Committee.

Effectiveness of various tower lighting scenarios in
reducing bird and bat collisions with turbines and the
influence of weather patterns and conditions on the
susceptibility of birds and bats to turbine collisions
would be determined through the implementation of the
fatality monitoring program described in Appendix D.
Although turbine blade coloration schemes were not
described in Appendix D as a potential mitigation, they
could be implemented through adaptive management if it
could be shown that such measures would be effective at
reducing bird or bat collisions with turbines.
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‘While the MBTA has no provisions for allowing unauthorized take, the Service
recognizes that some birds may be killed at structures such as wind turbines. Such
mortality already has been recognized by the Bureau and the project proponent, as is
pointed out in Table 4.6-6 of the DEIS (estimated annual fatality ranges, by Alternative,
for birds and bats at the Cotterel Mountain Wind Project).

The Service’s Office of Law Enforcement carries out its mission to protect migratory
birds not only through investigations and enforcement, but also through fostering
relationships with individuals and industries that proactively seek to eliminate or
minimize their effects on migratory birds. While it is not possible to absolve individuals,
companies, or agencies (e.g., the Bureau, acting as the permitting agency for this project)
from liability if a violation of the MBTA occurs, the Office of Law Enforcement and
Department of Justice have used enforcement and prosecutorial discretion in the past
regarding individuals, companies, or agencies who have made good faith efforts to avoid
the take of migratory birds. Within the MBTA, there are no bird death thresholds that
have been identified to determine when or where Law Enforcement will pursue a
violation, thus, a single bird death is considered a violation. As such, the Service’s
Office of Law Enforcement is not able to predict the level of discretion that will be
implemented should violations occur under the MBTA or BGEPA.

Pro-active conservation measures fully addressing MBTA issues are lacking in the DEIS.
Recent data at other wind energy sites across the country (including the Altamont and
Stateline sites) have identified “problem turbines” that often cause the majority of bird
and bat mortalities. To alleviate these effects, measures such as shutting down problem
turbines during critical migration periods or low cloud ceilings, etc., have been
considered. These measures are technically feasible. Consideration of such actions
represents a proactive approach toward adaptively managing wind energy sites in order to
comply with the MBTA and BGEPA. It is unclear whether the preparers of the DEIS are
unaware of the conservation opportunities inherent in such measures or have considered
them but opted not to address them through this NEPA analysis. The Service
recommends these measures be fully described and analyzed in the document within one
or more action Alternative or Appendix D (Best Management Practices Specific to
Wildlife) when reference is made of an adaptive management strategy.

Adaptive Management

During meetings held by the Interagency Wind Energy Task Team (IWETT), a team
founded at the September 2004 policy meeting to provide technical guidance for project
and EIS development, there were attempts made to outline an Adaptive Management
Plan that would provide opportunity and direction for the proponent and the Bureau to
mitigate any expected or unanticipated effects. Unanticipated effects and an enhanced
understanding of expected effects were to be revealed through effectiveness monitoring
geared specifically to determine the type and extent of mitigation that would be necessary
and reasonable under an adaptive management approach.

‘While the 'WETT did not have sufficient time to finish the Adaptive Management Plan,
many ideas were drafted as a starting point. The Service recommends that an adaptive

E. Section 3.2.3 of the Draft EIS has been modified in the
Final EIS to include a more detailed description of the
Globally Important Bird Area.

F. The Service stated in their comments that the north-south
corridor is currently fragmented by the interstate
highway, powerlines, farmland, and large -crested
wheatgrass mono-cultures. The area is aso fragmented
by Lake Walcott and increasing rura residential
development. As a result the area between the north end
of Cotterel Mountain and Lake Walcott, a distance of
over 9 miles does not support any usable sage-grouse
habitat. Furthermore, radio telemetry studies conducted
on the Cotterel Mountain sage-grouse population by the
Applicant did not show any movement of sage-grouse
from Cotterel Mountain to the north. All sage-grouse
movement was either to the west, south, or southeast.
Finally, no studies have been conducted that show this
assumed corridor is used by sage-grouse or other species.
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management strategy be incorporated into all action Alternatives to proactively address
responsibilities under the MBTA and BGEPA, and that this strategy be specifically

outlined. The strategy may include, but not be limited to, the following technically G The BLM’ S f| nal determl nal on Of a ROW area
feasible actions: seasonal or permanent shut-downs during certain times of the year . . .. .
(migration, low cloud ceilings, etc.) for individual turbines implicated (through boundary, which includes negotiation with the ROW
appropriately designed and implemented mnnitﬂril_:lg) as being significant sources of bird . . . g . .
and bat mortality; changes in color scheme of turbines and turbines blades (e.g., Hodo Applicant, is guided by specific laws (in this case the
scheme); altering lighting schemes based on research that indicates that certain schemes .

¢ | are less attractive than others, etc. Such a strategy, along with suitable implementation Federa Land Policy and Management Act [FLPMA] of
guidance, would proactively address potential effects to birds and bats and provide the B . B .
‘oppartumity to a;ply spproprisio on-sito mitigaiion. Flan componats draflod by he 1976), regulations, and policy guidance. ROW area is

can be gleaned from meeting notes taken by o tant WO useful .. .

in developing the Adaptive Management Plan. limited to the area occupied by the facilities that
Addysigictano st nil gilie o MOTA, il i et T Sy Sl Scantiths constitute the project for which the ROW is granted, as
project area, this group, notably during migration, own to be y . .\
D e e, required by FLPMA. The area maybe further modified
wind energy facilities in the west. However, this type of an adaptive management by the need to protect public safety, for the Applicant to
strategy is wholly compatible with bat conservation, and because bats remain a species of . L.
high conservation concemn, they should be addressed to a greater extent. perform necessary maintenance and to limit the amount
Monitoring . .
el o ot e it R e g it a5 of direct environmental damage that could result from
monitoring by the Bureau and the proponent is necessary at a minimum to measure the proj ect.

implementation consistency with the action as described (i.e., was the action
implemented as designed?). Of greater value is the measure of effectiveness for any
conservation measures that may be implemented, and the opportunity fo gain valuable
information on effects to species (and to improve the “science™ on this topic) via an
appropriately designed monitoring program (i.e., were the measures effective at
achieving desired outcomes?). A comprehensive monitoring plan should be described in
detail, The DEIS only briefly mentions monitoring (Appendix D), and only generically
describes its application in the description of the Altematives. The potential negative
effects from this particular development warrant a substantially more detailed monitoring
strategy, and we recommend that such a strategy be identified and fully described in the
FEIS. We recommend a full description of the monitoring program and suggest the
Avian and Bat Monitoring Plan for the Judith Gap Windfarm be used as a template
(Erickson and Hazlewood 2004). Information that can be gleaned from the Judith Gap
Plan for which the Service recommends including in a monitering plan for the Cotterel
Mountain site include: specifics of the delineation of carcass search plots, timing of
searches, searcher efficiency trials, carcass removal trials, and data handling and
statistical analysis., Additionally, the monitoring plan should include raptor nest studies
to document and monitor active ferruginous hawk and golden eagle nests within 2 miles
of the wind turbines, as described in the Judith Gap plan. This information will aid in
understanding whether operation of the facility results in a reduction of nesting activity or
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nesting success. Additional reference is made to monitoring in the Compensatory/Off-
Site Mitigation section (page 2-33), but details are lacking and should be provided.
Monitoring was a large component of the adaptive management strategy that was under
consideration by the IWETT. Discussions on this topic included the establishment of a
“technical team” to review and make recommendations of appropriate mitigation based
on monitoring results. This technical team was also intended to provide input into the
type of monitoring that would be necessary and appropriate to glean useful information
from a natural resource and industry perspective. Because the DEIS lacks details about a
monitoring program, and there is little information specifying an adaptive management
strategy, the Service can not assess the adequacy of the DEIS regarding monitoring
relative to wildlife concerns that have been identified.

Other monitoring efforts that would prove useful and that should be discussed include the
D efficacy of any shrub-steppe habitat rehabilitation efforts in attracting displaced wildlife,
the effectiveness of various tower lighting scenarios and blade color schemes in reducing
bird and bat collisions with towers, and the influence of weather patterns and conditions
on the susceptibility of birds and bats to tower collisions. It is important to note that
monitoring results are most useful when operational changes can be made, through
adaptive management, to address the potential resource issues. If operational changes are
not part of this proposal, then monitoring results are only useful for future developments.
There is marginal value when monitoring is merely used to acknowledge what is already
expected or known (e.g., wind facilities cause bird and bat deaths). The monitoring
program should address and further minimize negative effects resulting from the
development and operation of this particular facility. An effective monitoring program
will also provide information for new facilities that can be used to “front-end-load”
promising or proven conservation measures.

Raptors

The Raft River and Curlew Valleys were designated by the National Audubon Society
and American Bird Conservancy in 1997 as an “Idaho Important Bird Area’” and a
“Globally Important Bird Area” (GIBA) for the ferruginous hawk (Buteo regalis) due to
the large nesting populations found within the area. The greater Cotterel Mountain area
is contained within this GIBA and has been recognized by Bureau staff as having the
greatest diversity of nesting migratory raptors on public lands managed by the Burley

E Field Office. As such, a more detailed description of this area and its relative importance
to all raptors should be developed to fully disclose potential effects. Additionally,
because these raptors are migratory, their relevance to the above discussions on the
MBTA and Adaptive Management should be noted. Ferruginous hawks are on the
USFWS 2002 Birds of Conservation Concern list at the National, Regional, and Bird
Conservation Region scales (FWS 2002) and as such are a priority species for
conservation activities.

