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Due to the length and organization of this comment letter, 
issues and concerns raised were grouped into general topics 
or categories (listed below). Responses are organized with 
respect to this list and attempt to address specific points 
scattered throughout the letter. 
 
A. Specific siting of facilities, i.e. advance engineering 

design of the facility. 
 

The features of Alternative C are documented on Figure 
2.5-1 and Figure 2.5-2 (pages 2-29 and 2-30) of the Draft 
EIS. A more detailed description and mapping of the 
proposed project facilities will be included in the Plan of 
Development. The action alternatives analyzed in the 
Draft EIS were based on a template designed specific for 
Cotterel Mountain. This is a common methodology used 
in analyzing wind energy projects. The specific features 
of each of the alternatives are described in Sections 2.4 
through 2.6 (Pages 2-23 through 2-40) of the Draft EIS. 
Requiring the Applicant to conduct preapproval 
advanced design engineering of the proposed project 
alternatives during the Draft EIS portion of the analysis 
would be an undue cost on the Applicant. Advanced 
design will be completed and included in the Plan of 
Development.  
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B. Range of alternatives including analysis of other sites, 

comparison of impacts, mitigations, and economic 
factors for other sites including private land sites.  

 
The purpose of the proposed project is to develop an 
economically feasible wind power project on Cotterel 
Mountain, as per the proponents ROW application. The 
scope of the Draft EIS was defined by the Applicant’s 
proposal and the range of alternatives was developed 
within those parameters. Simply put, the Draft EIS 
addresses either action or no action alternatives on 
Cotterel Mountain. As you may or may not be aware, all 
of the work done by BLM and URS on this Draft EIS has 
been funded by the Applicant. This is largely why the 
scope of the analysis is limited to the Applicants 
proposal. This analysis focuses on the Applicant’s 
proposal. Private farmlands would not require analysis 
under NEPA. 
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C. Political pressure to approve the project and request 

for anonymous review of Draft EIS conclusions by 
scientific experts. 

 
The Cotterel Wind Power Project Draft EIS was made 
available for public review and comment for a period of 
90 days. During the public review period, the BLM 
received several comments from state and federal 
wildlife management and regulatory agencies as well as 
from wildlife conservation organizations. The BLM feels 
that the responses received from these agencies and 
groups satisfies the need for scientific review.  

 
The NEPA process is a public disclosure of known 
resources and potential effects. It does not allow for 
anonymous review.  

 
D. Landscape level analysis of the BFO to identify 

suitable and unsuitable sites for wind energy 
development. 

 
Again, this is a project specific analysis and does not 
look at a large regional picture 
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E. BLM is in non-compliance with NEPA by segmenting 

the analysis and proceeding with project related 
ground disturbing activities without public NEPA 
involvement. 
 
In July of 2001, the BLM issued a ROW grant 
authorizing the Applicant to install multiple wind speed 
and direction recording devices (anemometers) at various 
locations on Cotterel Mountain Potential impacts of the 
wind testing proposal were analyzed in an Environmental 
Assessment number ID-007-EA-01-0063, and Finding of 
No Significant Impact was signed by the Burley Field 
Office Manager on July 13, 2001. Only the most minor 
ground disturbing activities were authorized under this 
ROW grant and none were conducted that warranted any 
kind of recontouring or reseeding. BLM Interim Wind 
Energy Policy (Appendix B of the Draft EIS) states that 
wind energy development applications will be filed for 
placement of wind speed data collection equipment. If 
Applicants propose to proceed with development of a 
wind energy project, the data collection ROW grant must 
be amended within a three-year period. The policy 
further proscribes that the data collection application 
undergo NEPA analysis prior to approval and that 
collection of data for the eventual preparation of a 
project level NEPA analysis may proceed during the 
wind data collection period. Therefore, BLM’s approval  
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of the Applicant’s wind speed data collection ROW was 
incompliance with BLM policy. 

 
Road blading of two tracks within the Proposed Project 
area was done in response to the need for emergency fire 
suppression and was totally unrelated to the proposed 
project.  

