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Thank you for your comments, letter, and telephone calls to 
BLM officials in Washington, D.C. and Boise, Idaho. We are 
constantly seeking to balance between local and regional 
energy needs and leaving the public’s 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 beautiful 
Albion Valley. Adaptive management is a core value that 
drives the Final EIS and will drive the Plan of Development. 
We will continue to consult with you. 
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Thank you for your comment. We appreciate your 
involvement in the NEPA process and the time which you 
contributed. Your comment was considered in preparation of 
the final environmental impact statement.  
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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 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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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 detailed 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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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 also fragmented 
by Lake Walcott and increasing rural 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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G. The BLM’s final 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 area is 
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.  
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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 Windland’s 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 
acres in size. 
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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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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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H. Section 2.5.4 (Page 2-33) of the Draft EIS has been 

revised in the Final EIS to 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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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). This is 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 is working with its partners on an 

appropriate adaptive management strategy. 
 
M. Thank you. We are exploring this. 
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N. Thank you. Your suggestion will be considered in the 

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

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

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

Plan of Development. 
 
R. 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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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, II and III,” 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 I 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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T. Comprehensive pre-project monitoring and inventory of 

avian species was conducted and will continue after the 
project. 

 
U. Monitoring and inventory data are being used to design 

and operate the project. 
 
V. References to the baseline data and reports are contained 

in the bibliography. 
 
W. Monitoring and inventory data are being used to design 

the project in the POD and BMP. 
 
X.  A more comprehensive adaptive management decision 

is in 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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Y. BLM worked closely with USFWS including 

convening the IWETT and meeting with Sandi Arena 
and Mark Robertson regarding the USFWS Guidelines. 
In addition, BLM consequently developed the PDEIS 
in June 2005. USFWS Guidelines were very valuable 
in preparing the DEIS, creating the IWETT and DEIS. 

 
Z. 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. 

 
AA. We will clarify the discrepancy in the FEIS. 
 
AB. We will clarify in the EIS. 
 
AC. BLM agrees and will modify the statement. 
 
AD. BLM agrees and will modify the statement. 
 
AE. BLM agrees and will modify the statement. 
 
AF BLM agrees and will modify the statement. 
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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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A. The BLM is sensitive to the potential for impacts from 

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. 

 
B. 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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A. We are aware that a petition opposing the proposed 

project was signed by a number of local citizens. When 
we receive a copy of the petition we will review the basis 
of objection and assess whether or not changes to the EIS 
would be warranted. In general the number of opponents 
to any project without substantive issue oriented 
concerns is not a determining factor in final decisions. It 
is important to keep in mind that decisions to move 
forward with projects such as these are issue dependent 
rather than made based on popular vote.  

 
B. A Key Observation Point (KOP) was established at the 

Marsh Creek Event Center and the Visual Resource 
Contrast Rating Method was applied to the viewshed 
from this location. The results of the Visual Resource 
Contrast Rating are analyzed in the Final EIS. 

 
C. Guidance developed in response to the Golden and Bald 

Eagle Protection Act recommends that all construction 
activity and structures be precluded within ¼ 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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D We understand and appreciate your serious 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 precedents and can be appropriate. 

 
E. 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 potential 
environmental affects. 
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F. The BLMs final 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 area is 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 
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. The $150,000 compensatory 
mitigation payment is all that can be required of the 
Applicant and will constitute 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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• Avian use patterns  
• Nocturnal avian and bat migration  
• Raptor nesting 
• Raptor migration 
• Sage-grouse lek attendance, nesting, and winter use 

patterns, 
• Mapping of current vegetation community 

distribution 
• Archeological surveys 
• Economic data for Cassia and Minidoka Counties 
• 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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A. A great deal of information on sage-grouse has been 

collected on Cotterel Mountain including: 
 

• Three years of lek attendance surveys 
• Winter use surveys 
• Radio telemetry studies of male 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 
of Cotterel Mountain by sage-grouse. Although it has 
been suggested that sage-grouse respond negatively to 
tall man-made structures on the landscape, no scientific 
evidence exists to support these claims. Direct 
experience and observation on Cotterel Mountain has 
shown that sage-grouse continue to use areas near 
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 generally 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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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 also 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 ¼ 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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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 also 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 essentially the same as that 
required for the original RMP. 
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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 commercial wind production. 
However, although we understand and appreciate your 
serious concerns about how the uniqueness 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 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. 

 
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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In general, 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 
that relate to those resources and to analyze and disclose 
as accurately as possible, the effects the Proposed Project 
would have on those resources. Our objective in 
conducting the public participation process is to gain 
assistance with issue identification and effects analysis 
that we may have missed or disclosed incorrectly. 

 
During the 60-day public scoping period for the 
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 all 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 
alternatives 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 alternatives to 
the proposed action. Information on all the original 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 oral 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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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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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 substantial 
reclamation bond would also 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 Valley, if it is approved.  
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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. 

 
B. The FEIS generally, 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 formal group and implement the adaptive 
management process. 
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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 technical steering committee 
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.  As the Technical Steering Committee 
develops its concepts, the agency, developer and 
participating parties remain open to ideas.   

 
C. 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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Monitoring would include the required on-site 
monitoring described above and additional monitoring 
that could be recommended by the Technical Steering 
Committee. This additional monitoring would be funded 
by the Applicant through the compensatory mitigation 
fund. It could include, but is not limited to, continuing 
the collection of pre-construction baseline data for use in 
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. 

 
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 Technical 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 final 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 area is  
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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 
aliquot parts resulted in a boundary encompassing an 
area approximately 11,500 acres in size. 
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