Sage Grouse

Although recent Service decisions (70 FR 2244, January 12, 2005) have determined that
F sage grouse (Centrocercus urophasianus) are not warranted for listing, they remain a bird
of high conservation concern for the Bureau and the Service. The 2002 sage grouse

RESPONSES

Additional guidance is provided by Instruction
Memorandum 2003-020 which states that “The lands
involved in the ROW grant will be defined by aliquot
legal land descriptions and be configured to minimize the
amount of the land involved while still allowing an
adequate distance between turbine positions and
reasonable ROW boundaries. In the absence of any
specific local zoning and management issues, no turbine
shall be positioned closer than five (5) rotor-diameters
from the center of the wind turbine to the ROW
boundary in the dominant upwind or downwind
direction, unless it can be demonstrated that site
conditions, such as topography, natural features, or other
conditions such as offsets of turbine locations warrant a
lesser distance.” When this ROW guideline was applied
to Windlands ROW application an area of
approximately 4,545 acres was established. Legally
describing this area by aliquot parts resulted in a
boundary encompassing an area approximately 11,500
acresin size.
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habitat planning map for the state of Idaho outlines key sage grouse habitat and potential
restoration areas. Upon review of this map and the Conservation Assessment of Greater
Sage Grouse and Sagebrush Habitats (Connelly et al. 2004), it is clear that the Cotterel
Mountain area, combined with nearby Bureau lands and Service Refuge lands, is the last
remaining north/south corridor of connectivity for greater sage-grouse across some 280
miles of the main Snake River and its tributaries (including the South Fork and Henry's
Fork of the Snake River). This corridor may serve as a migratory link for sage grouse to
ensure genetic exchange between northern and southern populations along the Snake
River Plain. This site may also serve as an important north/south corridor for sharp-tailed
grouse, a variety of big game and non-game mammals, reptiles, amphibians, and
numercus migratory birds. The DEIS should fully describe this information in Chapter 3,
Affected Environment, and evaluate potential effects of Alternatives in Chapter 4,
Environmental Consequences.

‘While the Service acknowledges that this area is currently fragmented by the interstate
highway, powerlines, farmed habitat, and large crested wheatgrass mono-cultures,
potential effects to sage grouse and their habitat due to Project implementation may
further decrease the value and utility of this potential corridor. The loss of habitat on
Cotterel Mountain, and any associated effects with the local sage grouse meta-population
or its use of the area, would only serve to exacerbate the problems already occurring in
this corridor, and may push the integrity of the north/south corridor beyond restoration
potential and render this area unsuitable by sage grouse and potentially other species (e.g.
sharp-tailed grouse). Although currently this corridor may not be heavily used by sage
grouse, to remove the potential for future use may be foregoing a conservation
opportunity for this species. Restoring a contiguous north-south shrub-steppe habitat
corridor in this area would be more readily achievable than elsewhere along the Snake
Riwver; this opportunity should be addressed in Chapter 4, Environmental Consequences.
Mitigation

During several IWETT meetings, team discussions centered on potential mitigation
opportunities for the area surrounding the Cotterel Mountains, including the north/south
corridor. The INETT reached consensus on the appropriate types of mitigation (e.g.,
land acquisition, juniper control, shrub-steppe habitat restoration, etc.) necessary to
address the anticipated effects of the Project. These mitigation details have not been
described in sufficient detail in the DEIS. Rather, the DEIS noted that approximately
£150,000 per year would be paid annually by the proponent to establish a compensatory
mitigation fund.

The Service is concerned that $150,000 may be insufficient to adequately address and
cover anticipated mitigation needs of this wind energy project depending upon how this
fund is managed. On December 21, 2004, a sub-group of the IWETT met and
recommended that monitoring (including fatality monitoring, avoidance monitoring, nest
abandonment monitoring, etc.) and the continued sage grouse telemetry work should be
included in construction and operation costs at the beginning of the project and not taken
from any compensatory mitigation fund. The Service supports this approach so that
funds dedicated to compensatory mitigation are used only for that purpose.

RESPONSES

The area assessed for potential impacts from construction
and operation of the proposed project varied by each
resource. For example in the Draft EIS the BLM
assumed that sage-grouse could be displaced from their
habitat within 1.8 miles of the proposed project.
However, the Proposed Project area boundary used in
determining on-site mitigation needs was determined, as
described above, and is limited to the 4,545 acres of
Windland’ s ROW application.

Since mitigation may only be required of the Applicant
within the Proposed Project area, BLM was limited to the
BMP, ongoing sage-grouse monitoring and post
construction  fatality =~ monitoring, and  adaptive
management described in Chapter 2, Section 2.5.4 and
appendix C and D of the Draft EIS. The adaptive
management as described in Section 2.5.4 (page 2-33) is
being revised in the Final EIS to clarify specific changes
in operation that may occur in response to changes in
environmental conditions as determined by monitoring.
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The DEIS should expand its discussion on the types of mitigation that could be carried
out, and the appropriate funding authority under which such actions would fall. The
current mitigation package should be further described to include opportunities such as
the potential purchase of off-site land for rehabilitation of habitat lost (either directly or
through habitat avoidance) due to project construction and operation, alterations in
grazing management both on- and off-site in order to enhance habitat restoration
opportunities, and the continuation and expansion of sage grouse telemetry studies to
research the effects of this project on sage grouse. Regarding the funding authorities of
such actions, the DEIS should clearly outline whether such actions would be attached as
terms and conditions of the right-of-way application, or whether the expectation is that it
come from the compensatory mitigation fund, Within this context, the adequacy of the
$150,000 voluntary annual contribution can be appropriately addressed.

As stated on page 2-33 of the DEIS, “For the purposes of this analysis, on-site is defined
as the “footprint™ of the Proposed Project, or the area granted in the ROW. Off-site is
anything outside of that area.” At the March 29, 2005 IWETT meeting, in-depth
I discussions were conducted regarding the scope of effects, and defining what constitutes
on-site versus off-site mitigation. Further clarification of this matter should be provided
in the DEIS, notably as it relates to the above discussion on mitigation attached to the
permit or associated with the compensatory mitigation fund. We believe the Bureau
should reevaluate their definition of “on-site” to encompass the area where grouse may
be directly affected by the development of the Cotterel Mountain facility, not only in
terms of habitat lost/altered, but also in terms of potential decreases in habitat utility.
Behavioral responses by sage grouse to construction and operation of the facility may
preclude the use of available shrub-steppe habitat by grouse even though the vegetation
may still be considered suitable. The area identified in Figure 2.3-2 does not consider the
full range of effects to sage grouse. According to the Guidelines to Manage Sage Grouse
Populations and their Habitats (Connelly et al. 2000), energy-related facilities should be
located > 3.2 km from active leks whenever possible. This 3.2 km (or roughly 2 miles) is
intended to protect the lekking habitat; as well as the breeding and nesting habitat of non-
migratory grouse. This “zone of protection” should be considered a “zone of influence”
from the facility. That is, when referring to on-site effects, an area within the “zone of
influence”, or an area within 3.2 km of leks, should be considered on-site habitat. As
such, mitigation, and funds attached to monitoring or mitigation, should be applied
accordingly.
Related to this discussion, on page 2-33, section 2.5.4., the first paragraph states required
monitoring would include on-site sage grouse lek studies. The following paragraph
(starting "Undér Altemative C...") states that the compensatory mitigation fund would go
" towards off-site lek studies, continuing sage grouse telemetry studies, and sage grouse
nesting and wintering studies. The Bureaun should provide more clarity as to what they
consider on- and off-site affects, and articulate whether these on- or off-site affects will
be covered through the stipulations tied to the ROW grant, or through the compensatory
mitigation fund.

RESPONSES

Any off-site mitigation as described in Section 2.5.4
(page 2-33) cannot be required and is strictly voluntary
as described in BLM Washington Office Instruction
Memorandum 2005-069. The majority mitigation
measures recommended by the IWETT fall into the
category of “off-site mitigation” and therefore cannot be
required of the Applicant. As pointed out in USFWS
comment and described in the Draft EIS the Applicant
has volunteered to contribute 0.5% of gross revenue or
$150,000 per year to fund off-site mitigation and
monitoring. These funds would be allocated as
recommended by the technical steering comity described
in Section 2.5.4 (Page 2-36) of the Draft EIS. As stated
in Section 2.5.4, final decisions on the use of these funds
will be made by the BLM Burley Field Office Manager.
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Cumulative Effects
According to information obtained from the Idaho Wind Energy Working Group, there
are currently 4 existing wind projects (totaling 10.9 MW) operating in southern Idaho.
Additionally, there are another 15 projects of varying sizes (totaling 1,264 MW) proposed

| for southern Idaho. We recommend the Bureau clearly define their use of the term
“cumulafive”, and describe how it links to compensatory and additive mortality resulting
from the development of this facility, others that are currently in operation, and additional
facilities that are currently in the planning phases.
Existing Guidance
On May 13, 2003 the Service issued Interim Guidance on Avoiding and Minimizing
Effects to Wildlife from Wind Turbines (Guidance). Further clarification on
implementation of the Guidance was provided on April 6, 2004, and a peer-reviewed
briefing paper providing Service justification for a 5-mile buffer from leks (as identified

* in the Guidance) was subsequently released on July 30, 2004 (Manville 2004). The
guidance package is intended to assist the wind energy industry (and those agencies
permitting wind energy facilities) in avoiding or minimizing effects to wildlife and their
habitats. This is accomplished through: (1) proper evaluation of potential wind resource
areas (WR.As), (2) proper location and design of turbines and associated structures within
WRAs selected for development, and (3) pre- and post- construction research and
monitoring to identify and/or assess effects to wildlife,. The Guidance is considered
voluntary and interim in nature, but it is based on current science and will be updated as
new information becomes available. As such, the Guidance is currently considered by
the Service to be the best available information on this topic.

We recommend that the DEIS refer to the Guidance, incorporate this information as
appropriate in Appendix D (Best Management Practices Specific to Wildlife), and that

J Alternatives be comparatively evaluated against this Guidance. Further, where the
project deviates from the Guidance, an explanation of why this deviation is important to
maintaining the feasibility of the project should be included. Deviations may occur based
on new scientific or technological information, site-specific resource information, socio-
economic concerns, etc. Such an analysis and discussion would provide an evaluation
tool for the decision-maker to use in weighing the beneficial aspects of wind energy
development versus the potentially adverse impacts to wildlife resources. The analysis
should also expand on the following points.

o Data on wildlife use and mortality collected at one wind energy facility are not
necessarily applicable to others; each site poses its own set of possibilities for
negative effects on wildlife. There may be limited application of existing data
collected at other facilities as few studies have occurred in an area similar in
resource value as the Cotterel Mountains. Additionally, significant data gaps
remain regarding wildlife use at this site, and using data from other sites may not
provide an adequate representation of the resource risks inherent at Cotterel
Mountain.