 
Numerous BLM personnel and contract scientist 
conducting wildlife surveys in the Proposed Project area 
have regularly observed sage-grouse in close proximity 
to one of the wind speed data collection towers. They 
have also been observed close to the exiting 
communication facilities located on the summit of 
Cotterel Summit over the past 25 years. The BLM 
required the Applicant to install flagging on the MET 
towers guy lines to alert avian species to their presence. 
In the four years that MET towers have been in place 
there have been no documented cases of avian or bat 
mortality associated with them.  

 
F. Compliance with FLPMA. 
 

The BLM is required to consider ROW Applicant 
proposals in accordance with Title V of FLPMA. 
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G. Impacts to sage-grouse. 
 
 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.  
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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 from 
potentially suitable habitat within a 1.8-mile radius of 
proposed project facilities.  

 
H. Impacts to public uses and recreation, visual 

resources, water resources, watersheds, vegetation, 
soils and soil erosion, cultural resources, invasive and 
noxious species from the proposed project combined 
with ongoing livestock grazing and OHV use. 

 
Potential impacts of the proposed project alternatives are 
discussed in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIS. Potential 
impacts discussion for the following resources can be 
found in the Draft EIS in the following sections: 
 
• Recreation, Section 4.1.1 (Pages 4-52 through 4-54) 
• Visual Resources, Section 4.13 (Pages 4-56 through 

4-63) 
• Physical Resources (Water resources) Section 4.5.4 

(Pages 4-6 and 4-7) 
• Vegetation (including invasive species and noxious 

weeds), Section 4.6.1 (Pages 4-10 through 4-14) 
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BLM does not agree that the proposed project essentially 
destroys recreational opportunities. Public access will not 
be diminished and from many areas on Cotterel 
Mountain, particularly the canyons and side drainages, 
the proposed project would not be visible.  
 
Known information on springs and surface water 
resources is contained in Section 3.1.4 of the Draft EIS 
including Figure 3.1-2 (pages 3-9 through 3-11). 
Potential impacts are described in Section 4.5.4. 

 
I. Disclosure of economic factors influencing the range 

of alternatives analyzed in the Draft EIS. Variation in 
purpose and need statement between NOI and Draft 
EIS. 

 
The economic feasibility of the proposed project is 
determined by the Applicants willingness to take on the 
financial risk of the proposed project, not the Applicant’s 
financial status or the potential profits that could be 
released from the proposed project. BLM’s responsibility 
in analyzing the proposed project does not include 
monitoring corporate profits or allocation of corporate 
resources. 
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The Royal Dutch Shell Corporation’s financial 
information is available to the public on the companies 
web page located at www.shell.com.  
 
BLM understands the potential for impacts to result from 
the proposed project. However, we recognize the 
opportunity to collect good scientific data on wildlife 
impacts resulting from wind energy developments in 
sagebrush steppe habitats. BLM also 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 the need to balance 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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J. Fish and Wildlife Service interim guidance. 
 

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, on a tour of 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 BLM’s 
understanding that the USFWS withdrew its interim 
Guidance as announced on September 29, 2005 at an 
American Wind Energy Association Meeting in La 
Quinta, California. 
 



Cotterel Wind Power Project Appendix H 

COMMENTS RESPONSES 

March 2006 Final Environmental Impact Statement H-79 

Letter #40 (continued) 

 

 
 
 
 
K. On- and off-site mitigation. 
 

Reclamation of disturbed areas both post construction 
and upon project termination is described in Appendix C 
of the Draft EIS. The Draft EIS identifies mitigation 
where possible to reduce impacts to the fullest extent. 
However, mitigation for some issues not available. 
Where possible, additional mitigation has been provided 
in the Final EIS. The Draft EIS does not claim that the 
specified mitigation will reduce the potential impacts to 
levels less than significant. On the contrary, the Draft 
EIS states that impacts to several resources (birds, bats, 
visual resources) could be significant. 
 
The concept of “full mitigation” on the proposed project 
is very misleading. A mitigation requirement must be 
tied to a known impact and many of the impacts 
indicated such as extirpation of sage-grouse are based on 
opinion and anecdotal evidence. BLM is using Adaptive 
Management as a tool to provide mitigation for impacts 
that are currently unknown but that may be discovered in 
the future through monitoring.  
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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. 
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 is all that can be 
required of the Applicant and will constitute the available 
off-site mitigation funds for this proposed project. 
Although BLM agrees that mitigation should be 
described for and tied to specific impacts as suggested by 
WWP, we are reluctant to assign specific mitigation to 
potential future impacts that may or may not occur. 
 