» The wind industry is rapidly expanding into habitats and regions that have not
been well studied regarding (e.g., the Cotterel Mountains). “Industry Standards™
may not be appropriate at the Cotterel Mountain facility because of the unique

RESPONSES

H. Section 2.5.4 (Page 2-33) of the Draft EIS has been
revised in the Final EISto clarify potential elements of
the compensatory mitigation fund.

I. The cumulative impacts analysis in the Draft EIS has
been revised in the Final EIS

J. The BLM Field Office, District Office, State Office, and
Washington Office managers and technical staff met
several times with their USFWS counterparts regarding
the Guidelines, including hosting their USFWS
counterparts and Dr. Benjamin Tuggle, to the proposed
project site. In the interim BLM has formally adopted its
1) Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement on
wind Energy Development on BLM-Administered
Lands in the Western United States and 2) Bureau of
Land Management National Sage-Grouse Habitat
Conservation Strategy. It is the understanding of the
BLM that the USFWS withdrew its interim Guidance as
announced on September 29, 2005 at an American Wind
Energy Association Meeting in La Quinta, California.
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geographic and biological resources present. This facility and any potential
J impacts to the effected resources should, where appropriate and feasible, be
considered independently of existing facilities.

In addition, as an appendix to the Service's Guidance, there is a Protocol to Rank
Potential Terrestrial Wind Energy Development Sites by Impacts on Wildlife.. During
August 2005 biologists from both the Service and the Idaho Department of Fish and
Game conducted a site assessment at numerous sites, including the Cotterel Mountain
site, per the Service’s Guidelines. The Service acknowledges that the site assessments
were completed too late to include in the DEIS, and that information gathered at the site
has limited application at this time. However, the Service recommends that the Bureau
work with us to review the critical elements identified in the assessment, and to
determine its utility for this and future wind energy proposals.

There are other guidelines available that would assist the Bureau in developing
alternatives and analyzing effects. These include the Idaho Sage Grouse Management
Plan (1997), Connelly’s Guidelines to Manage Sage Grouse Populations and their
Habitats (2000), the Utah Field Office Guidelines for Raptor Protection from Human and
Land Use Disturbances (2002), and the National Wind Coordination Committee’s
Handbook on the Permitting of Wind Energy Facilities (2002). Further, the Bureau
should more completely describe this project in the context of their National Sage-Grouse
Habitat Conservation Strategy (USDI 2004) and the Final Programmatic Environmental
Impact Statement on Wind Energy Development on BLM-Administered Lands in the
Western United States (USDI 2005). The following excerpts directly relate to much of
the discussion in this letter; italicized text has been added to emphasize issues of
particular importance to the Service.

National Sage-Grouse Habitat Conservation Strategy. Guidance for the Management for

¥ |__Sagebrush Plant Communities for Sage-Grouse Conservation (USDI 2004).

« Base management decisions on monitoring and/or other appropriate information
that provides plant and soil response with respect to land uses, development
impacts, weather, wildlife use, insects and other environmental factors.
Monitoring should be implemented and results should be applied in an adaptive

L management process to adjust maintenance strategies or treatments on similar
projects conducted in the future. Appropriate spatial scales should be considered
when developing monitoring strategies. (Page 13) — Monitoring and adaptive
management strategies should be provided in greater detail.

* Explore the use of conservation easements and the acquisition (through purchase,
donation or exchange) of valuable sagebrush habitat, to maintain, replace or
increase habitat, Any BLM program can purchase conservation easements.
Federal Land Transition Facilitation Act (Baca II) and Land and Water

M Conservation Funds can be used to acquire both fee-title and conservation

easements. (Page 14) — A strategy for considering off-site mitigation should

be further developed and outlined such that the potential success of
mitigation can be compared to the “cost” of implementing any mitigation

action. k

RESPONSES

K. The full title and date of this document is “Bureau of
Land Management National Sage-Grouse Habitat
Conservation Strategy 1.4.1 Guidance for the
Management of Sagebrush Plant Communities for Sage-
Grouse Conservation,” U.S. Department of the Interior
November 2004. The first comment refers to page 13
paragraph a) under 6) Suggested Management Practices
(SMPs). Thisis only one of three documents contained in
the agency’s Suggested Management strategies by
Instructional Memorandum NO. 2005-024. The other
two documents are titled “ Bureau of Land Management
National Sage-Grouse Habitat Conservation Strategy”
U.S. Department of the Interior November 2004 and
“Bureau of Land Management National Sage-Grouse
Habitat Conservation Strategy 1.3.1 Guidance for
Addressing Sagebrush Habitat Conservation in BLM
Land Use Plans,” U.S. Department of the Interior
November 2004.

L. Thank you. BLM isworking with its partners on an
appropriate adaptive management strategy.

M. Thank you. We are exploring this.
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* Focus project'design and approval on avoiding or minimizing habitat degradation,
or restoring areas that have been degraded (on-site mitigation). Measures to
mitigate impacts at off-site locations could be considered to gffset unavoidable
sage-grouse habitat alteration and losses. Mitigation could also be used to offset
sage-grouse habitat loss that is not a result of human activities. The effects of
fragmentation and habitat loss should be weighed against the value of mitigation.
Mitigation cannot always replace the quality or location of crucial habitat. BLM's
authority to require off-site mitigation is limited. However, mitigation on a case-
by-case basis may be implemented or negotiated with willing project proponents,
Mitigation actions should be considered in the following priority: 1) replacing
habitats with similar habitats (in-kind/off-site mitigation), and 2) replacing
habitats with other appropriate habitats, when similar habitats are not available
(out-of-kind/off-site mitigation). Mitigation should occur within or adjacent to
occupied or restored habitats. Off-site mitigation should eliminate, reduce, or
directly alleviate impacts to sage-grouse habitat. (Page 15) - A strategy for
considering off-site mitigation should be further developed and outlined such
that the potential success of mitigation can be compared to the “cost™ of
implementing any mitigation action.

*  Awoid the impact of construction and operations by not placing mines, oil and gas

and geothermal drilling sites and facilities, roads, and mineral material disposal

sites in or next to sensitive habitats such as sage-grouse leks, nesting, early brood-
rearing, breeding, and wintering habitat. When habitar loss cannot be avoided,
stipulations, conditions of approval, or mitigating measures should be developed
to reduce impacts on sage-grouse habitats. (Page 15) — In addition to
addressing the above considerations, we suggest addressing areas where use
by sage grouse is decreased because of avoidance responses. Habitat may
otherwise still be intact, but if rendered unusable by sage grouse, mitigation

would be appropriate. :

*« ‘Whenever feasible and environmentally preferred, avoid surface occupancy by
roads, livestock management facilities, well pads, powerlines, fences, or orher
structures adfacent to occupied leks, i.e., those leks attended by 2 or more males
in at least 2 of the previous 5 years (Connelly et al. 2000). Protection of sage-
grouse leks from disturbance during mating season is important for successful
reproduction. Reproductive success is increased by minimizing disturbances to
habitat when constructing, improving or maintaining roads. Signage, including
OHV designations, identifying and/or protecting sensitive areas should be
considered. Dust abatement measures should be employed. (Page 16) — Greater
detail should be provided to address why this guidance is not feasible.

* [Locate or construct facilities such as oil and gas compressor stations so that the
noise from the station does not disturb grouse activities at the lek. Installing
mufflers and baffle panels, berm the station (where invasive weeds are not an
issue), or placing restrictions on how close these facilities can be located to leks,
nesting and early brood-rearing habitat should be considered. New recreational
facilities such as campgrounds should also be located so that the noise does not
disturb grouse activities at the lek. Construction and/or maintenance should be
scheduled to minimize conflicts with any known leks. Sage-grouse are sensitive

RESPONSES

Thank you. Your suggestion will be considered in the
Plan of Development.

Thank you. Your suggestion will be considered in the
Plan of Development.

Thank you. Your suggestion will be considered in the
Plan of Development.

Thank you. Your suggestion will be considered in the
Plan of Development.

Thank you. We are exploring this as we learn from
ecological and biological monitoring, surveys and
inventory information, and about the dynamics of
populations.
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—

to noise levels from all activities during early evening and moming hours when
strutting occurs during March and April, so actions to reduce noise levels during
these periods should be taken. (Page 16) —Potential impacts should be
addressed, including any occurring outside of the March to April time
period, and appropriate mitigation or monitoring should be applied.
Design wind energy facilities to reduce habitat fragmentation and mortality to
sage-grouse. Tubular tower designs to reduce raptor perches and noise reduction
to minimize disturbance to nesting birds are encouraged. Design criteria for these
projects should include minimizing the facility footprint (including the road
network required to service the generators) in sage-grouse habitat. Best
Management Practices (BMP) for wind energy are currently being developed in
the Wind Energy Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement. The BMPs that
address the conservation of sage-grouse and their habitat are adopted by
reference. (Page 20) — The action alternatives should incorporate design
features that minimize fragmentation of habitat or mortality to sage grouse
to the minimum extent possible.
Identify the initial amount and location of low quality or lost habitat that should
undergo restoration during the life of the plan and initiate restoration using the
following criteria for prioritization:

Reconnect occupied habitats.

Enlarge occupied habitats.

Reconnect stronghold populations with isolated populations.

Reconnect isolated populations. (Page 26) — Information regarding
potential mitigation sites and opportunities should be more fully described in
the FEIS. '

Final Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement on Wind Energy Development on
BLM-Administered Lands in the Western United States (USDI 2005).

The BLM will incorporate management goals and objectives specific to habitar
conservation for species of concern (e.g., sage-grouse), as appropriate, into the
POD for proposed wind energy projects. (Page 2-9) — Habitat conservation
measures should be fully described in the action alternatives for the FEIS.
The BLM's proposed Wind Energy Development Praogram will incorporate
adapiive management strategies fo ensure that potential adverse impacts of wind
energy development are avoided (if possible), minimized, or mitigated to

- acceptable levels. The programmatic policies and BMPs will be updated and

revised as new data regarding the impacts of wind power projects become
available. Ar the project-level, operators will be required to develop monitoring
programs to evaluate the environmental conditions at the site through all phases
of development, to establish meirics against which monitoring observations can
be measured, to identify porential mitigation measures, and to establish protocols
JSor incorporating monitoring observations and additional mitigation measures
into standard operating procedures and project-specific stipulations. (Page 2-9)
—The adaptive management strategy in the DEIS is not fully developed. The
FEIS should include a detailed, implementable adaptive management

12

RESPONSES

S. The BLM’s Final Programmatic Environmental Impact

Statement (FPEIS) on Wind Energy Development on
BLM-Administered Lands in the Western United States,
Volumes I, Il and I11,” U.S. Department of the Interior
Bureau of Land Management was published in June 2005
one month after the “Proposed Cotterel Wind Power
Project Draft Environmental Impact Statement and
Cassia Resource Management Plan Amendment” in May
2005. BLM’s Burley Field Office intends to fully
implement all of the recommendations of the FPEIS as
they apply to the Cotterel Wind Power Project either in
the FEIS or the POD. In addition, we are publishing in
Appendix | in the FEIS, the following sections of the
FPEIS: 2.2.3.1 Proposed Policies, 2.2.3.2 Proposed
BMP, 2.2.3.2.1 Site Monitoring and Testing, 2.2.3.2.2.
Plan of Development Preparation, 2.2.3.2.3 Construction,
2.2.3.2.4 Operation, 2.2.3.2.5 Decommissioning, and
2.2.4 Proposed Land Use Plan Amendments under the
PEIS.
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strategy that describes changes in management in response to newly acquired
information. ;

A monitoring program shall be developed to ensure that environmemntal conditions
are monitored during the construction, operation, and decommissioning phases.
The monitoring program regquirements, including adaptive management
strategies, shall be established at the project level to ensure that potential adverse
impacts of wind energy development are mitigated. The monitoring program shall
identify the monitoring requirements for each environmental resource present at
the site, establish mertrics against which monitoring observations can be
measured, identify potential mitigation measures, and establish protocols for
incorporating monitoring observations and additional mitigation measures into
standard operating procedures and BMPs. (Page 2-11) - The monitoring
strategy should be provided in greater detail in the FEIS.

Operators shall conduct surveys for federal- and/or state-protected species and
other species of concern (including special status plant and animal species) within
the project area and design the project to aveid (if possible), minimize, or mitigate
impacts to these resources. (Page 2-12) — Further studies are recommended,
notably for migrating passerines, raptors, and bats, to adequately determine
whether and how impacts can be avoided, minimized, or mitigated. .
Operators shall identify important, sensitive, or unique habitats in the vicinity of
the project and design the project to avoid (if possible), minimize, or mitigate
impacts to these habirats (e.g., locate the turbines, roads, and ancillary facilities in
the least environmentally sensitive areas; i.e., away from riparian habitats,
streams, wetlands, drainages, or critical wildfife habitats). (Page 2-12) —
Methods to avoid, minimize, or mitigate impacts to species or habitats should
be more fully addressed in the FEIS.

Operators shall evaluate avian and bat use of the profect area and design the
project fo minimize or mitigate the potential for bird and bat strikes (e.g.,
development shall not occur in riparian habitats and wetlands). Scientifically
rigorous avian and bat use surveys shall be conducted; the amount and extent of
ecological baseline data required shall be determined on a project basis. (Page
2-12) — The amount and extent of baseline data to assess potential impacts to
birds and bats should be described more thoroughly in the FEIS.

Turbines shall be configured to avoid landscape features known to atftract
raptors, if site studies show that placing turbines there would pose a significant
risk to raptors. (Page 2-12) — Additional information should be provided in
the FEIS to address the extent of this risk and how it was considered in the
design of alternatives.

Procedures shall be developed to mitigate potential impacts to special status
species. Such measures could include avoidance, relocation of project facilities or
lay-down areas, and/or relocation of biota. (Page 2-13) — This information
should be detailed in an adaptive management strategy in the FEIS.

All control and mitigation measures established for the project in the POD and the
resource-specific management plans that are part of the POD shall be maintained
and implemented throughout the operational phase, as appropriate. These control
and mitigation measures shall be reviewed and revised, as needed, to address

13

RESPONSES

Comprehensive pre-project monitoring and inventory of
avian species was conducted and will continue after the
project.

Monitoring and inventory data are being used to design
and operate the project.

References to the baseline data and reports are contained
in the bibliography.

. Monitoring and inventory data are being used to design

the project in the POD and BMP.

A more comprehensive adaptive management decision
isin the FEIS. A core principal of adaptive management
is to learn over time and to adapt to conditions. Each
turbine is located and monitored individually with this
project. Detailed adaptive management strategies
develop over time.
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changing conditions or requirements at the site, throughout the operational Y. BLM worked dl O%Iy with USFWS includi ng

phase. This adaptive management approach would help ensure that impacts from
operations are kept to a minimum. (Page 2-23) -- This information should be
detailed in an adaptive management strategy in the FEIS.

Site monitoring protocols defined in the POD shall be implemented. These will
incorporate monitoring program observations and additional mitigation
measures into standard operating procedures and BMPs to minimize future
environmental impacts. (Page 2-24) -- This information should be detailed in
an adaptive management strategy in the FEIS.

Wildlife. The construction and operation of a wind energy project may impact
wildlife or their habitats. The BLM manages public lands to protect and improve
habitat for all federal status, BLM-designated sensitive (i.e., the list published by
the BLM state office of species occurring on public lands whose populations or
habitats are rare or in significant decline), and state listed species. The BLM
evaluates all projects and activities occurring on public lands to ensure that they
will not contribute to the need to list species as threatened or endangered. (Page
3-14) — How this proposal protects and improves habitat for special status
species should be more fully described in the FEIS.

U.S, Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). The USFWS issued Interim Guidelines
to Avoid and Minimize Wildlife Impacts from Wind Turbines in 2003 (USFWS
2003). These voluntary guidelines, prepared by the USFWS Wind Turbine Siting
Working Group, address the evaluation of potential wind energy development
sites, location and design of turbines and associated structures, and pre- and post-
construction research and monitoring needs. Specifically, the guidelines provide a
site evaluation process with checklists, a series of site development and turbine
design and operation recommendations, and a literature review of impacts of wind
turbines on wildlife. The USFWS plans to evaluate these guidelines and modify
them as necessary on the basis of their performance in the field and the latest
scientific and technical discoveries. The USFWS also has issued interim
guidelines for protecting birds from the siting, construction, operation, and
decommissioning of communication towers (Clark 2000), some of which could be
applicable to both turbines and meteorcological towers at a wind energy
development project. In addition, the USFWS worked jointly with the Avian
Power Line Interaction Committee to develop guidelines for protecting birds from
electrocution and collisions with power lines (APLIC and USFWS 2005), some of
which are applicable to wind energy development. (Page 3-33) — How these
guidelines were considered in the design and analysis of alternatives should
be described in the FEIS.

For the purposes of this assessment, impacts from wind energy development on
biological resources were considered important if they would result in, or
contribute to, any of the following:

* Reduction of the quality and/or guantity of habitat for fish, wildlife, or plants;

* A decrease in a plant or wildlife population to below self-sustaining levels;

» Establishment or increases of noxious weed populations;

¢+ Elimination of a plant or- animal commumnity;

* Violations of the ESA, the BGEPA, MBTA, or applicable state laws;

14

AA.

AB.

AC.

AD.

AE.

AF

convening the IWETT and meeting with Sandi Arena
and Mark Rabertson regarding the USFWS Guidelines.
In addition, BLM consequently developed the PDEIS
in June 2005. USFWS Guidelines were very vauable
in preparing the DEIS, creating the IWETT and DEIS.
The Proposed Cotterel Wind Power Project Draft EIS
and Cassia Resource Management Plan Amendment
was released in May 2005, the PDEIS was released in
June 2005.

We will clarify the discrepancy in the FEIS.

We will clarify in the EIS.

BLM agrees and will modify the statement.

BLM agrees and will modify the statement.

BLM agrees and will modify the statement.

BLM agrees and will modify the statement.
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* A decline in bat, raptor, or migratory bird populations;

= Interference with the movement of any resident or migratory fish or wildlife
species; or

* Conflicts with management strategies for BLM Special Management Areas.
(Page 5-35) — These issues and potential impacts should be more fully
described in the FEIS.

* Because of the regulatory requirements of the ESA and various state regulations,
and the requirements specified in BLM Manual 6840 -- Special Status Species
Management (BLM 2001) and other resource-specific regulations and guidelines,
appropriate survey, avoidance, and mirigation measures would be identified and
implemented prior to any construction activities to avoid impacting any sensitive
species or the habitats on which they rely. (5-49) — The information contained
in the DEIS should be expanded in the FEIS for the decision maker to
reasonably determine whether avoidance and mitigation measures would be
adequate to avoid impacting any sensitive species or habitats.

AB

AC

AD

AE

Other Comments

Page 1-4, last paragraph re: National Wind Programmatic. The programmatic is final, not
currently being prepared.

Page 2-33, section 2.5.3 - Paragraph states lekking restrictions would occur from March 1
- May 1; however, Appendix D says mid-March to mid-May. Please clarify the

discrepancy.
Page 3-53 - The pygmy rabbit did not warrant listing under the Act.

Page 4-18, top paragraph - A statement is made that "....no species are expected to
permanently disappear from Cotterel Mountain." The Service does not believe sufficient
information exists within the DEIS to warrant such a statement. As discussed among
IWETT members, there is a concern about the long-term viability of the sage grouse
population using Cotterel Mountain should the facility be developed.