BLM would not develop mitigation for a wind power 
project sited on private land. 
 



Cotterel Wind Power Project Appendix H 

COMMENTS RESPONSES 

March 2006 Final Environmental Impact Statement H-81 

Letter #40 (continued) 

 

 
L. Impacts to big game. 
 

It is likely that, as described in the analysis, mule deer 
will habituate to the presence of the proposed project. 
The loss of winter habitat (which has not been identified 
as crucial by either IDFG or BLM) would be minor as 
compared to the total available. 

 

 Post construction monitoring at operating wind power 
facilities has shown that big game acclimates to the 
presence of the wind turbines and other facilities over 
time. 

 
M. Concerns regarding issues deemed outside the scope 

of the Draft EIS. 
 

The reintroduction of big horn sheep to Cotterel 
Mountain is deemed outside the scope of this EIS 
because the IDFG has no current or future plans to ever 
reintroduce big horn sheep to Cotterel Mountain. Impacts 
to sagebrush steep habitat from livestock grazing are 
outside the scope of analysis. The Draft EIS analyzes 
resource that could potentially be impacted by the 
proposed project including impacts to sagebrush steep 
habitats. The ROW application that BLM received from 
Windland, Inc., was for a wind energy development on 
Cotterel Mountain. Alternative sites or alternative energy  
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sources were not identified in the application. Identifying 
potential wind energy development sites or other energy 
sources other than that identified in Windland’s 
application is therefore outside the scope of this EIS. 

 
N. Concerns regarding wildlife and avian population, 

habitat and migration. 
 

The proposed linear north – south project would occur in 
a narrow corridor along Cotterel Mountain occupying an 
area of approximately 200 acres. The majority of 
Cotterel Mountain would remain unaltered following 
project construction and during project operation. 
Nocturnal radar surveys conducted on Cotterel Mountain 
showed that over 95 percent of migrating birds or bats 
flew well above the maximum height of the proposed 
turbine blades. Therefore the proposed project would not 
interfere with the majority of night migrating birds or 
bats. The fall raptor migration survey conducted on 
Cotterel Mountain did not indicate a defined flight 
corridor along the main ridgeline of Cotterel Mountain. 
Flight paths were more concentrated along the lateral 
portions of the mountain. Although avian species utilize 
the area that would be occupied by the proposed project, 
it appears, based on the data collected, that the proposed 
project would do little to block north-south avian 
migration. 
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The Affected Environment portion of the Draft EIS 
lumped together species that utilize similar habitats, as 
specific information on individual species was not 
always available. In addition, population data on many 
species that occur or potentially occur on Cotterel 
Mountain or its vicinity was not available.  

 
The fatality estimates are on an annual bases using a 35 
percent operating factor and are described in Section 
4.6.4 (Pages4-29 through 4-30) of the Draft EIS.  

 
Fall radar night migration surveys were conducted on 
Cotterel Mountain in 2003. The results of those surveys 
discussed in Section 4.6.4 (Pages4-28 through 4-29) of 
the Draft EIS. 

 
Avian use surveys were conducted on the east ridge 
during both the year long avian point counts and the fall 
migration surveys. Section 3.2.2 (Pages 3-30 through 3-
38) of the Draft EIS. 
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O. Effects of noise.  
 

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. 

 
P. Seasonal avoidance criteria. 
 

Seasonal avoidance requirements are described in 
Appendix D of the Draft EIS. 
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Q. Cumulative impacts. 
 

The cumulative effects section of the Draft EIS has been 
revised in the Final EIS. 

 
R. Changes in livestock use and permitting. 
 

Impacts to sagebrush steppe habitat from livestock 
grazing are outside the scope of analysis of this EIS. The 
Draft EIS analyzes resources that could potentially be 
impacted by the proposed project including impacts to 
sagebrush steppe habitats. The impact of grazing on 
resources is assessed in the Final EIS within the 
Cumulative Effects analysis (Section 4.16). 

 
S. Concerns over potential increases in fire danger. 
 

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  
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tradeoffs would be that suppression forces would likely 
use more indirect tactics than would normally be 
employed. 