Page 4-30, Alternative C. - The second sentence in that paragraph states that annual
raptor mortality will be "...based on fatality and use rates from other western wind power
projects.” The Service believes mortality numbers should, where appropriate, be based
on the existing data collected for the Cotterel Mountain facility. As noted above in our
comments under the Existing Guidance section, Cotterel Mountain is a unique
environment; use of data collected at other sites may not be applicable here.

Page 4-34, top paragraph — This discussion references the High Winds project to compare
golden eagle mortality with that predicted for the Cotterel Mountain facility since High
Winds has the same type and number of turbines and Altamont does not. While this may
be true, the Service questions this comparison as well. Without knowledge of the
similarity of topography/habitat, a comparison to Cotterel Mountain may not be

appropriate.

RESPONSES

AG. BLM agrees and will modify the statement. BLM is
sensitive to the connectivity and fragmentation of sage-
grouse habitat. Sage-Grouse will be continuously
monitored and their habitat conserved or mitigated as
much as possible with a major development and
construction project.
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Page 4-70, Threatened and Endangered Species section — This section states that "No
past, present, or reasonably foreseeable projects in the vicinity of Cotterel Mountain have
been identified that would potentially affect bald eagle or gray wolf." The Service
disagrees with this statement. We are aware of two projects proposed for the American
AF | Falls area (one approximately 200 turbine project and another approximately 70 turbine
project upon full build out). Both these projects are near Bowen Canyon, a historic
wintering bald eagle roosting site. Preliminary data indicates that bald eagles from
Bowen Canyon would fly through the project area to get from Bowen Canyon to the
Snake River. The Service considers this a potential effect on bald eagles.
Page 4-71, Greater Sage grouse section - Although from a statewide perspective sage
grouse may only be displaced from 0.005% of potential suitable habitat, the relative
importance of some habitats has not been fully considered. Further impacts to what
many biologists consider the last reasonable north south connectivity comridor over the
Snake River may be a far greater concern for long-term population viability than the loss
of 26,000 acres of habitat,
Given the potential negative effects to wildlife, particularly migratory birds and sage
grouse, from the Cotterel Wind Energy Project, and the extent of the comments the
Service has provided, we encourage a combined policy and technical level meeting with
all participating agencies and entities prior to the finalization of the EIS.

AG

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on this DEIS. If we can be of further
assistance, or if you have any questions, please feel free to contact Mark Robertson of the
Service's Boise Office (208) 378-5287 or Sandi Arena of the Service’s Chubbuck Office
(208) 237-6975 x34.

cc: FWS — LE, Boise (Tabor)
FWS — Migratory Bird Office, Portland (Green)
FWS — Regional Office, Portland (Rabot)
FWS, Chubbuck (Arena)
URS Corp, Boise (English)
IDFG, Jerome (McDonald)
IDFG, Boise (Servheen)
BLM — State Office, Boise (Augsburger, Gianettino, Peterson)
Shoshone-Paiute Tribe, Owyhee NV (Dykstra)
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A. The BLM is sensitive to the potential for impacts from

b

Scott Barker, Project Manager
Cotterel Wind Power Project
Bureau of Land Management
Burley Field Office
ISE2008

Burley ID 83318

I would like to express mine and my husbands opposition to the proposed
windfarm on our mountain. We have lived and owned property in the Albion
Valley since 1977 and have raised our children and grandchildren here. We
are both tranplants from opposite shores of this country, Vermont and
‘Washington. Other mountains might be greener or taller and snow covered, but
none are any more beautiful than the Cotterel Mountain. The loss of this
beauty to 40 story windmills with constantly flashing strobe lights would be
unconscionable.

You have been given the job as steward of our public lands and we have
trust that you will exercise this duty by not allowing the destruction of
this mountain. Once the mountain is flattened the devasting effects can
never be changed. We will not only lose our pristine view, but this project
will forever change the peaceful qualities of this valley.

Already windfarms are being built on open flat lands and proving
successful. Idaho has thousands of desert acres where there are no close by
communities. Surely Windland/Shell Inc. can find another location for a
windfarm that would not adversely affect so many. Please make the
responsible decision and deny the Windland/Shell Inc. application for a
right-of-way on Cotteral Mountain.

— You have my permission to make my comenis public.

Linda and Gary Leach
1096 E 1000 S
Albion ID 83311

208 673-6254

tower lighting. The best available technology would be
used in applying tower lighting required by the Federal
Aviation Administration and the Idaho State Aeronautics
Division. This technology includes shielding lights from
below to reduce the potential for light pollution of the
night sky.

. We understand and appreciate your concern about how

the historic characteristics and values of the Marsh Creek
Valley and Cotterel Mountain would be affected by the
proposed wind energy project. It is important to keep in
mind that project proponents are able by law, regulation
and policy to make application for rights-of-way to
pursue projects such as this one. The proponent of any
project chooses the area for which they make application.
It is also important to remember that decisions to grant
rights-of-way are subject to the intense review required
by NEPA, in which you are a participant. Historic
establishment of energy generation and production
projects shows that use of public land for that purpose
has precedent and can be appropriate.
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Letter #69

Comments Concerning the Proposed Cotterel Windfarm

Name- Jim Wahigren - A. We are aware that a petition opposing the proposed
:ﬁiﬁm‘f‘w% project was signed by a number of local citizens. When

You have my permission o make my comments public

we receive a copy of the petition we will review the basis

I am totally against the windmill project at Albion for the following reasons: Of Ob] eCtl on and assess Whether or not Chang$ to the EIS

1. There is no need to put a windfarm anywhere near a small town. Idaho, and BLM,

has millions of acres of land that are not near any town. This windfarm will totally would be warranted. In general the number of OpponentS
domi the landsc f the Albion valley. Windmill ly 420 feet tall will b . . . . .
s s o ey S . to any project without substantive issue oriented
2. 84% of the residents of the Albion valley are against this project. Why wasn’t local . .. . . ..
A opposition taken into consideration when considering this? In the DEIS there is no concerns is not a determini ng factor in final decisions. It
mention of this. . . . . .
3. Pictures of the windmills from the town of Albion were shown in the DEIS, but later IS |mp0rtant to keep n mi nd that da:| sions to move
8 discarded when the Visual Impact study was done. A picture from approximately 20 . . .
miles away was used, but not one from Albion. Why was the picture not used? The forward with projects such as these are issue dependent
Visual Impact report would have changed if local photos were used.
4. There are currently 1200 mega watts of wind power under construction, in planning rather than made based on pOpUI ar vote.

stages, or completed in southeast Idaho alone. None of these windfarms are near
towns. This proves there are many areas where the wind is sufficient and will not
negatively impact local town. The windmills need only 8-9 m/p/h to operate. Where

in Idaho doesn’t the wind blow 8- /m/p/h? B. A Key Observation Point (KOP) was established at the
5. The DEIS states that there will be towers as close as ¥ mile from known golden eagle .
¢ [ nests. Why would this be allowed? With all the areas available for windmills that are Marsh Creek Event Center and the Visua Resource
not near any nests, why endanger the eagles at all? . . .
6. The DEIS reports that fire management may have to be changed. Three years ago we Contrast Rating Method was applied to the viewshed
had a fire up there. The airplanes dropped many loads of fire retardant that from the . . .
valley floor looked like the planes were dropping them just yards above the top of the from this location. The results of the Visua Resource
ridge. If 400-foot towers had been there, the fire might have had to be hand fought. . . .
= [7. BLM should not be using public land for this private purpose. All of the other Contrast Rati ng are analyzed inthe Final EIS.
windfarms in southeast Idaho are going up on private land. Why is BLM doing this?

8. The 1200 mega watts of wind power previously mentioned, added to all other
windfarms going up, is more than the transmission lines can currently carry. What

are the plans to build more transmission lines and how does it get funded? Wil Idaho C. Guidance developed in response to the Golden and Bald
residents be expected to foot the bill while all the power is going to other states? . .

9. The DEIS states there are no Indian sites up there. Any teenager in Albion could Eagle Protection Act recommends that all construction
have taken BLM personnel to several sites. In fact, last fall BLM was trying to catch .. _ .
kids stealing Indian artifacts from the mountain. BLM had cameras trying to get activity and structures be precluded within %2 mile of any
their picture, but all the kids knew the cameras were there. If there are not any Indian .
artifucts up there, why did you consult the Shoshone-Bannick tribe to get their known golden eagle nests. The Draft EIS discloses the
permission to go ahead with the study? . . .

10. The BLM is recommending option C that calls for a few less towers but taller ones pOtentI a for gOl den eagl es to be dlSpI aced or killed as a

B capable of producing more electricity. That is the same option that Windland/Shell

result of the proposed project.
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—

12,

13.

14,

itself changed to last year. Did BLM just take Windland's direction? It certainly
doesn’t look like BLM was in the driver’s seat here. In fact, the number and size of
the towers has changed three times that I am aware of. What is the final number and
size of towers that BLM will permit? How come we don’t know this before we are
asked to comment on this. Is Windland going to be able to do whatever it wants if
BLM approves this? How are we supposed to know what we actually might end up
with here in Albion?

. Tell the public what the effects of the destruction of the Cotterell Mountain might

entail. Tell us about the mitigation process. In a worst case scenario, is it true that
BLM is willing to destroy this mountain range and then set aside another 5000 acres
somewhere else in Idaho to compensate for the loss? Explain the terms
“compensatory mitigation™ and “offsite mitigation™ so the public understands what
might happen to the mountain. What good does 5000 acres somewhere else do for us
residents of the Albion valley?

I don’t believe BLM found only 70 sage grouse up there. How thorough could the
study have been? But, if that’s all there are, then the situation is even worse that we
are led to believe. Why would BLM go against the advice of Fish and Game in this
matter? Fish and Game is on record as totally opposed to putting windmills up there
and endangering wildlife.

The conditions up on the Cotterell Mountain are harsh for any wildlife. They liveina
very fragile environment. Why even take the chance that this may endanger them?
Isn’t BLM interested any longer in being good stewards of the land, which would
include animals and plants and trees?

BLM should never have let this process get this far along. It should have just refused
the request on the basis that it is too close to any town. Windland/Shell should just
have been told to go find another place not close to a town. Idaho has millions of
acres of open land. Windland has already been approved for another project around
American Falls, Idaho on private land.

. BLM has not been asked to do this type of study anywhere else because this is the

first request for a windfarm on BLM land. Idon’t think enough scientific thought and
study has gone into this. BLM just wanted to do this and tailored the results to the
desired outcome. The windfarm will forever change this valley. Why does BLM
want to do this so badly?

RESPONSES

D We understand and appreciate your serious concern

about how the historic characteristics and values of the
Marsh Creek Valey and Cotterel Mountain would be
affected by the proposed wind energy project. It is
important to keep in mind that project proponents are
able by law, regulation and policy to make application
for rights-of-way to pursue projects such as this one. The
proponent of any project chooses the area for which they
make application. It is also important to remember that
decisions to grant rights-of-way are subject to the intense
review required by NEPA, in which you are a
participant. Historic establishment of energy generation
and production projects shows that use of public land for
that purpose has precedents and can be appropriate.

BLM recognizes and clearly states in the Draft EIS that
potential impacts to resources such as sage-grouse would
not be expected to be significantly different between
action alternatives. That being the case, BLM felt that
Alternative C provided the best balance of the use of
public lands for energy production with potential impacts
by maximizing proposed project energy output while
modifying the proposed action to minimize potentia
environmental affects.
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L etter #69 (continued
( ) F. TheBLMsfina determination of a ROW area boundary,

which includes negotiation with the ROW Applicant, is
guided by specific laws (in this case the Federal Land
Policy and Management Act [FLPMA] of 1976),
regulations, and policy guidance. ROW areais limited to
the area occupied by the facilities that constitute the
project for which the ROW is granted, as required by
FLPMA. The area maybe further modified by the need to
protect public safety, for the Applicant to perform
necessary maintenance and to limit the amount of direct
environmental damage that could result from the project.

Any off-site mitigation as described in Section 2.5.4
(page 2-33) cannot be required and is strictly voluntary
as described in BLM Washington Office Instruction
Memorandum 2005-069. As described in the Draft EIS
the Applicant has volunteered to contribute 0.5% of
gross revenue or $150,000 per year to fund off-site
mitigation and monitoring. These funds would be
alocated as recommended by the technical steering
comity described in Section 2.5.4 (Page 2-36) of the
Draft EIS. As stated in Section 2.5.4, fina decisions on
the use of these funds will be made by the BLM Burley
Field Office Manager. The $150,000 compensatory
mitigation payment is all that can be required of the
Applicant and will congtitute the available off-site
mitigation funds for this project.
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Since mitigation may only be required of the Applicant
within the Proposed Project area, BLM was limited to
requiring the on-site mitigation to consist of the BMP,
ongoing sage-grouse monitoring and post construction
fatality monitoring, and adaptive management described
in Chapter 2, Section 2.5.4 and appendix C and D of the
Draft EIS.

G. The BLM prepared an EIS for the Foot Creek Wind
Power Project located near Arlington, Wyoming. The
ROW for the Foote Creek project was granted and the
project has been in operation for several years.

Current baseline condition information was collected for
numerous resources that could be affected by the
proposed project. For example 2004 data for recreation
uses and number of users was disclosed in Section 3.7 of
the Draft EIS (pages 3-87 through 3-89). Several studies
were conducted in 2003, 2004, and 2005 to collect
baseline information for resources on Cotterel Mountain
including:
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RESPONSES

e Avian use patterns

e Nocturnal avian and bat migration

e Raptor nesting

e Raptor migration

e Sage-grouse lek attendance, nesting, and winter use
patterns,

e Mapping of current vegetation community
distribution

e Archeological surveys

e Economic datafor Cassia and Minidoka Counties

e Traffic counts to determine recreation use levels

The results of these studies were disclosed in Chapter 3 of
the Draft EIS.
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Comments on Cotterell Mountain Windfarm

Lois Darlene Wahlgren
1225 E 1040 8
Albion, Id 83311

You have my permission to make my comments public

1 am against the windfarm in Albion because:

I do not think you have researched the sage grouse issue thoroughly enough. Thisisa
bird species that Fish and Game and BLM came very close to adding to the
endangered species list. If you were that close, why do anything that might even
come close to tipping them over the edge? This whole valley and mountain is
sagebrush country that the bird needs to survive. The sagebrush habitat is
disappearing all across the West. We don't need to add to the problem when it isn’t
necessary.

. Albion valley has a 360 degree view of the mountains. 1don’t want the whole

Eastern view ruined by windmills.

RESPONSES

A. A great dea of information on sage-grouse has been

collected on Cotterel Mountain including:

e Threeyearsof |ek attendance surveys

e Winter use surveys

e Radio telemetry studies of mae and female
movement, nesting, brood rearing, and seasonal use.

These studies are proposed to continue for several years
if the project is approved. Although there is the belief
that Cotterel Mountain provides important winter habitat
for sage-grouse, to date none of these studies have shown
extensive use of the Proposed Project area in winter by
sage-grouse. Further there is no scientific evidence that
the project would have significant effects on winter use

B R gt b e Vs Py of Cotterel Mountain by sage-grouse. Although it has
. Alton b e sepor. The lanes e and tak offove the Cotee been suggested that sage-grouse respond negatively to
] e sl et e i tall man-made structures on the landscape, no scientific
sl e e D evidence exists to support these claims. Direct
B L L i e v e ST DI experience and observation on Cotterel Mountain has
Bl it chows thar Phomss trctude Rinyon Aaed B T e sesk shown that sage-grouse continue to use areas near
Ve L opmons! o png petats Lam{ s Srs privete hmelnem: communication facilities and MET towers. The Draft EIS
cites the best available science for the protection of sage-
grouse and their habitat, which recommends that energy
facilities should not be developed within 1.8-mile radius
of sage-grouse leks (Connelly et al. 2000). The Draft EIS
concludes that sage-grouse could potentially be displaced
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from potentially suitable habitat within a 1.8-mile radius
of proposed project facilities.

B. Much of wind turbine noise is masked by the wind itself
since turbines only operate when the wind is blowing.
Noise from wind turbines has diminished as the
technology of turbines has improved. Newer turbine
blade design results in wind energy being converted into
greater rotational torque with very little acoustic noise.
The rotor blades make a slight swishing sound when
rotating. Because of the technological advances and the
distance of the blades from the ground (minimum 95
feet), even when standing immediately underneath a
turbine, this noise is generdly minimal. Vibration-
reducing features are incorporated into the design of the
turbines. On large modern wind turbines, the chassis
frame of the nacelle is designed to ensure the frame
would. Under most conditions, modern wind turbines are
quiet.

C. The proposed project will not interfere with the flight
path of planes using the landing strip located in Albion.
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Letter #70 (continued)

D. The Draft EIS addresses fire management in Section
4.15.2 and specifically fire operations on page 4-66. The
presence of wind turbines along the Cotterel ridgeline
could interfere with, not eliminate, the use air attack
suppression strategies. However, the accessibility to
ground resources such as engines, hand crews and water
tenders would be much improved as a result of the
proposed project thereby reducing response times. New
roads would aso act as firebreaks, which would slow or
stop the spread of wildfire. The outcome of these
tradeoffs would be that suppression forces would use
more indirect tactics than would normally be employed.

E. Guidance developed in response to the Golden and Bald
Eagle Protection Act recommends that all construction
activity and structures be precluded within %2 mile of any
known golden eagle nests. The Draft EIS discloses the
potential for golden eagles to be displaced or killed as a
result of the proposed project.
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September 21, 2005

Mr. Scott Barker, Project Manager
Cotterel Wind Power Project
Bureau of Land Management
Burley FReld Office

15 East, 200 South

Burley, ID 83318

RE: Cotterel Wind Power Project
Dear Mr. Barker:

I maeead into the Albion valley when [ was in 3™ grade. [ left the area to serve
my country for B years. Wihen I finished my commibment to the militany T onew
that 1 wanted by mowe back to the Albion valley o raise my family. My wife was
rarsed in the AlDoN valley and we have made the commitment and nwvestment to
establish our home in this beautiful area, We have done this for several reasons;
the unigueness of the valley, the beauty that surrounds us from all directions,
the quiet solitude that can be fielt when you are in the valley, and the wildlife
thiat we enjoy viewing is unsurpassed.

S0 you can imagine our disappointment, disbelisf and sense of disgust that we
hawve both felt since the Cotterel Windmill Project has been proposed. We hawve
fielt such frestration with the BLM in the fact that the project was even
considered. This project goes against your own Cassia Resource Management
Flan (Cassia RMP) for the Cottersd Mountain Range. What is the purpose for
having a “management plan” established if one can amend it at any given time
or when the grass looks greener on the other side.