 
T. Concerns over hazardous materials and pollutants. 
 

No hazardous materials as defined by CERCLA of 1980, 
as amended, 42 U.S.C. 9601 et seq., would be used in the 
construction and operation of the proposed project, if it is 
approved. Appendix C of the Draft EIS (Best 
Management Practices) discloses requirements that the 
Applicant will have to meet regarding protection of 
resources from any pollutants, including petroleum 
products, used during construction and operation of the 
proposed project (Page C-12). The Applicant will 
prepare a pollutant spill control plan that will be included 
in the Plan of Development. 

 
U. Effectiveness monitoring and adaptive management. 
 

As described above 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. 
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A. The Applicant, Windland, Inc., and its electrical 

contractor are coordinating with Raft River Rural 
Electric Cooperative, Inc. to establish a mutually 
acceptable ROW setback for the Proposed Project's 
transmission interconnect line where it would parallel 
Raft River’s line. 
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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. Because your 
comments do not address the adequacy of the Draft EIS 
further response is not provided.  
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The Applicant, Windland Inc., and its electrical contractor, 
are working with the Bonneville Power Administration to 
rectify any possible (A) microwave interference and/or (B) 
transmission line engineering issues from the Proposed 
Project. 
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A. The Visual Resource Contrast Rating Method is BLM’s 

method for analyzing visual resource management 
issues. The Visual Resource Contrast Rating Method is 
subjective by design to incorporate the visual preferences 
of multiple individuals. It is not designed to define a 
specific level of impact but to determine potential change 
to key landscape features from a proposed action. 
Obviously, the change in the landscape resulting from 
the proposed project would be significant. Whether this 
is a positive or negative impact is dependant on the 
personal preferences and judgment of the viewer. 

 
B. Dust control is discussed in the Air Quality section of 

Appendix C (PageC-13). The Draft EIS has been 
modified in the Final EIS to disclose the uses and sources 
of water necessary for construction of the proposed 
project.  

 
 Potential visual resource impacts as a result of project 

construction are analyzed in the Draft EIS in Section 
4.13.3 through 4.13.5 (Pages 4-59 through 4-63).  

 
 The main access to Cotterel Mountain for construction of 

the proposed project will be off of State Highway 81. A 
small amount of project construction access will also 
occur off of State Highway 77. None of the roads that 
would be used to access Cotterel Mountain for  
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construction of the proposed project are county roads. 
Maintenance of State Highways does is not the responsibility 
of local economies. 
 
The statement in the Draft EIS comparing the number of 
trucks necessary for construction of the proposed project to 
the volume of truck traffic associated with the local 
agricultural harvest was not intended to be an exact 
comparison, but merely a local example of scale. Data 
obtained from the Amalgamated Sugar Company indicates 
that the Declo Beat dumpsite located northwest of Cotterel 
Mountain, receives an average of 260 truckloads of beets per 
day during the harvest season. This number does not include 
the dozens of other beat dumps in the surrounding area or the 
truck trips generated by the harvest of other crops and 
agricultural products. The actual number of truck trips 
required to construct the proposed project is much lower than 
that generated by the local agricultural harvest. While the 
truck trips associated with the construction of the proposed 
project would be additive to existing high level of truck 
traffic, they would result in a relatively small increase and 
would be temporary in duration. Furthermore, the truck trips 
associated with the construction of the proposed project 
would mostly be confined to a relatively small corridor along 
SH-81 around the north end of Cotterel Mountain. 
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 Temporary construction impacts to recreation are 

disclosed in Section 2.3.3 (Page 2-20) and Section 4.11 
of the Draft EIS (pages 4-52 through 4-54). During 
construction portions of Cotterel Mountain would be 
temporarily closed to the public for safety purposes.  

 
C. Little information on the potential or actual impacts from 

wind power projects on property values is available. The 
ECONorthwest study is one of the few reports that 
provides any information on the subject. The Draft EIS 
Section 4.9.2 (Pages 4-48 and 4-49) discloses the known 
information on this subject, but it does not implicitly 
state that property values would not be affected by 
construction of the proposed project. 