We realize that our government wants more “green energy”™ and we both will
agree with the need. \We are not against windmills; they are ancther sounce of
enargy, but not at the expense of completely devastating an entire mountaintop
and the quality of life for the people that liwe in the area,

Windland, Inc. states that this mounkain rmnge has the best wind, but so does
every other place in Cassia County, Surely there are other locations that could
be utilized for Windland, Inc/Shell Windenenrgy, Inc. wind farm. An area that is
not located so dose to 3 commasnity and an area that the project will not sit on
top of sach a high profile mowntain. The Cottersl Mountain range can be viewead
from as far away as Twin Falls and as far as American Falls. On the isswee of the
prodmity of dwellings, I have used my GPS to measure the distance from the
location of the proposed windmills to the nearest homes. The wandmills will be

RESPONSES

A. While it is true that the Proposed Action and the action
alternatives are not consistent with the Cassia Resource
Management Plan (RMP), it is important to recognize
that the BLM planning system has a certain amount of
flexibility built into it by design. RMPs are typically
considered to be 10 year plans. However, due to
declining budgets and increasing work loads, many
existing RMPs are much older than 10 years. The Cassia
RMP is currently over 20 years old. It is aso important
to note that the BLM is a multiple use agency which is
tasked with determining the highest and best or most
appropriate uses for the public lands. One of the ways
BLM makes these determinations is to involve the public
in the planning process. It is safe to say that when the
Cassia RMP was prepared in the early 1980's,
developing wind energy was not considered as a
potential use on Cotterel Mountain. It is therefore
appropriate that such a proposal be presented to the
public, given as complete an analysis as possible and that
a full disclosure be made of its potential effects.
Amendments to RMPs are not taken lightly. The process
to do an amendment is essentidly the same as that
required for the original RMP.
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within 2 miles fram these homes and 5 miles from the: city of Albion. My home
will be 5.3 miles from the site. This is not acceptable to me.
I hawe heard saveral different times that there has been no protest from the
Albion valley residents. This is very untrue. The BUM & Windland, Inc. hawe set
up saveral meetings that we thought that we would be able to wosoe: our
opnions. These meetings were Smply informational meetings to show us what a
great deal it would be fior our community and county tax base. To my
knowdedge there hasnt been a meeting where we, as residence, oould voice our
c opanions and get complete answers bo our questions, At the open house that
was heid, I asked several questions and got the reply of, "That is a good
guestion and I am not sure of the answer.” How can a project of this magnitude
mave forward if you have not addressed all questions? 1 .am an intelligent
person and feel like my concerns and comments have fallen on deaf ears,
because what 1 have to say does not conform to what has been suggested for
the Cotterad Mountain Range. There is oppasition to the proposed plan.
According to Windland, Inc. the Cotterel Mountain range is the best suited site,
but look at & fram their point of view _it's money in their pocket. That is what
Windland, Inc. & Shell Windenergy, Inc. are all about. They do not care about
the long-term impact that this project will hawe b this community and o the
mountain and t's ecosystem. By being held, as the stewards of public lands, the
BLM should be concermed enough about the impact that there should be no ROW
granted to Windland, Inc./Shell Windenergy, Inc.

m

‘Windmills hawe their own environmental issues. They do not create dirty energy,
but their effect on the _ndscape and the surrounding wildlife is an
environmental issue, The wind turbines will impact the wildlife that lkee on the
Cotteral Mountains; it will impact the esthetics of the Albion Valley tremendousty
and willl be completely detrimental to the mountain's ecosystem.
‘When the construction takes place and the blasting begins, what will happen o
thee under ground springs that ane located throwghout the mountain range. In the
Draft Ervircnmental Impact Statement it states that the impact 1o surface and
groundwater quality and quantity would be low (pg. 4-7). Holes for the
foundations, will be created by detonating 3 {three) charges to break up and
diclodge the rock. The charges will be placed in sequence urtil they reach the
p| depth of 27 to 30 feet deep. The foundation depth is 25" - 30" for the suggested
325" windmills, but 2" of additional makerial is remaowved below the fouwndation
depth (pg.2-24). Each foundation pad will be 16" wide. Alternative B suggests
that 130 wind turbines be installed. Alternative C suggests that 98 wind turbines
be installed, but there are two size options being considerad, with one option
being 425" wind turbines, which I would imagine would require a larger
foundation. Alternative D suggests that 665 wind turbines be installed. How could

RESPONSES

B. The assertion that the wind is equally good in all areas of
Cassia County is not correct. The scientific data available
does show that the Cotterel Ridge is among the best wind
sites in the County. In addition, its aspect, access and
proximity to transmission facilities make it highly
desirable. There may be other sites in the County with
similar potential for commercia wind production.
However, although we understand and appreciate your
serious concerns about how the unigueness and beauty of
the Marsh Creek Valley and Cotterel Mountain would be
affected by the proposed wind energy project, it is
important to keep in mind that project proponents are
able by law, regulation and policy to make application
for rights-of-way to pursue projects such as this one. The
proponent of any project chooses the area for which they
make application and the scope of the ensuing NEPA
analysis is focused on that particular area. It is aso
important to remember that decisions to grant rights-of-
way are subject to the intense review required by NEPA,
in which you are a participant. Historic establishment of
energy generation and production projects shows that use
of public land for that purpose has precedents and can be

appropriate.

C. BLM has never contended that there is no opposition to
the Proposed Project, particularly from the Albion area.
Quite the contrary, the Draft EIS clearly states that there
is strong opposition from some Albion residents. That
discussion has been expanded in the Final EIS to clearly
disclose the extent of that opposition.
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Letter #71 (continued)
In genera, the purpose of a NEPA analysis (in this case,
an EIS) for a Proposed Project is to identify resources
that would be affected by the Proposed Project, issues

this much Blasting pok hawve a high impact on the springs and their infrastructure. .
| A and any work that would have to be completed to install the wind farm wilk that relate to those resources and to analyze and disclose
“1 hawe effects that are permanent and irmeversible. In 30 years when the project . .
has comgleted It il expectancy, what then? as accurately as possible, the effects the Proposed Project
1 guess the bottom line is if any of the Alternatives B, C or D are approved, is the would have on those resources. Our Ob] ective in
- destruction of the Cotterel Mountain range and the destruction of it's ecosystem . . .. . . .
“| worth a source of enargy that is only 35% efficient? Is it worth pukting in a conducting the public participation process is to gan
that is decad from e Iby feasible? . . . . e g . .
FISCPAN FIRS SRS MY E0 CUSSERG PRSI S assistance with issue identification and effects analysis

You have cur permission to make our comments. public.

that we may have missed or disclosed incorrectly.
Thank youw for your time.

Jeff B Carey Leach During the 60-day public scoping period for the
3%";_“2;;2535 H Proposed Project early in 2003, BLM conducted a series

of three public meetings. The purpose of these meetings,
which were held in an open house format, was to present
the Proposed Project to the public along with al the
issues that had been raised by BLM and its cooperating
agencies to that point, and to solicit from the public their
help in identifying additional issues and concerns. From
those meetings, we received approximately 135
comments which were analyzed, categorized and used to
define the scope of the NEPA analysis as well as develop
aternatives to the proposed action and ultimately build
the Draft EIS which you participated in reviewing.
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During the 90-day public comment period on the Draft
EIS in mid 2005, BLM conducted a series of three public
meetings to present the Draft including the aternatives to
the proposed action. Information on all the origina data
that was collected in preparation of the Draft was also
presented. The purpose of the meetings was to enhance
the public’s exposure to the Draft, answer questions and
give the public an easy opportunity to provide written
comments. The BLM typically uses an open house
format for its public meetings primarily because people
are generally more comfortable with it, but also because
we are trying to obtain input from the public regarding
issues and our analysis of those issues. We have found
over the years that more useful information is obtained
from written comments given at or following open
houses than is gained from ora testimony which, more
often than not, is emotional in nature.

BLM has attempted to maintain an open dialogue with
the public and their cooperating agencies throughout this
process. We are available at the Burley Field Office any
time during working hours to answer questions or help to
obtain information regarding the Proposed Project and
we welcome contacts from the public.
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Letter #71 (continued) D. A discussion of the difference in sizes of turbines
considered in the Proposed Action and action alternatives
for the purpose of comparing foundation sizes should be
limited to the size of towers not total height. Towers
considered under the Proposed Action would be 65
meters (approximately 210 feet) tall and towers for the
action alternatives could be up to 80 meters
(approximately 260 feet) tall. Foundations for either size
would not be significantly different. Depth would be the
same and diameter at ground level would be similar. The
diameter of tower bases is limited to approximately 14
feet because of load height restrictions on highways.
Concerns over blasting have been expressed throughout
this analysis process and have been primarily associated
with springs. The Burley Field Office enlisted the
assistance of BLM hydrogeologist from the Denver
Service Center to assist in analyzing potential blasting
impacts to springs. Field review of spring locations, rock
outcrops and other physical geological aspects of the
Cotterel Mountains, concluded that blasting would not
affect rock at any great distance from proposed tower
locations. In addition, any rock disturbance that might
occur would most likely produce additional vertical
fracturing in the bedrock without affecting the lateral
flow of ground water as it moves down gradient off the
mountain crest. Thus, the overall mechanism of ground
water flow would not be affected by blasting operations.
However, a plan for monitoring spring flow during
blasting is being developed and will be included in the
proposed project Plan of Development.
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Letter #71 (continued)
If approved and constructed, the Project, when it reaches
the end of its life expectancy would be decommissioned
in accordance with Section 2.3.6 of the EIS and with the
more specific information contained in the Applicant’s
Plan of Development which would be attached to and
made a part of the right-of-way grant. A substantia
reclamation bond would aso be required of the
Applicant to insure that this work is completed.

E. BLM is constantly seeking to balance between local and
regional energy needs and leaving public lands and
resources undisturbed. Renewable energy, specifically
wind energy, demonstrates savings per kilowatt hour in
CO2, sulfur oxide, nitrogen oxide, and particulate
emissions over the life of the project, that are enormous,
compared with what a comparable conventional power
plant would generate. We are doing everything in our
power to minimize the impact of this renewable energy
project on the Albion Valey, if it is approved.
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Dear Mr. Barker:

I resspecifully submit the followwing comments for your consideration as vou prepare the
Fmnal E1S for the Conerel Wind Power Progect (Project) and &= part of the Admrimisirative
Record when publishing the RO for it [ understand that by submilting these comments
during ihe DEIS stage that it will ensure my standing when ibe BLM responds 1o themn in
the Finad EIS.

I have lived on the Upper Snake River Plains of laho since 1983 and moved here for the
primary reason of practicing falconry by humting sage grouse with gyrialcors. Dvastic
declimes in sage grouse populations since then prompeed me o help found the Nosth
Amwerican Coouse Partnershap (NAGP) 1 have also paricipaied actively and regularly in
the Upper Snake River Sage Grouse Local Working Group simee il began over 5 vears
ago and stay currend with the Challis and other Sage Grouse Local Working Groups in
ldsho. 3y concerms aboant our ldsho rangelands and how they are managed modivated
me b become a BLA BEAC member. While on the RAC, 1 was briefed on the Cotterel
Project by BLA staff and also represemtatives from Windland, Inc. | maintain contact
with contractors whoe do the sage grosse rescarch on this site and published a feature
articke abouwt the proposed Project in the last issue of Grouse Partnership News, the
magaine of NAGE. | also have communicated with several Albion residents and
processed their concems with them about 1he pnlpxu.o-ll Project.

Wou reecived commenis on the DEIS for this Project dated September 12, 2005 from
James AL Mosher, Executive Director of WAGE. 1 have resd and fully suppon thase
commeents, | was ¢learly pointed out that the DEIS mpact analysis is an exdrapolaiton
Froam odher siles that lack the unsgue habital Featores of this Project. Became the Progect
5 am the southemn ldsho Snake River plain shrub-steppe landscape, unkpue opportunitics
exigl for on and off site mitigation. Opportumities 1o not only document mipact Fromm this
kimd of project but also mitigale negative impacis by precedent sctling example are
prime. Itwill be a termible of pol arimanal mistake to not take full advantage of these
opportumities. Duoing so will benefit the favorahle stxtus of Windland, Inc., BLM, nuany
olher state and federal agencies. private lndowners, and especially the commyon good of
Idsho people. BLM can take the lead by allowing this tvpe of project to procesd ina
manmer that mmproves environmenial conditions generally and the quality of life for Idaho
people specifically. [ can support this Project omby when BLA and the prmepal
propont, Windland, Inc. incorporate the mitigation siralegics, adaptive managemient,
amd monitoring imo the fimal EIS as oumlined specifically in the NAGEF commenms
submmatted by Mr., Alosher.

The proposed 51 50k year funding for post-project monitening. matigation. and adapiive
management as described in the DELS is wholly imdegquate for this precedent setting
Project. The IXELS Fails io deseribe how or where this 5150k will be spemi. and primary
oversight authority is ol identified Something between 1-2%6 of gross revenues would
e more reasomable for this Projeat insiead of the proposed 4%, There samply musi be
adequate on-sile monsoring. ¢ffectivencess monoring. adaplive management., and
compersatory (ofl=site) maigation The money must be made available to do this work

RESPONSES

A. Mr. James A. Mosher and his North American Grouse

Partnership are one of the leading organizations that have
contributed significantly to the path breaking approaches
in wildlife management being proposed for this wind
energy project that will appear in the FEIS and the Plan
of Development. Your comments add to their value.
They include adaptive management, collaborative and
adaptive scientific design and analysis of long term
monitoring, collaborative multi disciplinary advice to
management on project design and operations, and
collaborative discussion of off site mitigation strategies.

The FEIS generaly, and the POD specifically, describe
the on-site monitoring program based on the triad of
adaptive management, long-term monitoring, and
collaborative scientific analysis of the monitoring data by
the Technical Steering Committee.  The Technical
Steering Committee will be made up of a joint team of
scientists, agency personnel, engineers, Tribes, and other
interested parties such, such as NAGP. If the proposed
project is approved and built, this group will review
monitoring data make recommendations on operational
modifications, and determine the best use and allocation
of the compensatory mitigation fund. This is the first
major wind energy project on Federal Lands to create
such a forma group and implement the adaptive
management process.
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Letter #72 (continued)

i

well It is eszential For these fumds 1o be spent wisely amd effectively under appropriate
oversight. This should all be clearly specified in the final EIS.

Recommended strategies inm the BMP under Appendix D to avedd or reduce wildlafe
mipact are excellent. The finsl EIS should identaly wiho will da the Effectivensss
Bomitoning.  Monsoring behavioral changes and impacis on greator sape-grouse, bag
zame, and sprimg and Fall mdgrations of ragtors and passerines should be the primary
fecws here. [ s imponam to specify whao will do the plam restorastion work, inspect and
monitor on sile soal storage, and collect and store native seed For sile rehabilftation
Vdeguate funding should be identified and conmmittied 1o accomplish alll of this importam
wiork.

All the above is imporian, bu the real opporiumity is the macro-mitigalion proposal
outlmed concisely in Mr. Mosher’s MAGP commenis, | encourage vou 1o imcorporle this
propasal to the fullest pessible exent. Please do not overlook the real patemtial bere 1o
wel a leading example of haw 1o allow projects like this with benefiis to wildlife, the
environmend, and quality of lifie for people. Building and operating the Cotterel 'Wind
Power Progect can resull e signilicand steps 1o resolve the mxd-Snalie water crises andd
restore obligated Nows For fish while providing enfical wildlsfe mitigatvon in the region
As stated in Mr. Mosher®s comments, “This offsile macro-mitigation proposal can
provide integrated managemend solutions in ihree areas of concem: 1) substantive habdtag
midigaiion as & resuli of implensenting the proposed Project; 2) moderate restoration
flows to the med-Snake River and fs aguifer for the Hagermaan troad fanming imdustry,
resident fish and Snake River salmon: 3) reduced Imigation patential; 4) leadershap
provisions for future wind power prajects that may be built in southern Fdabo withoan
miense Sate and Federal regulatory and public scnatiny.™ Agam, | urge vou to consider
semicusly and implement this remarkable proposal to the fallest possible extent.

BLM along with other Federal and State agencies should mmplement an integrated
mitigation plan a1 besst equesl to the Cotters] Project area of 11,5300 acres (IDELS 4-17) and
i just the 363-acre Tootprint area for progect Features {DEIS ES-6). The macro-
mitigation proposal inchedes restoration of sheub forb grass componemts in nesrby orested
wheatgrass fields on abowt 4800 acres. Aboaut 7000 acres of center pival imigation
projects will also be restored 1o shrub steppe. The bensficial «iTects of creating this
hshitat corrdor canmnol be overstated. As stated in the NAGEP commmenis, “B s the onls
possihle native habitat corridor left im the emire mid Snake River Plain for aboun 130
miles o the cast and 140 miles to the west of Raft River Valley.™ Mitigation issues of the
Progect would be satishied. water problems would move toward reselution. the Hagerman
Valley commnercial trow production industry would benefit, Mushing MNows for salmon
would be augmented, and it would help meet nrininaum Mows for resident fsh of the mid-
Smake River, pariculardy sturgeon. Podential Federal and Siate lingation over many of

these isswes would be reduced. Wm-win oulcomes are numaersas and ssgma Ficanm

s
Opportamilies bo make positive and productive champges like this must be taken serioushy
I hope and pray that BLA has the siremgth amd foniede 1o sel the sirong beadership
example of myplemeniing this macro-miigation proposal and mclodse specific plans to

RESPONSES

Any off-site mitigation as described in Section 2.5.4
(page 2-33) cannot be required and is strictly voluntary
as described in BLM Washington Office Instruction
Memorandum 2005-069. The majority mitigation
measures that you recommended fall into the category of
“off-site mitigation” and therefore cannot be required of
the Applicant. As pointed out in your comment and
described in the Draft EIS the Applicant has volunteered
to contribute 0.5% of gross revenue or $150,000 per year
for the life of the project to fund off-site mitigation,
monitoring, or studies. These funds would be allocated as
recommended by the technica steering committee
described in Section 2.5.4 (Page 2-36) of the Draft EIS.
As stated in Section 2.5.4, fina decisions on the use of
these funds will be made by the BLM Burley Field
Office Manager. As the Technical Steering Committee
develops its concepts, the agency, developer and
participating parties remain open to ideas.

The Applicant would be required to complete on-site
monitoring as a condition of the ROW grant as described
in Section 2.3.7 Project Design and Best Management
Practices. This monitoring would include on-site fatality
monitoring associated with the operation of the turbines
and on-site sage-grouse lek studies as described in
Appendix D. Restoration of on-site areas of temporary
disturbance will be completed by the Applicant as part of
the construction of the overall project. On-site fatality
monitoring will be conducted by an independent
contractor hired by the Applicant.
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Letter #72 (continued) Monitoring would include the required on-site
monitoring described above and additional monitoring
that could be recommended by the Technica Steering
Committee. This additional monitoring would be funded

By st "in fzoribal MHat Bt P e s beceimee o poed Bt B by the Applicant through the compensatory mitigation
B e b e o SEAL fund. 1t could include, but is not limited to, continuing
g o gyl it i, e sptmiere e the collection of pre-construction baseline data for use in
Sincerely, comparative analysis, off-site sage-grouse lek studies,

continuing sage-grouse telemetry studies, sage-grouse
nesting studies, sage-grouse winter use studies, and
raptor nest surveys.

Kemt L. Chrastopher

D. As stated above, mitigation may only be required of the
Applicant within the Proposed Project area. Off-site
mitigation cannot be required and is strictly voluntary as
described in BLM Washington Office Instruction
Memorandum 2005-069. Any off-site mitigation would
be funded from the voluntary compensatory mitigation
fund of $150,000 per year. The Technica Steering
Committee would determine the best use of these funds
whether for purchase of key habitat, restoration of shrub
steep, or extended monitoring.

The BLM’'s finad determination of a ROW area
boundary, which includes negotiation with the ROW
Applicant, is guided by specific laws (in this case the
Federal Land Policy and Management Act [FLPMA] of
1976), regulations, and policy guidance. ROW areais
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Letter #72 (continued
( ) limited to the area occupied by the facilities that

constitute the project for which the ROW is granted, as
required by FLPMA. The area maybe further modified
by the need to protect public safety, for the Applicant to
perform necessary maintenance and to limit the amount
of direct environmental damage that could result from
the project.

Additional guidance is provided by Instruction
Memorandum 2003-020 which states that “The lands
involved in the ROW grant will be defined by aliquot
legal land descriptions and be configured to minimize the
amount of the land involved while still allowing an
adequate distance between turbine positions and
reasonable ROW boundaries. In the absence of any
specific local zoning and management issues, no turbine
shall be positioned closer than five (5) rotor-diameters
from the center of the wind turbine to the ROW
boundary in the dominant upwind or downwind
direction, unless it can be demonstrated that site
conditions, such as topography, natural features, or other
conditions such as offsets of turbine locations warrant a
lesser distance.” When this ROW guideline was applied
to the ROW application, an area of approximately 4,545
acres was established. Legally describing this area by
aiquot parts resulted in a boundary encompassing an
area approximately 11,500 acresin size.
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