 
D. The Draft EIS has been modified in the Final EIS to 

disclose that construction of the proposed project will 
change the current Recreation Opportunity Spectrum 
Semi-primitive Motorized to Roaded Natural. It is true 
that many miles of improved roads would be necessary 
for construction and operation of the proposed project. 
However, Alternatives C and D include a plan to retain 
as much of the primitive public access aspect of the 
mountain as possible (see Figure 2.5-3). This was 
developed in response to the concern raised in this 
comment and during the public scoping process. Under 
this plan, traversing the ridgeline from north to south 
would still require a 4x4 vehicle and a certain amount of 
off road driving skill. The south road which accesses the 
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communication towers is not proposed for upgrading and 
an increase in use associated with this road is not 
anticipated. 

 
E. Hunting will still be permitted on Cotterel Mountain 

following construction of the proposed project. Although 
access may be improved to some areas, the majority of 
Cotterel Mountain would remain unroaded or accessed 
by existing primitive trails. The Idaho Department of 
Fish and Game has not identified an East – West big 
game migration corridor across Cotterel Mountain. Post 
construction monitoring at operating wind power 
facilities has shown that big game acclimates to the 
presence of the wind turbines and other facilities over 
time. Section 4.11 Recreation (pages 4-52 and 4-53), of 
the Draft EIS has been revised in the Final EIS to include 
a more detailed analysis of potential project impacts to 
hunting. 

 
F. Section 4.6.1 of the Draft EIS discloses potential impacts 

to vegetation from construction of the proposed project. 
Table 4.6-1 (Page 4-12) describes in detail temporary 
and permanent impacts to vegetation. Current 
management directives as prescribed by the Cassia RMP 
requires that wheeled vehicle be limited to existing roads 
and trails (Cassia RMP Page 40). 
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Potential impacts from the proposed project are 
described in detail in Section 4.6.2 of the Draft EIS 
(Pages 4-14 through 4-40). Impacts to wildlife are 
described in terms direct mortality from impact with the 
turbine blades and indirect impacts in the form of habitat 
loss, avoidance, and habitat degradation. The Draft EIS 
discloses that significant avian impacts could occur 
although impacts are anticipated to be minor.  
 
The cumulative impacts analysis in the Draft EIS has 
been revised in the Final EIS. 

 
G. Section 4.17 of the Draft EIS (page 4-75) discloses 

potential unavoidable adverse effects of the proposed 
project (i.e., Loss of Vegetation). Detailed discussion and 
acreage impacts of potential unavoidable adverse effects 
are analyzed under each individual resource section in 
Chapter 4 of the Draft EIS. 

 
H. Section 4.18 of the Draft EIS (page 4-75) discloses 

potential irreversible and irretrievable commitment of 
resources of the proposed project (i.e., Loss of 
Vegetative Productivity). Detailed discussion and 
acreage impacts of potential irreversible and irretrievable 
commitment of resources are analyzed under the 
Biological Resources Section 4.6 (Page 4-10) in Chapter 
4 of the Draft EIS.  
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I. The Cassia RMP is the current management guidelines 

for Cotterel Mountain. It is referenced in the Draft EIS to 
provide information on current management direction for 
the Proposed Project area. 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: 

 
• 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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J. The public scoping period was initiated via publication 

of the Notice of Intent to prepare an environmental 
impact statement in the Federal Register on December 
19, 2002. The scoping period was extended from 30 to 
60 days to public adequate time to identify issues of 
concern and February 21, 2003. In addition to the federal 
register publication a scoping statement was mailed to 
Native American Tribes, grazing permittees, lease 
operators, industry representatives, environmental 
organizations, and individuals having a potential interest 
in the Proposed Project. Local and regional media also 
received the scoping statement and a news release. 
During the 60 day scoping period three public meetings 
were held across southern Idaho. 

 
 The public comment period for the Draft EIS was 

initiated via publication of the Notice of Availability in 
the Federal Register on June 24, 2005. The public review 
period lasted for 90 days and closed on September 22, 
2005. The Draft EIS was made available both in hard 
copy and on Compact Disc (CD). A newsletter and 
preference mailer was sent to all individuals and 
organizations that participated in the scoping process. 
The Draft EIS was also made available for review at 
public libraries and BLM offices. Three public meetings 
were held during the month of July 2005. Notice of 
Availability and a press release announcing the public 
meetings was provided to local and regional media. 
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The BLM’s web page was unavailable to the public 
during the Draft EIS review period. However, the Draft 
EIS was available on the internet housed at the 
Bonneville Power Administration web site at 
www.efw.bpa.gov/environmental_services/document_lib
rary/cotterel/. The availability of Draft EIS at this web 
site was provided in the newsletter announcing the 
availability of the Draft EIS and the public meetings. The 
newsletter and media release provided mailing address, 
telephone, fax and email address of the BLM project 
manager who had hard copies and CDs available for 
distribution. NEPA does not require that documents 
available for public review be posted to the internet. 

 
K. The ROW application that BLM received from 

Windland, Inc., was for wind energy development on 
Cotterel Mountain. Alternative sites were not identified 
in the application. The scope of the analysis was limited 
to alternatives within the application area only. The 
purpose of this analysis was to determine whether of not 
the proposed project or its action alternatives are an 
appropriate use of public lands on Cotterel Mountain. 
Identifying potential wind energy development sites 
other than that identified in Windland’s application was 
outside the scope of this EIS.  
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The Applicant, Windland, Inc., will work with the BLM and 
right-of-way holders on Cotterel Mountain, such as ATC 
Communications, to ensure that the Proposed Project does 
not interfere with the operation of any facilities of the right-
of-way holders. 
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Thank you for your thoughtful and professional comments.  
 
BLM has considered the NAGP’s recommendations and has 
modified its FEIS to include adaptive management and 
effectiveness monitoring as central themes. These themes 
also will drive the Plan of Development.  
 
In addition, BLM has strengthened its consideration of 
cumulative effects. Finally, BLM in concert with the recently 
released “Conservation Plan for the Greater Sage-grouse in 
Idaho”, by the Idaho Sage-grouse Advisory Committee 2005, 
is examining mitigation strategies, including off-site 
mitigation. 
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Sent as an attachment to Letter #46. No response on this 
letter will be provided. 
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A. Typically, the restoration process regarding linear rights-

of-way does not involve restriction of grazing as does a 
restoration project covering a large area such as a fire, 
chaining or other vegetative treatment. It is difficult to 
restrict grazing on a long linear disturbance without 
keeping livestock out of an entire allotment or 
constructing an inordinate amount of temporary fencing. 
Reclamation can be more difficult with livestock present 
on the seeded areas, but normally with diligent 
monitoring and in some cases, repeated seedings, 
successful reclamation is possible. A case in point would 
be the Northwest Pipeline project constructed through 
the Raft River, Kunua and Dale Pierce Allotments back 
in 1992. This large diameter pipeline construction project 
disturbed vegetation through these allotments to a width 
of up to 200 feet. Grazing was never restricted in this 
area and although reclamation was slow, it was 
ultimately completely successful. In the event that 
livestock cause an insurmountable problem with 
reclamation of disturbed areas within the proposed right-
of-way, fencing and use of the Dale Pierce Allotment 
would be considered. This eventuality will be considered 
in the preparation of the project Plan of Development if 
the proposed project is approved. 
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B. As stated in your comment, the granting of a right-of-

way provides the grantee the opportunity to utilize the 
public lands included in the grant for the purposes 
granted and in accordance with the appropriate right-of-
way regulations and the terms and conditions of the 
particular grant. Complete control over the land and 
ownership of the land are not conveyed to the grantee. 
Rather than state that “the ROW would then revert back 
to BLM control”, it would be less confusing to state “the 
ROW would then be terminated”. This will be corrected 
in the Final EIS. 

 
C Thank you for this suggestion. It will be considered in 

the preparation of the project specific Plan of 
Development, if the right-of-way is approved. 

 
D. The Best Management Practices in Appendix C of the 

Draft EIS (see #’s 3 and 4 on page C-3) require the 
Applicant to control weeds within the limits of the right-
of-way and to consult with the authorized officer and 
local authorities on acceptable weed control methods. In 
addition, the Applicant would be required to prepare a 
noxious and invasive weed plan that would include but 
not be limited to: preconstruction inventories and post 
construction monitoring to prevent and treat the spread of 
weeds, cleaning of construction equipment entering and 
leaving the construction site, and use of certified weed 
free seed, straw and other construction materials. 
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E. Thank you for your suggestion. Your concern is noted 

and will be considered in the formation and chartering of 
the technical steering committee that would manage the 
compensatory mitigation fund. 

 
 
 
 




